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This draft report on the Broad Financialf Flaza site

FREFACE: CONTENTS AND ORGANIZATION

documents the results of a winter eucavation/ of the mid-1i7th
Century remains of the initial shorefront commercial and
residential block of the Dutch West India Company in New
Amsterdam. Conducted under the auspices of the New York City
Landmarks Freservation Commission, and with funding by the
project devoloper, HRQ International, this study provides a three
dimensional guantified data bank of the identity, location and
diagnostic Characteristicslnf all excavated material within a
natural stratigraphic framework spamning 1650 through to the mid-
12th Centurv.

The rescue effort recovered a total of 43,318 artifacts and
permitted the definition of 80 distinct stratigraphic deposits
which inleded the remains of four 17th Centuwry structures, siu
features and a variety of primary and secondary occupation and
destruction remains found in association with the buried and
sealed colonial surface of New York’'s initial Dutch settlement.

Based on the reconstruction of the natural stratigraphic
framework spanning. 3530 years of the site’'s development, this
report is structured in two levels of description. For each
category of materials analyvzed, it incorporates a detailed strata
by strata description of the cultural contents, range of
variation, relative proportions, and stylistic and technological

characteristics of all excavated material within sach of these
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units of association and relative contemporaneity. Furthermore,
given the synthesis of five chronological phases through time,
three of which cover the early colonial period from 1850 through
to 1720, it has alsoc been possible to provide a second level of
analysgis which traces patterns of continuity and change in the
material record for this previously little studied period in the
tri—-state region. This approach has provided, in tandem with the
evidence from the surviving documentary record, fresh insights
into the changing economy, cultural patterns, and material
belongings of one segment of this settlement s transition from a
Dutch to a British dominated way of life. Accordingly, for each
anélytical section of this report, the proiect staff have
followed each descriptive section with a summary of j;the shifts
in the nature and diagrnostic characteristics of each phase of the
site’'s history.

The report is presented in three primary segments: 1) a
descriptive and analytical text covering the range of variation
and dating evidence for all excavated artifacte and cultural
remaing (Volume I):; 2) a complete micro—computer data base of
the identity and location of all excavated materials im natural
stratigraphic groupings of deposition énd association (the
AFFENDICES, Volume ——— and -—--); and 3) a photographic record of
the range of variation of key diagnostic and dateable artifacts
recovered (Volume __ ). Finally, through the use of high
precision Infrared computer transit measuwrements and both
photomosaic and stereoscopic overhead photo systems, this study

includes a detailed photo corrected series of plans and profiles

F3
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of the form, locaticn, and interrelationships of all excavated
strata, features, and structures {(Volume ____J). The guantified
data base will be available both as a printed inventory and as a
series of disk based ASCI II computer readahle formats. (See the
AFFENDIX cover sheets for descriptions of these computer files.)
The artifacts bave been cleaned, stabilized, inventoried and
analyzed. The diagnostic artifacts are stored in 10 wooden

museum quality specimen cabinets, with bricks, shell and

tobblestones in Leahy boxes.
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FROJECT OVERVIEW:

This rescue excavation of the original shorefybnt at Fearl

fmsterdam.

This surviving segment of the ofigifial s eline block was an
important one in New York's e tury history and
development. rst municipally mandated
meat and commodities mayke ner of modern Fearl

and Whitehall SBtreets, e west next to the

Fort), and the locale of both Indian and
colonies. By ‘S, Qic and language diversity
brought abglt 8 atdon of Mew York's first stock
exchange/ wi ial : to translate and assure

equi table currency-poor Dutch—-English

e early 17th century. This exchange seems to
ith the open markets in the shoreline

ite. The block itself contained the

ndia Company warehouses, the first cnhpany
office of Dr. Hans Kierstede, the‘first chuirch,
est taverns, and after the British takeover, the

first cologi#Al Customs House in New York. A personal bottle seal

of the first British customs collector, Archibald Kennedy, with a

£A-1
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stamped date of 1724, was recovered. As documented in both the
written and archaeoclogical record, it was also the focus of 17th

century Dutch-Indian interaction.

The discovery ot these surviving buried Colonial remains was not
_ D 1979~ 140
a surprise, Eetweenh{ouﬂ—and_i;xe_yeagg_ggg;Ler,'a previous
rescue effort under the auspices of the.Landmarks FPreservation
Eommission and directed by Dr. Nan Rothschild and Diana Rockman
mm'mﬁeqﬁ;d N.Y.U. respectively, established the in-
sttu preservation of late-17th century remains under what is now
85 Broad Street at the corner of Fearl Street, one block due east
along the original shoreline f%om this year 's Broad Financial
Flara site excavation. This previous worlk documented the
preservation of deep depaosits of 17th century strata and the
structwal remains of one of New York's earliest taverns, the
Lovelace Tavern, constructed in 1670 {Rockman and Rothschild

-2
1984:112—121}. As was the case in this most recent rescue

. i
effort, the tavern remains were found buried and szealed beneath
19th century basement floores. In the chronological record, the
Lovelace Tavern excavation documented the period from 1670-1704,
subsequent to the British takeover of New Yorlk. in contrast,
thi= second rescue effort on an original fast-land colenial site
in Manhattan has documented not only the preservation of
additional colonial remains, but also the earlier features and

deposits clearly identifiable as belonging to the previous Dutch

cccupation period prior to l&64.

The ceolonial remains excavated at Pearl and Whitehall Streets

were found buried and sealed beneath the deep 19th century

1a-2



CIMTRODUC T IOM: GVERNV IEW

basement floors of the latest buildings. Once the'heavy
machinery removed the eight-foot deep post-1960 rubble fill and
cut away the multi-layered brick basement floors, there was found
a layer of 18th century stone and mortar destruction debris from
earlier collapsed walls and beneath that, the original colonial
shoreline surfaces and buildings of the Dutch West India
Ccompany. In addition to the remains of one of the three
original post-1649 warehouses, (three walls and a cobbled
interior floor), which appears to be the pre—-14651 warehouse of
Augustine Heermans, the team recorded the layout of three other
partially preserved historic buildings, a number of artifact
filled 17th and early 18th century brick and wooden privies or
ciaterns! and a unique rectangular, 17th century yvellow brick
structure of unknown function which was cut into sections with a

diamond saw, boxed and removed for later study.

The archaeoclogical rescue effort vielded over 40,000 artifacts,
including Dutch and British colonial materials as well as contact
period Indian artifacts. These included a deliberately

bBuried basket containing Dutch artifacts together with 19

marbles on top of a circular wooden game board, as well as

contact period Indian stone flakes and wampum.

Following. one month/ of intensive data recovery, the
7

archaeolngiéal team was able to sample and reconstruct a total of

80 distinct)deposits. Excluding walls and featwres without 4&W”b

artifacts,'%5 af these depasits contained a total o

| -
| Al 15 o {

- feot. with ha 1
o el TR S wtigatim @hoae W




INTRADUCT ION: OVERVIEW |
the Dutch =ite. OFf these, 25 ctratigraphic deposits pre-dated
1725. Together, these 17th and early 18th century layers and

teatures contained 21,611 artifacts, representing S0% of all

artifacts recovered.

The survival of these and similar early remainz of 17th and 18th
century MNew York highlights a new awareness an the part of
archaeclogists, planners, and developers. Instead of having been
destroyed by subsequent construction, in areas not affected by the
most recent high rise modern buildings, this and previous rescue
archaeology efforts are demonstrating, even in densely occupied
iocations such as MN.Y.C., the survival of buried historic and
pre-historic deposits with artifacts and buildings sealed in
situ. The rising water tables (ca. 1 ft./century) under New York
appear to have brought about a pattern of building subsequent
basements and foundation walls over and above the lower and
earlier levels. These dateable physical remains also help to
fill significant gaps in the incomplete documentary record. Much
primary information has been destroyed, many details and
realities of the Dutch economy and lifestyle are not documented.
A large percentage of 17th century commerce involved the pirating
of foreign vessels b; Dutch, English, Spanish and French alike.
Given the large role in the 17th century of this contraband, what
is found archaeologically can often come closer to the economic
realities than what had been reported or survived in the
documentary record. Furthermore, these sealed deposits predate

the onset of severe environmental change and trauma

{deforestation, the introduction of foreign animals and plants), J
iB-4 'rcw'w)j( \/

lRk—4
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as well as the establishment of official records. Given these
gaps in the swviving documentary records, the preserved faunal
and floral remains found with the stratigraphically associated and
dated artifacts have emerged as key environmental time capsules
containing some of the only clues to past environmental
conditions, clues which are crucial for addressing contemporary

and future problems in environmental planning.

With funding by the developer, HRO International, and conducted
under the auspices of the Landmarks Freservation Commission, the
intensive rescue effort was performed in two major stages. The
tirset was testing and then excavation or mitigation, which
reflected both the review and compliance procedures of the local
agencies and businesses involved, as well as the particular
logistical problems inherent in a deeply buried urban winter
rescue archaeology effort.

Beginning in Qd@eagér and DecemberEEQES, the archaeology team
made deep test cuts through the 19th-20th century rubble filled
hazsements to establish fifst the presence or absence of, and then
the relative integrity and significance, of the surviving 17th and
18th century remains. The project area consisted of six historic
lots beneath the parking lot in the western end of the Broad
Street bleck. During the six week testing phase, it was
established that the 3 western basements {(Lots 14, 13 and 12 and
the south or front end of Lot 11) had been cut down to a level

LA
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below the original 17th century surface by an average of one
foot. This lower, cut away surface contained only 19th century
building features and the lower truncated portions of two
artifact filled cisterns or privies. One was a buried, pre-18650,
double barrel privy and the other & circular brick feature,
filled and abandoned during the fircst decade of the 18th
century. However, the two 19th century lots at the eastern end
ot the parking lot had basements (running one—-half the length of
one end and full length of two) which were consistently 1-2 feet
figher. These had been built above and over the 17th and .18th
century remains. The remainder of the testing phase was taken up
by problems of deep fill removal, flooding from broken sewer and
water lines, and protection for the crew, artifacts and eguipment
from the heavy snows of January, 1984, Because of the winter
cenditions, the excavation was conducted under a total of 1600

square feet of moveable plastic protective structures.

After three episodes of heavy rains and floods, the water was
finally controlled by capping exposed water and sewer lines and
dewatering with nearly continuously operating pumps. The sno@
and high winds were more difficult to cope with. Black plastic
thermal blankets insulated unexcavated areas against freezing,
but the S5mph gale force winds created by the wind tunnel

effect of the suwrrounding skyscrapers made providing protection
more difficult. The project archaeologists were able to
construct and maintain a total of 1,600 sq. ft. of air—-insulated
plastic covered steel and PVC pipe frame structures weighted down

with moveable cement pods.

i1
o
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After the testing and site preparation period, the archaeclogical
team had 5 weeks to record the developmental history and range of
variation preserved as isclated deposits in the sub-basement
strata. Once the relative integrity of the remains were
identified and delimited in extent, the testing phase provided a
basis for recommending the intensive sampling of only the well
preserved sectors, or less than S04 of the original 12,000 =g.
ft. project area. Within this restricted area, a total of 72 Sx5
foot units were excavated, yielding an area sample of

approximately 304 of the surviving 17th century deposits.

Given the time and weather conditions, this rescue effort
illustrates the application of technoleogy to help overcome the
limitations of traditional approaches to the identification and
documentation of an archaecleogical site faced with immediate
destruction within a restricted time frame. Traditionally, S0O%
of archaeology is taken up by the measurement and recording of
the location and relationships of the excavated artifacts through
time and space. To increase the efficiency and accuracy of the
recording procedures, the Greenhouse archaeoclogists combined the
use of a computerized infrared transit with an ocverhead
stereoscopic camera system in order to drastically increase the
speed and pirecision of the archaesclogical recording process.
Instead of the ca. 10-15 minutes per calculated measurement using

a traditional optical transit, the computerized Infrared beam

a7
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Zeiss Elta 46R system could measure in less than five seconds the
X, ¥ and I coordinates with an accuracy of 6mm/mile. Tied by a
serial cable to an Epson HX-20 lap computer as a data collector,
and employing software programs initially supplied by Zeiss and
modified by the team archasologists, the IR transit could record
the identity, and individual #,y,z coordinate location of an
artifact, surface or architectural feature in five seconds. it
also produced a prinﬁgd record for the field people and stored
the data on tape for later transfer. At the end of each day this
locational data could be "dumped” electronically or manually
entered to a more powerful site or laboratory based desktop
computer. During the amalysis phase this provenience data was
integratéd into a larger data base file which contained
identifications and counts of all artifacts excavated. The
computef transit not only reduced inaccuracies of tape and line
level measurements, but also permitted the precise recoirding of
complex stratigraphic relationships, with uniform accuracy of
1710 of an inch in all coordinate directions. Where a difference
of 1—-Zem can reflect decades or centuries in a bwied and
compacted site, the precision of the IR EDM equipment permits the

oad A cm’cﬁwfﬂ
recording of very subtle stratigraphic changes in the excavation.
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search sorting capabilities of sophisticated data base software
to the archaeological field excavation and laboratory. This
inexpensive avalilability of cnﬁputing power has also circumvented
the delays from mainframe downtime, time sharing, as well as time
consuming modem—-based data transfer over often erratic phone-
lines which caused problems in many previous attempts to

computerize the archaeological data recording process.

This approach helps to plan key logistical and excavation
strategies by providing quick access to information that can be
used to determine which deposits are disturbed, mixed or isclated
as single units of deposition. Finally, the use of the IR
transit and microcomputer data base recording system has
permitted the analysis and reconstruction of the site's
stratigraphic record development as a three dimensional memory
bank providing access to the identity, provenience and

date of all excavated and stratigraphically associated artifacts,
within four months of leaving the field. And, instead of relyving
completely on the time consuming and often inaccurate use of hand
drawn plans of each artifact scatter, or surface pattern, the
archaeclogical team developed a moving overhead stereo camera
system to record photomosaic and 3-D images of each surface and
square excavated. The overhead 3-D stereo pairs provided a
detailed and objective image of the relative heights and location
of the archaeclogical materials in each view, to a much higher
level of precision and detail than hand—-drawn plans. Together,
these overhead views and traditional perspective views also

provide the ability to photo-correct missed or incorrectly
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recorded stratigraphy.

The speed and precision of any recordiné system means little if
the artifacts themselves do not swvive long enﬁugh for study or
possible exhibition. Artifacts can survive in damp
archaeological contexts in near chemical equilibrium for hundreds
or thousands of years, but then begin to deteriorate within hours
or davs of being excavated unless appropriate stabilizaticn and
conservation techniques are used. Thus the active invelvement of
an on—-site archaeoclogical conservator, together with the use of
an 1n-house microcomputer data base system for inventory
management, provided a means of cpntrcl of the overall
stabilization reguirements of the excavated materials.
Furthermore, the washing, marking and sorting of the material
during excavation permitted the immediate emergency tfeatment of
particularly unstable items in order to ensure their survival
during the transition from the site to the laboratory for

subsequent study.

This quantified three dimensional data bank of the buried
archaeological site has permitted the reconstruction of the
architectural layout and site history of this block which has
helped to fill in existing blanks in the surviving documentary
record. The chronology of 80 discreet deposits, coupled with 11
functional and chronological Strata Groups which réflect the &
phases of the site’s history have been defined. Given the tight
chronology provided by the dated deposits and architectural

features recorded, several long-held assumptions about the form,
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dimensions, and locations of the Dutch settlement and especially

the Dutch West India Company holdings have been clarified.

In addition to helping to fill gaps in the written record, the
dated strata aided in the reconstruction and helped to flesh out
the incomplete history of 17th century trade items, providing
time markers of past environmental changes. The dated strata and
preserved building remains have helped to refine issues of
economy and chronology of sarly New Metherlands. They alsao
provide a more accurate reconstruction of the location and layout
of early New Amsterdam lot and building configurations which the
archaeology has shown to be at variance with the previous

document-based depictions.
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INTRODUCTION: HISTORICAL CONTEXT

THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT

It is pertinent to preface the description of the/tephoral and
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century. Following a medieval tradition of Baltic trade in
salt, salted herring, and timber, the Dutch had also gained
control of the maritime textile trade which put them in a
dominant position relative to England. The Dutch also gained
control of the shipping of European manufactured goods as well

(Davis 1973:177-78).

THE DUTCH WEST INDIA CO: INSTITUTIONAL ANTECEDENTS
In his survey of the history of Atlantic trade, Ralph Davis has
highlighted some of of the institutional traditions of Qﬁtch
economic history which are immediately pertirnent to
understanding the economic activities and significance of this
shorefront Dutch West India Company block in Nieuw Amsterdam.
The Nieuw Amsterdam settlement was an immediate reflection of
several key-Dutch cultural and economic patterns which
distinguished them from both the English and the continental
Europeans.- Not only did these economic traditions affect the
character of NMieuw Amsterdam, bu£ many of them also set the
fimancial foundations and institutions which characterize New

York as a financial center today.

In contrast to Erngland, the Dutch economy focused on trade,
commerce and banking with only a limited agrarian economic
stress. In the late 1590's, Dutch economy was bolstered by two
forces: an influx of immigrants fleeing Spanish wars to the South
and the concomitant influx of silver into the economy from the

Iberian colonies in Sowuth America and Mexico. The Dutch, unlike

ip-
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the Spanish, gained wealth by trade and industry, and not by the
exploitation of gold and silver. Faralleling its rise as an
economic center, between 1583 and 1622, Amsterdam’'s population

increased by nearly Z00% to over 100,000 people (Davis 1973, 180)

The magnitude of trade brought about the transformation of
Amsterdam into a center of marketing, warehousing and financial
institutions. GStorage facilities were paramount to their

economic strength:

"Amsterdam was a natuwal warehousing place, for the last
Dutch ships. each year carrying wine, salt and spice cargoes
came up from the south too late for their carriers to get

into the Baltic and out again before the sound froze . .

Out of this long term storage capability, came not only the
ability to guarantee delivery throughout the vear, but also
tradition of commodities speculation. The ability to deal

all year round with "produce that had seasonal peaks of
production . . . commodities markets were organized for the sale
of goods unseen, Qy sample, or for future delivery, and for

taking options to buy or sell” (Davis 1973:182).

This warehousing and commodities marketing was paralleled by the
availability of sophisticated banking, financial, and credit
institutions. Within ten years of becoming politically unified,
the Dutch established what would today ke called a central

banking system, the Exchange BRank of Amsterdam. In addition to
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its intended role as a currency control mechanism, this bank soon
began to. focus on credit transfers between customers’ accounts.

By 1620, it bad emerged as not only a major credit center but as
an important financial backer of both the municipal government

and the Dutch East India Company (Davis 1973, 1846). Within this
context, bLoth the storage and financial activities which focused
on the Fearl Street Company complex in Nisuw Amsterdam reflected a
well established pattern in the Dutch Economy and society in

general.

The decade of the 1650°'s was an important period of transzition
tor this previously dominant economy in the North Atlantic. To a
large extent the investment in new facilities marked by the
construction of the new shorefront facilities along Fearl Street
coincided with this period of economic stress for the dominant
Dutch ecomomy. This had a great deal to do with the rise

of British maritime power, which in turn was adopted from the
Dutch technology of ship building. Prior to 1650, the Dutch
controlled both the primary resocurces, wood, pitch, wind powered
saw mills to cut the wood into planking, as well as a superior

maritime technology.

The Dutch ship industry developed specialized crafts to service

their maritime economy. "The type of ship known as the "fluit’

or fly—-boat, developed in the 1590°'s, and ite sueccessors, built

to suit bulk trade, could sacrifice speed, maneuverability

and defense to a maximum cargn space and easy Handling, and were

therefore cheaply operated by small crews in relation to their
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carrying capacity.” (Davis 1977:181). This lower operating
overhead, combined with mass production made it impossible for
England or France to compete for almost sixty years until they
either copied the Dutch designs or captured large numbers of
Dutch ships, which they both did by mid-century (Davis

1973:181>).

In addition to being fine ship builders, the 17th century Dutch
engineers serviced their own and other Europsan countries with
their skills in canal amnd drainage technology. After first
reclaiming large areas of marshes in the Netherlands, Dutch
engineers exported their skills to drain English and French
wetlands (Davig 1973:186). This skill in the technology of land
reclamation also ﬁame to play an important role in the changing
colonial landscape of New York City. During the decade of the
1650°s, and coinciding with the developments along Fearl Street
the Dutech dug a long canal where Broad Street now runs mgking use

of a small stream that existed.

The advent of competition in European maritime trade coincided
with significant losses for the Dutch in both North and South
America. The Dutch lost their colony in Braril in 1654 and Nieuw
Amsterdam in 1664 (Condon 1968). By this time the enhanced
marine capabilities of the British left the Dutch entrepot of New
Amsterdam at a disadvantage relative to the larger and more
numerous English colonies along the Atlantic seaboard of North

America. This decade of the 1650°'s also corresponded with
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economic and institutional shifts in Nieuw Amsterdam. The decade
saw the investment in new more permanent dwellings and warehouse
facilities along the shorefront block of Pearl Street between

Whitehall and Broad Streets.

Thus, both the econpmic flavmf of Nieuw Amsterdam and the phase of
new construction in the 14650's reflected well established
traditions in HMolland, as well as timely responses to largef
internaticnal events fhraughmut Ewrope and the Atlantic trade

networks.

SHIFTIMNG ECONOMIC FOLICIES
In =etting the stage or developing an initial historical
framework for evaluating and interpreting the physical remains
unearthed in the 16530°'s Fearl Street block, it is essential to
appreciate the makeup and changes in economy and commercial
policy which toock place within the settlement itself &uring this
period. Several perspectives are critical for an objective
appraisal of the archaeoclogy of 17th century Mew York. Recent
historical research focusing on economics has clarified some long
standing misconceptions-(Cmnan 1958, Smith 1973, Rink 198Z).
First, although initially conceived as =such, the Dutch West India
Company was very early on, not an all inclusive monopoly, but
instead one of several forces which controlled the inter and
intra regional economy until and after the British taheerr.
Second, it is no longer realistic to look for a sharp division
between the pre 14664 Dutch economy and society of Nieuw Amsterdam,

and the supposedly British reorganization after that date. In
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fact, it is pow clear that Dutch economic forces played important
roles in the New York economy for at least two decades after the
political lobss of the colony. Third, a recent focue on the
demography and population makeup of Nieuw Amsterdam through work
with the Notorial Archives of Holland and other primary 17th
century documents has clearly established that colonial “"Dutch®
New York was not a monoethnic population, but instead a polyglot
multiethnic settlement derived from diverse national origins and
consisted of many languages, cultural traditions, and material
manifestations of their non-Dutch ancestry. Accmrdingly,lany
evaluation of the archaeology of this period must be couched in
terms of the potential exceptions to the cultural and economic
patterns that might be expected if one was to focus too closely
on only the "Dutch" origins of the recipients of the artifacts

recovered from this colonial shoreline site. Misleading

interpretations could follow.

i
1]

Accordingly, without treading'tmm heavily on thin ice of

—

—re

hiéfmriagraphy of the period, it is pertinent to highlight these
recent insights so as\to provide a context within which to
evaluate the sequence of 17th and early 18th century

archaeological remains found at this site.

Within ten years of its formal establishment in 1425, the Dutch
West India Company (WIC), had begun a continuing process of
deregulation and shift to non-monopolistic trading patterns.

Although initially established as a monopoly to exclude
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competition wifh a 25 year mandate to control all trade and
settlement in the western hemisphere, with an initial investment
of seven million guilders and some B0 transport ships (Rink 1993,
2), this mandate did not work out well. Unlike its predecesszor,
the Dutch East India Co, which in "....1612 payved a dividend of
162.53%.. + " and by 1620 had "repaved its stock holders twice
their capital investment" (Comdon 196B8:30), the Dutch West India
Company suffered a net loss of S50,00 guilders between 1626-~
1644 (Condon 19&8:14%5). Only after making serious changes in
company policy and abandoning their monopoly, did the New
Ansterdam settlement twn a profit. Only in the last siu vears
of its North American operations did its traders and merchants
come out ahead with records of annual shipments of furs, oak and

hickory valued at 350,000 guilders annually (Condon 1968:6%).

Not only was the Nieuw Amsterdam settlement unprofitable, but aleo
it was until the late 1640°'s clearly not self-sufficient as a
food producer. Frior to around 1638, the agricultural base of
Manhattan Island was limited to ¥ . . .seven farms and two or
three plantations . . ." (D’'Callaghan, Vol 1, I8&4). This
insufficient food production translated into inflated
commodities, prices and excessive foocd costs for the inhabitants.
Shipping costs of goods and supplies were high, at least S0% of
their wholesale cost in Holland, and shoes, for example, were
selling for 140% of their cost at the Dutch West India Co. store
in the 1630's (Rink 1983:14). This continuing pattern of low
profits, limited self eufficiency in food and essential

commodities, together with the increasing pressures of
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competition set the stage for the successive steps of Company de-—
regulation over a 45 yvear time span, from the late 1620°s to the
time of the British political takeover in 164864,

Within this general trend of changing economic policy, the
commercial transformation of New Netherland’'s economy can be
characterized by a multi-stage framework which both highlights
the increasing diversity of Mew Netherland’'s trade networks and
also provides a basis for evaluating the shifting material trends
and patterﬁs which have been defined as part of this data

recovery rescue excavation program.

1. The Fatroon Svstem: 1629-1638

The first step in this deregulation process was initiated in 1&29
by the incorporation of the Fatroon Svetem which was formalirzed
as a charter "Freedom and Exemptions" which essentially
maintained Company monopoly of the fur trade, but permitted the
establishment of estates by individuwals (the Fatroons) or groups
of merchants acting as Fatroons, with rights of free trade and
navigation all along the Atlantic coast, as well as estates over
which they had legal and jurisdictional control (Rink 1983:4-5).
In exchange for importing S0 or more new settlers of 15 vears or
clder, these Fatroons were granted estates covering either "Four
leagues along the coast or two leagues on éither side of a river"
(Smith 1973, 151). However, within ten years this initial
solution was also a failure. 0OFf the five initial Fatroon land
grants, two didn’'t settle, two scold out, and anly pne was able to

survive (Smith 1973:181). Few immigrants came to settle, the
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plantations did not create a self sufficient agrarian economy,
and other solutions were sought out to revitalize the Dutch

investments in North Smerica.

The need for action was serious, not only was the Dutch hold
weak, but ". . .the English had acguired a firm foothold in the
Connecticut River, one of the three great rivers of New
Netherland, and the Ircquois had made a truce with tha French
Indians, which tended to divert furs towards the @E?ﬁﬁfiLawrence and
qﬂay from Fort Orange" (Bachman 1969,141) [The Dutch fort on the
upper Hudson where Albany now standsl. The company faced -Hbi
general failure of tHe FPatroon system to increase population or
Ehe food base and specific claims by the Fatroons themselves for
trade concessions, and in particular, the right to trade
merchandise for furs (Bachman 1%6%9:133). By 1634, the Fatrocon
system was recognized asz a failure both economically, and as a
institutional mechanism to foster greater immigration, so the
Company agreed to purchase the interests of the original grantees
(Bachman 1969:134). This shift did not reflect a move away from
the original goal of company monopoly, as it did a continuation
of the assumption that by limiting investment in people and
settlements, it could turn a profit in the fur trade. However,
by the end of the decade continued losses of revenue and the
influx of British and French settlements, along the Atlantic

coast made 1t clear that this policy was not a viable one

{Bachman 19&69:141).

2) Free Trade: 1&638-1647



INTRODUCTION: HISTORICAL CONTEXT

Faced with an inability to attract new settlers, an actual
decline in the New Netherlands population, and increasing
economic and population pressures from the BHritish and French in
NMorth America, the Chamber of Amsterdam drafted Articles and
Conditions in 1638 aimed at bringing new settlers and at the same

time avoiding the loss of the settlement altogether.

By the third decade of the 17th century the Dutch position in New
Netherland was hoth fiscally and politically weak, and in
response the WIC shifted to a policy of open trade by 1638.

Faced with pressures from Amsterdam merchants, by 1640 the
company formally opened up all pf New Netherlands to licensed
private merchants (Rink 198Z, S3). Although the goal. was to
attract farmers and artisans,and while there was an influx of new
immigrants, the result was disappointing for the Company
planners. Instead of farmers, the new influx brought "fortune
seeking private merchants who came self financed, or as agents
for an Amsterdam Company. (Condon 192468, 150). While some
initially developed a few new farmsteads, 0°'Callaghan cited a
post 1638 increase of from seven to 20 farms, this expansion of
population and cultivated land was short lived and terminated by
the lure of quick profits in the fur trade as well as by
conflicts and competition for land with the surviving native
populations in the 14640°'s (Condon 1968, 135). Although some
authors have taken this shift as the point of demice for the
pattern of economic monopoly, recent research by Rink (1983) has

demonstrated that in fact it was a change from & single corporate
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monopoly, to a monopoly by a group of often interrelated
Amsterdam merchants.

It was not a triumph for individual immigrants but instead a
readjustment of economic power by a small number of Amsterdam
merchant houses, who were at times operating independently and

at other times as public or hidden partnerships. Although early
records were limited in coverage, Rink was able to guantify the
sailing records from Holland between 164514664 and demonstrate
that far from being a period of diversified free trade for many,
that instead 50% of the trade was financed and controlled by only
four independent merchant houses until the British takeover (Rink

1983, 4-6).

Rink s research also brought out two other important points for
this period: 1) that in addition to furs as had bheen the focus
before, these new independent monopolies involved a new category
of merchandise and markets, and 2) that a considerable portion of
this trade involved trade networks with British controlled
Virginia and between Nieuw Amsterdam and Holland nearly twenty

years before the British conguest of New York in 1644 (19B3,7).

This period of increased trade and population growth was also
marked by a reorientation from goods and services for barter in
the fur trade, to food and provisions. Instead of liguocr and
firearms for the native population, by 1645 the inventories

consisted of commodities and luxuries including “....boots,
books, woclens and duffels, tools for husbandry, pearl handled

lopoking glasses, lace and even perfumed scap" (Rink i9283:14).
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But Rink is also quick to point out that this change was not one
MsSIAL Wevd
of independence and prosperity, but insteqd‘of a traditional

colonial exploitation where new immigrants 'were dependent upon
these supplies and burdened by the heavy costs with profits going
back to Holland, leaving them in debt and without a local
merchant class or economic base (Rink 1983:16). The four
dominant Dutch merchant houses imported high priced commodities
and luxury goods, and exported both profits, furs and tobacco

back to Holland.

Following the adoption of the open trade policies, an influx of
new inhabitants to the settlement brought about both an increase
and change in the economic, sexual and ethnic makeup of New
Amsterdam. While traditional views may have fostered the
impression that Dutch Nieuw Amsterdam was comprised of middle class
Dutch merchants, who were later eclipsed by the influx of British
after 1664, more recent research involving the guantified study
of surviving primary documents has provided a much different
picture. In addition, in his demographic study of 17th century
New York, Rimk has demonstrated (Rink 1981) that there was a
marked and significant change in the sexual composition of the
early Dutch population at the 1640/1650 perind. Frior to the
1650 °'s the =ship maﬁifests showed a sexual imbalance caused by the
immigration of predominately single young men with relatively few
women and families represented. nly after the 1440°'s and early
1650 °'s did this pattern shift with the first significant

immigration of families and women into the Colony. These factors

Tit—-1%



INTRODUCTION: HISTORICAL CONMTEXT

may help to account for some differences in the nature of
artifacts from this site versus what Faul Huey has recnrdéd from
the pre—-1&630 deposits at Fort Orange. The ethnic and economic
makeup of the population is of immediate pertinence to
archaéalogical interpretation. Instead of potentially reflecting
a mono—ethnic middle class population of Dutch burghers, by the
1640°s Nieuw Amsterdam’s population consisted "at least 18
different languages, many English escaping the strictures of
Furitan New England, and a diversity of religions including
Catholics, Lutherans, Furitans, Anabaptiste as well as Dutch
Calvinists. (Condon 1968:154). Furthermore, a majority were not
members of the merchant clase or "Burghers and hal$ of them were
not Dutch". (Cohemn 1981:44) This diversified ethnic and economic
makeup makes simple cultural comparisons from the archaeclogical
record between a Dutch versus British material record nonviable

as a model for cultural reconstruction.

In addition, despite the shifting monopolies from the Dutch West
India Company to a consortium of Amsterdam based merchants after
the 1640G°'s, the economy was never bounded or restricted to only
Dutch networks, to the exclusion of British and other European
,commercial sources of trade and barter. In fact, the "Dutch"
settlement of Nieuw Amsterdam had access to and trade relations
with the British settlements to the south and north, both before
and after the British takeover in 16464. Between 1641 and 1664,
one of the four Dutch merchant houses " .... chartered, owned, or

invested heavily in 27 vovages to Mew Netherland and 14 to

English Virginia." (Rink 1983:8). In other words, over 5S0% of

TH-14



INTRODUCTION: HISTORICAL CONTEXT

_their capital investment involved trade with the British colony.
Even after the British navigation acts of 1656 which officially
restricted direct trade between Holland and the British colonies,
this merchant family "...maintained a coastal fleet of sloops to

bring 'Virginia leaves’ to Nieuw Amsterdam (Rink 1983:8).

Even after the British takeover in 1664, this intertwined Dutch-—
Eritish trade continued. Although 1t has been recognized that
Dutch institutions in New York were permitted some license for at
least a decade after 16464 {(Condon 1946B), the carry over of

Dutch commercial and trade networks appears to have lasted much
longer than previously recognized. in 1648, one of the four
Dutch merchant houses who became prominent after 1640, formed a
new shipping company to trade under English license with New
York. Also during this period of British control, Jan Eabtist
Rensselaer, the son of the founder of Rensselasrwyck {(the only
successful Fatroon estate established up the Hudson River) was
able to act as a silent partner with other Dutch merchants to
maintain active trade networks between English New York and
Holland until " . . .the 146B0's or nearly two decades after Dutch

New Netherlands had become English New York." (Rink 1983:211).

1647 -1664: THe Indian wars of the 1640°'s, population growth, the
opening of trade, and the continued inability to establish a firm
agricultural base for the local population precipitated new
changes in the Company’'s economic and administrative policies

marked by the arrival of FPeter Stuyvesant in 14647. The arrival
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of Stuyvesant coincided with or followed closely a variety of
serious impacts to the Company’'s economic vitality both in New
Netherland and its other spheres of influence in the Western
Hemisphere, and reflected a "fundamental shift in attitude on the
part of the Dutch West India Company toward her North American
colony" (Smith 1973:134). The ending of the 80 years of war

with Spain in 164é deprived the Company of its income from the
pirating of Spanish ships (Smith 1973:138). It lost its hold on
ite Brazilian colony in 14654. The Company had become more
religiously tolerant through the incorporation of non-Calvinist
merchants into Company administrative positions in Holland by
1650 (Smith 19273:138). The increased heterageneouws population of
Nieuw Amsterdam itself was lobbying for a more active participation
in Company and settlement affairs in Nieuw Amsterdam which
culminated in the establishment of a municipal governmert in New
Amsterdam in 1697 (Condon 1968:172). Thus, it was only in this
six year period, from 1647-1653, that New Netherland changed from
a "...casually founded and lackadaisically maintained trading

outpost to a bonafide colonial experiment" (Condon 1968:13%9).

Both Stuyvesant s arrival and the advent of a functioning
municipal government brought about a series of changes in the
character and structure of New Metherland. Qarious remedies to
improve social and economic order were instituted. Citing
lawlessness in the streets, Stuyvesant prohibited the sale of
beer and'liquur on Sunday, and for the first time established a
regul ated work week with designated hours and rest periods for

New Netherland’'s labor force. In 1650, problems of
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transportation and unregulated physical aspects of the cities”
infrastructure were addressed with the first measures to organize
and improve the street system, and in 1653, the city began the
construction of a protective wall across Wall street (Smith 1973,
139). This decade of the 1650°'s also saw serious attempts to
drain swampy areas in Lower Manhattan, especially in the area of
the Collect near modern City Hall, and the construction of an
engineered canal under what is now Broad Street (Innes 1902). The
canal extended from the East River, then at Fearl Street inland as
far as Wall Street and was wide enough for éarket boats to nmavigate
at high tides. First lined with wooden planks in 1657, the canal
served as a city shipping artery for ferrvying produce and goods

to and from storage and distribution points until 1647 {(Brown

1913, 23). A prison and public poorhouse were established in 1653

(Van Gelder 1981_._1‘?). s a reflection of thcade of c:hange.,

F-1-L¥ J.,' -

Nieuw Amsterdam became a city as of/February 2, 1653, 8¢g COﬁsz(K/

é!‘/f'f"{ﬁ @yad/
dafkl

THE BRITISH "FERIOD":

The relative continuity of Dutch cultural institutions and
economic influence after the 1664 British takeover has been a
point of contention for historians of the period. At one end

of the spectrum was the assertion by Condon that * . . .the none
tob firmly rooted Dutch institutions were extirpated in 1684 and
English ones substituted." (19468, viiii). in respense, Rachman
countered by pointing out that this interpretation “ignores the

vigorous continuation of the Reformed Church in the middle
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colonies" (1969,viii). Bachman goes on to point out the
continuation of Dutch language and customs in rural areas of New
York and New Jersey for almost two hundred yvears after the
British takeover, as well as the lasting influence of key Dutch
culture traits including both Santa Claus, and language
patterns. To this list of continuing Dutch influences can be
added, as will be discussed below, the origins of modern New
York's primary institutions of the stock market, commodities
exchange and credit institutions, all of which were established
not only by the Dutch but also saw their initial manifestations

either in front of this Fearl St block or immediately adjacent to

it.

Furthermore, in his demographic study of the changing ethnic and
economic makeup of New York's population after 14664, Archdeacon
documents how Dutch merchants and especially, the surviving
widows of former Dutch members of the wupper economic classes
still held gt over 50% of the populace into the first decade of

the 18th century @746, SIY Thus, although English and French

economic dominance was taking a firm hold on the waning Dutch

economic institutions, it is clear from these references that the
transition in economic control and cultural patterns was a

gradual and relatively long term process spanning at least

twenty, and possibly 49 years beyvond 1644. Accordingly, any

treatment of the material archaeological manifestations of this
transition must include the reality of this long period of

cultural and economic transition indicated by the documentary
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record in assessing the significance of the archaeological

remains.

Thus, any assessment of the historical archaeclogical record under

New York for the long period between 1640 and 1&89, precisely the

time covering the major cceupation deposits and structural

remainsg encountered during this excavation must take into account

the continued and extensively overlapped trade networks of both

the Dutch and the British. Therefore, when used in tandem, the

documentary and archaeological record can provide checks through

the evaluation of esach of these independent lines of evidence in

terms of consistency, correlation, or, inconsistency. Given

these documentary indicators suggesting that the cultural

patterns and material records of the Colonial settlement may not 1

' . Luhaf'aéohi f&ﬂz'

reflect a catyclismic transformation in'iéégsze can use the eroc{

archaeological record to ask when, and in what form, does theiT o CQB
| . . L hoceugadsa

changing stratigraphy and dated deposits indicate a transition T

froh & Dutch to a British cultural manifestation. fAnd given the i?)

intimate trade links for euchanging goods and commodities with ;7

B

the British settlements, it is also pertinent to ask what

4
@A&fbb”
categories of remains and what archaeclogical patterns may in fact

be used to identify and distinguish the urban Dutch colonial M~
. .1
pattern from that of the contemporary and subsequent British !1Lf§hduld
) . {
material record. Also given the multiethnic character of the %f
Arotuin?
population of Nieuw Amsterdam from the 1620°'s on suggested by the f%ujh

documentary record, it is also pertiment to ask i+ the "Dutch"
artifacts encountered in the excavation are simply Dutch in

character or instead an amalgamation of the material preferences
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of a diversity of ethnic and cultural groups.

Finally, within this long chronological framework these changes
provide a tempnral and spatial.context to highlight the role of
the Fearl Street Elock in New Yorik’'s colonial histeory. The
excavated remains encountered date to this 1650 decade of
transition. Dr Hans Kierstede, who first arrived in 1638, gained
possession of his corner lot parcel, Lot 14 in 1647. (Stokes I:
264). The new company warehouse, or FPach Huys was built on the
block in 1649 (Stokes I1:265). Afnd, the warehouse of Augustine
Heermans excavated under lots 8 and 10 were built sometime by
15651. The economic significance of these warehouse facilities
tan npt be underestimated. They stand as a direct material
reflection of the economic revitalization and restructuring of
the settlement in this decade of the 1650°'s. As was their role
in the economic strength of Amsterdam, these new storage
facilities were essential for establishing the infrastructure of
8 profitable maritime trade network for the settlement and were
critical in facilitating the growth of a viable commodities
market system dependent on controlling access and availability of
imported and exported goods. By guickly producing a full cargoe
for outgoing ships or facilitating the intake of a large quantity
of imported goods, these facilities permitted guick turn around
times for merchants and lower freightage rates on the part of
shippers, both important for the lowering of costs and increasing
profits (Smith 1973:81). These new investmentes and developments
coincide with the initial 1640-1650 dates of the archaeclogical

deposits excavated, and highlight these remains as belonging to
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the period of economic revitalizatien, the advent of
administrative and financial structures at the municipal level,
and the mandated shift and formalization of New York's trade,
barter, market and warehousing activities to this block and the
shorefront street in front of it, known as the Strand. A review
of the role and activities which took place here is pertinent to
establighing the economic and social context of the Block
inhabitants which is addressed in detail by Dr. Hershkowitz in

his documentary treatment of the Block itself in Chapter II.

THE STRAND
In addition to being the location of some of the sarliest
residences and commercial buildings outside of the fort, this
EBroad Street block and especially the stretch of shoreline along
what became Fearl Street was alsc the focus of intense economic
activity during the ﬁid"17th century. The shoreline of what is
now Fearl Street was also situated next to the main market place
of Nieuw Amsterdam, the fortress, the store and warehouses of the
Dutch West India Co. and the residences of some of the earliest
inhabitants and town officials. In addition to being the
physical hub aof the éettlement, it was also the locus of social
and economic activities within the small settlement. A&n
understanding of the physical makeup and regulations promulgated
to provide urban order is significant in this context as a basis
for understanding the possible activities which took place there,
the mechanisms pf trade and exchange‘which affected the material

culture items coming into the settlement.
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As summarized above, prior to the 1650°'s, the settlement was
plagued by low population in general, unreliable agricultuwral
production, and considerable financial losses for the Dutch West
India Company. However, the decade of the 1650°'s was marked by a
sharp increase in popul ation, the transformation of the outpost
from a corporate entrepot to a stable settlement with civil sel¥f
regulating administration and social structure, and a marked

shift towards increased trade and profit.

After Stuyvesant’'s arrival in 1647, a string of new regulations
were enacted to bring structure into a situation of perceived
social and economic chaos. These new ordinances deserve
consideration because in addition to providing order toc the
growing city’'s financial transactions, many of these regulations
served to focus and fix the location of mark;t and administrative
activities in the immediate vicinity of the Strand or shoreline

street in front of the Block 10 structures and lots investigated

during this rescue excavation.

As late as 1650, the city market took place as unregul ated,
apparently free form transactions dependent more upon the arrival
and departure of ships and coastal sloops as well as Indian
canoes along the long sloping shore line between what is now
Broad and Whitehall streets. However, as the sharp population
increase and the flurry of ensuing regulations suggest, both the
lack of a city regulated market location and the apparent lack of

any uniform guidelines about when and how trade and marketing
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INTRODUCTIDN: HISTORICAL CONTEXT .

should take place, implied a concomitant inability to control and
regulate either of these activities in general or any profits
through taxes which were perceived as due the Company. In
apparent response to these problems, during the first decade
after Btuyvesant’'s arrival in 1647, a series of policies were
promulgated which addressed problems of the location, timing, and
conduct of market activities within Nieuw Amsterdam. Many of these
new laws either specifically designated the Strand as the
official focus of activities or addressed issues which were
already taking place along the bank or street in front of
hui;dings and lots of Block 10. As these new regulations
demonstrate, both because of its natural setting along the shore
and later because of its eveolving significance within the new
city, this block of shorefront real estate became the mandated
focus of economic and trade activities within Nieuw Amsterdam

throughout the 17th century.

Although the Strand had developed as a convenient place to meet
the boats and carry on impromptu exchanges prior to the 1650's,
the hapbhazard nature of these exchanges translated into an uneven
distribution system whereby producers and traders had to stay
longer than was profitable and many were unaware of where and
when produce or trade items would be available. This chaotic
situation was apparently further exacerbated by a period of food
shortages compounded by increasing numbers of consumers between
165% and 1654. In response, in 16545, Stuyvesant established

Saturday as the official market day and mandated that this
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"Farmer ‘s Market" of locally supplied produce and small farm
animals be fixed in locale "at or around the house of Dr. Hans
Kierstede” in front of lot 14, at the corner of Whitehall & Pearl

Street (City records; De Voe, 1862,386).

Finally, in 1459, the town council ("The Schout, Burgomaster and
Schlepens") mandated the existence, location and time of a second
annual market dealing only with meat toc be held over a forty day
period between Oct. 20 and Nov. 30 of each year. This
proclamation also curtailed the unregulated commerce in meat by
restricting the purchase and butchefing to only the designated
market place located along the wall of the fort in the same
general area of the previous unregulated market in the field
between the Fort and the shoreline in the vicinity of Whitehall
Street That same year, the city appointed three official butchers,
who for an initial fee would receive payments at a rate Df styver
(2 cents) per guilder (40 cents) of assessed value of each animal
slaughtered, according to defined rates established by the city
council (DeVoe 1862:36). And because many underestimated the
value of their animals for slaughter, the city further mandated
that any animal already butchered and/or salted meat not
initially processed at the city market at the Strand must be
validated with an official form certifying the weight and value
of the produce in order toc guarantee proper taxation and fees
(DeVoe 1862:37). Thus, by 1659, Nieuw Amsterdam as an urban center
took control of the schedule and location and taxes of all market

activities. It also clearly estabhlished the existence of two

different markets, a weekly Saturday -market along the Strand, and
C EETTTT ] = ————
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7
a secnndcgéziiz>harket for meat and dairy animals butchered

and taxed by officially designated and licensed butchers.

These regulations also contained several provisions which
affected the kinds of produce involved as well as the
accessibility and flow of regional trade to and from these
municipally mandated markets. As & counterpart of requiring that
butchering, purchases and barter exchanges take place only at
these locations, the new rules also opened up the commodities
trade for both Manhattam and New Erngland growers. The

marketse were declared open to all, and strict fines and
penalties were imposed to anyone hindering or molesting
prospective producers or traders. This mandate both opened new
avenues of supply, expanded fair competition in the guality and
prices involved, and specifically opened up to the New York
markets the influe of Mew England ("English") breeds of cattle

which were "soon preferred by all" (DeVoe 18&6Z:38).

Furthermorg, in addition to fixing the location and price
structuwre of these market activities, the newly formed city
council also took control of the scheduling of people’s time and
activities both for residents and non-residents involved with the
weekly and annual markets. In 1658, these new rules were
augmented by a regulation which fixed both the length of the
working day and when employees would recess for meals (DeVoe

1862: 371 .
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The City’'s Fathers also attempted to restrict and control
unregulated trade with the non-resident Indian traders whao
engaged in barter at unofficial times and places and did not
contribute to the municipal tax base. To address this loophole
for non-residents, in 1461 the city mandated that all Indians
trading in "venison, maize and fish" must engage in trade only at

cfficially designated and sanctiorned market locations (ibid 40).

"Before coming to Nieuw Amsterdam the goede vrouwen of Mana-
ha-ta had been accustomed to visit the markets in the towns and
villages of Holland, where the country people were wont to gather
at stated intervals, to dispose of their farm products. Poultry,
eggs, butter, pigs, geese, etc. were part of the marketable

wares, but the articles manufactured by the women often were more

valuable than the products of the gpil, and at these g-athering':a.J idU*i

laces, flax, linen, lindsey wonlsey, duffles, etc. were exposed
for sale and brought considerable revenue to the farmer ‘s wife.
It was therefore, very early in the settlement of the Island that
the women petitioned the councillors of hNew Netherlands to
arrange for markets toc be held “after the manner of Fatria¥//

(Van Renssel aer 190%:25).

The need for regulated Indian trade came about as a result of the
abuse of urban middlemen who purchased venison, corn and other
staples from native vendors and re-sold these products at

inflated prices toc other inhabitants. In response, in 1661, the

TBR-26&
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Common Council mandated the establishment of two Indian market
locations with one specified in front of the house of Dr. Hans
Kierstede at the corner of Fearl and Whitehall. That vyear, the
Burgomasters also ordered that "... the planks lying before the
house of Mr. Hans [Kierstedel shall be removed to erect there one

trading house for the Indians" (Stokes Vol 1:284).

Not only were the Dutch women of the settlement arctive in the
establishment and activities of the regulated market system, but
also it appears that the primary social and economic linkages
between the Dutch and the native sellers may have been primarily

a female activity as well: In discussing Mrs. Fierstede's role

in the market activities and relations with the native traders in }
front of her Fearl Street residence, one author wrote. b§}
' &
o v
"eo...The Dutch women had become well acquainted with the &wy
wild people who suwrounded them and were on frienmdly terms with ;Uj
fhem. Madame tierstede was particularly kind to them, and as 4$Fi;/
she spoke their language fluently, she was a great favorite among %}{F 0~/
them; and it was owing to her encouragement that the savages kkph“
ventured within the city walls to barter their wares. For their €5

better accommodation and protection Madame Kierstede had a larger \Jwiéajﬁ
shed erected in her backyard [Lot 141, and under its_shelter C&g
there was always a number of squaws who came and went as if in

their own village, and plied their industry of basket and erDﬁ*

making, stringing wampum and sewing, and spinning after their

primitive mode; and on market days they were able to dispose of

their products protected by their benefactress, Madame
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Kierstede" (Van Rensselaer:126).

The 19th century construction had cut away the original

colonial suwrface in Kierstede's lot to at least a foot below its
17th century level, no Indian artifacts were found during
testing or mitigation. A variety of native contact period
ceramic and organic artifacts were recovered from the other
better preserved Lots 8 and 10, whose basements were at least a
foot higher, both from features post-dating 1640 to 1650, and

from under the street in the 1680 levels,.

Finally, as part of these regulations, it is apparent that the

presence of local weekly and annual meat markets adjacent to or
on Fearl Street or the Strand, together with the influx and

regional expansion of the available commodity trade networks
brought about the creation of the first licensed "traders" and
first vestigés of New York’'s stock market in Manhattan. In 165646,
because of the diversity of languages spoken by those attending
the markets, and specifically the mingling of the Dutch
multiethnic residents of Mamhattan as well as predominantly
English speaking New Englanders, compounded by the lack of &
uniform currency and exchange rates between here and New England,
the City Council appointed an official "translator" or "broaker",
Mr Jan Feeck, to translate between the Dutch and English
merchants. They in turn paid him a fee or commission on each
sale or trade between the members of these different groups.
Thus, the presence of both an official place of exchange and the
designation of sanctioned “"broakers” can be established as

beginning not at Exchange Flace, in the 18th century but instead
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along the Strand near the western end of Fearl Street, in front

of the excavated site as early as 1654.

THE CONSTRUCTION SERQUENCE
This brief sketch of the changing Ecnnumid.policies and
institutional antecedents of the Dutch West India Cempany has
been aimed at providing & diachronic overview through time of the
shifting nature of the early Dutch settlement. it is also aimed
at providing a chronclogical frameworlk both in economic and
structural terms for fixing the place of the archaeological
remains excavated within tHe block, described by Innes as the
".e.w seat of the large part of the wholesale and retail trade of
the town." (1902,43). While these changes and transformations in
pelicy and economy are pertinent to a general understanding of
the physical remains, they are also necessary to fix the temporal
placement within a general time frame which reflects the physical
and structural changes which took place. At present, from
available documentary evidence, it is possible to identify two
major building phases prior to 1664, a major phase in new
construction around 1730, and finally a fowth major construction
phase dating to the decade of the Great Fire in 1835 along the

waterfront of New York.

The two 17th century construction phases date from the 1620°'s to
the 1650°'s and from 1630 to 16464, terminated only by the advent
of British political control. The excavated archaeological

remains date teo this secend architectural phase of Mieuw Amsterdam,
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and coincide 'with the time of economic revitalization of both

the block as well as the financial and market institutions which
were formalized and concentrated along the Strand during
Stuyvesant ‘s tenure. Although Stokes and Innes hint at the
probable existence of other early structures within the block,
surviving documents suggest the firm existence of only two prior
to the 1647-1630 period. The first of these early structures,
probably of wood, was the original Company warehouse formerly
located outside of the block under present dayiwhitehall street,
This building appears to have been one of the first structures
erected by the Company, probably in the 1&630°s. It burnéd at
least once prior to 1638, and was probably rebuilt in the decade
of the 1640°s, only to be abandoned and eclipsed in its role by
the post—1647 construction of the new Fach—-Huys Company Warehouse
in the center of the block. The other early structure was that
of the first church built in 1633, It was used as such until the
1643 Indian wars brought about the construction of a second
church inside the fortress. The original church structure
continued as a storehouse for the Company, and then became a
private residence intoc the second decade of the 18th century

(Innes 1902:18).

The second phase of the Block’'s architectural and structural
history begins only with the first Company grants to Hans
Kierstede, Augustine Heermans®' (builder of the excavated
warehouse) and the other two warehouses and residences on the
block, all post dating 1647. These new structures appear to have

been in place by 1651. Thus, the earliest archaeoclogical remains

Ip-30



INTRODUCTION: HISTORICAL CONTEXT

identified correlate both with this second phase of building on
the block, and with the institutional developments which
officially focused commerce, banking, shipping, and commodities
markets in or adjacent to these "new" mid-seventeenth century

structures.

Although the documentary record does not fix the demise of the
majority of these structures, it does specify Ehat the "mew" 100
by 19 foot Company warehouse (which was not found during the
excavation), after being taken over by the British in 14664 as
their new Customs House under the jurisdiction of Archibald
Hennedy (whose perscnal bottle seals were encountered during the
excavation}, continued to function until it was described as
dilapidated in 1750. This mid-18th century date also correlates
with archaealogica& episodes of new construction found during the

excavation.

Finally, the third major structural period is indicted by
documentary references to several of the Fearl street buildings
undergoing reconstruction in the 1820's. One early 19th century
account noted that only 4 or S 17th century structures remained
in New York as of 1820 and that two had been taken down in 1827
(Watson 1832:190). As will be demonstrated, these earliest

19th century structural changes appear to have been obliterated
by later post-1860 deep basement construction, possibly as latg
as the turn of the 20th century, which transformed the block

outline and lot dimensions to their 20th century configuration
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and which were, in turn, demolished in 1962 to create a parking

lot.
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PLAN OF NEW AMSTERDAM ABOUT 1664 compiled from the Dutch and English Records by J.H. Innes (1902). Number 4
on the map is the Store House of the West India Company. Number 2 is the Church and Parsonage of 1633.
Figure IB-1



NEW AMSTERDAM ABOUT THE YEAR 1650. From a copy of an old reversed etching, published by
Justus Danckers at Amsterdam. Block 10 is to the right of the small boat in the center.

The building designated "G" is the Pach Huys. Heermans' warehouse is just to the right.
(Stokes 1895-1928)

Figure IB-2



View OoF THE MARCKVELDT AND'T WATER, 1652.
Enlarged from the Justos Danckers and Visscher Views of New Amsterdam.

A. The Holsting Crane.

B. Southeast Bastion of Fort Amsterdam.
C. White Horse Tavern.

. House late of Dominie Bogardus.

F. Old S8tore-Honse of Weat India Co.

FF, The* Five Stone Houses ™ of West Indla Co.

(. Brewery of West India Co.
. House of Comells Pictersen.

I, House of Pieter van Couwenhoven.

J. » Jan Jansen Bchepmoes,

K Gillis Pletersen.

L. w Eghbert van Borsam.

M. » Yieter Cornelissen van der Veen.
N, » Lambert van Valkenburgh.

0. Schregers Hoek or Capoke. .
P. House of Hans Klerated.

Figure IB-3

g: Roeloff Jansen Hales.,

Pleter Cornelissen.

8. Paunlos Leendertaen van der Grift.
T. Neow Store-Honse uf West Indla Co.
U. Augustyn Heermans,

V. Jacob Haie.

W. Old Church and Lane.

(Innes 1902)



Tue Last RuveEr Suoour xrar TiHE “ GRAFT,” 1652,
Enlarged from the Justus Danckers and Vissclier Views of New Amsterdam.

AX Houses on the Marckvelll G. llend Hendricksen Kip. M. Cornetis Melyn.

Y o Marckveldt Steeph and Bever Graft. M. Anthony Jansen van Vees. N. Capt. Tochem l'ictersen Kuyter.

CC. Rear of the * Five Houses, "™ I. Hendr. Jansen Smit. 0. 8Sibout Claessen.

L Brewery of West India o, J. Hendr. Willernsen, baker. I'. Cornelis van Ticnhoven (aft. Jucob Steendam)
F. Ol Chuarch, K. Houses of Tennls Craje, Q. Adriaen Yincent.

F. Old 'arsonage (fendr. Jansen Smit.). L. Jaculb Wulphertsen van Couwenhoven.

Figure IB-4 (Innes 1902)



KEY TO CASTELLO PLAN

KEY TO CASTELLO PLAN FROM STOKES (1895-1928). View of Nieuw Amstérdém ca., 1660. Numbers 1-16 on Block F
show houses and warehouses on Broad Financial Center Block.

Figure IB-5
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COMPOSITE DRAWING OF CASTELLO REDRAFT (ca. 1660) showing backyardéhand gardens.
(from Stokes 1895-1928) .

T Figure IB-6



BLOW-UP OF REDRAFT OF CASTELLO PLAN ca. 1660) showiﬁg residences, warehouses
the 0ld Church and backyards in detail. (Stokes 1895-1928)

Figure IB-7
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REVISED VIEW OF CASTELLO PLAN (ca. 1660) show1ng Block along t'Water, extending from Dr.
Kierstede's house on the corner of Whitehall Street to the Church Lane View of Dock
opposite the Pach Huys. (from Fraunces Tavern Museum collection)

Figure IB-8



RESEARCH ISSUES

RESEARCH ISSUES AMD FRIMARY ANALYTICAL COMCERNS
In contrast to other sites which refliect one time pericd of

occupation, the broad st. éite gaine importance not onlyv for the
presence of 17th Cemntury buildings and features, but as a
potential chronclogical framework for addressing material change
through time from the L7th Century in dNew York. Based on the
fact that the site contains deposits from the early 17th Century
to the mid and late 1%th Centwy, the thrust of ths analvsis
focuses on threse primary tasks:e

i. the identitication. based on associated artifactz within
natural stratigraphic unit=z, of the terminum post guem for each
d=finable stratigraphic sntity:

i vusing these stratigraphic and temporally defined
deposits to then resxaming the entire collection to characterize
the range of variation and diversitv of the associated material
for any one time perliod:

G to examine the chwronologically distinct deposits for
culiturally significant shifts through time which can be
identivied in the material record. )

This general framework of analvsis permits the
identification of secondary research guestions:

i. Given the tact that the stratigraphicallv defined
chronological recora spans the transition from Dutch to Britizh
control in Mew York, to what sxtent do any shifis in the
diversity, through time, corvrelate or parallel the hiztorical
record?

2. To use the HBroad 3t. gquantified data base to identify
shifting ratios of different artifact tvpes through time and then
see whether or not the identified ratiocs at this maritime Dutch
site correlate with, orF contradiect, the indicated zshifts of
different artifact types identified at Ft. Orange bv Paul Huev.

3. Within this context of chronoclogical charnge, there are
indications in the literature that Dutch cultuwrai paterns
continue for at least a decade, i+ not longsr. It is zZlear from
these sources what the offigial policy positions of the new
British government were. What is not clear iz when the patterns
of lifestile and cultural orientation changed from predominately

IC-1



Dutch to predominately English.

4., Given the primarily commercial nature of this black,
what, in the stratified and dated materiai record can be used to
identify either general or specific shifts in trade pattesrns?
Despite severe limitations in the controi and abilitv to identify
origins. what, in the material record cam be taken as
archasological indicators of trade networks or patterns? This
izsue, however., 12 severeiy restricted at the outset by the
almost complete paucity of comparative material From this and
cther regions as well as by ow timited abil:ity to identifvy the
origin of specific 17th Century artifact clases, particularly
earthenwares and hottle glass. Hopsfully, this will improve with
ongoing research useing trace glemsnt anaivsis. but pricr to the
avatlability of these more subtils distinctions, an attempt wili
be made to define sowoe oF origin of glass, ceramic and pipe 0»

artifacts throuwgh time. ; @%2‘91
LY

S. Giwven the fact that the 1[7ih Centuryvy environmental |

=etting and rescurce base was heavily impactsd and altered by

tolonial landuse prectices prior to the availabilitv of . &
gavernment sponscored record Eeepiﬂg)in the late 18th/early 1%th
Lentuwry-—to use the chronclogically controllsd faunal sample and
and the floral sample derived from flotation to identify changes
in food resowces and the relative proportion of nmatural vs
domestic animals through time. '

IC=2



Figures

1.

fJ

11

12

FIGURES:

Description

Location ot site showinng lo anhatta

Froject area showing poyperfy lines % areas

Surtace Topoagraphvy/map
East-west EMI
North-south EM]

192th c. mag of _basem

L on! of Stok to archaeclogical

am Section )
Diagra# Section (east)

ea showing units excavated

‘\;

X FLANS

of plan drawings lot 11,10,8 needs fig no’s.
of plan drawings lot 14,13,12 needs fig no's.
Fromt -~ EBldg. D Gray tone

Front - Bldg. A& Gray tone

Lot 8 Middle - 2 Barrels % Bldg A Bray tone



20 Lot
21 Lot
22 Lot
23 Lot
24 Lot
25 ., Lot
26 Lot
27 Lot
238 Lot
29 Lot
0 L.ot
31 Lot
22 Lot

44 . Lot

8 Middle - Rldgs A % E Gray tone
8 Rear —~ Yellow brick cistern, graydt
¢ Front — SE Area, Bldg A & R,
10 Middle ~ Bldg E Gray
10 Middle — Bldg E Gray
10 Rear — Gray
10 Rear — Gray
11 Rear - Gray
SECTI
8 Front
‘8 % 10 Fromt on Noryh
8 Middle tones
8 Middl
8 % 14

cistern

an, oval cistern

Rear

Rear area - Flan and section
Well and Barrel

FLAN
14,132,122 Area showing archaeological

3
a“

(2}

info.



| 34N9ld

2

' " t?}




BLOCK 10O

SEVEN STORY
BRICK STRUCTURE

PROJECT A

50

(l w0 20 30 Q
SCALE i R0
BRID (Detore st loth
GE QAT Block pion ond shivotions bated
on wrery by LOVELL BBELCHFR
e . Dgl 2%,1983

NEW YORK CLEARING MOUSE

PEARL STREET

FIGURE 2



PROJECT AREA SHOWING PROPERTY LINE DETAILS
& INITIAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL TEST AREAS

2 10 20 30 40 ft

W, /
SURVEY & [ > Sal3
. NORTH %
.- J %i /L_._
Lfﬁ )l e
— ——36-10 g\ - . - \64\0-
— <
AREAT AREATL
2
_________ e
Q B
LOT 14 LOTS 12/13 : LOT I LOT 10 I LOT 8
_) |
( \__ J
Y I 2 T
» | SN %,
€ \ l / B\ J "%
68'-2 12" 93-05/8"

FIGURE 3




£ S
a4 —-\\‘
%z o ~{_|
/} 1, 9 N
- [ 'j: %)7,7,‘7/77\; e
L, / / 4
-~ / /’// VALV v . f /%
L&ti % NIN XY 7
= f -
e ﬁ‘ ]

3 4 . 7
s A .
T | PROJECT AREA A
] /, %
= ] ? 7

o // é SCALE+ 12D

179775 72.70. 00,00 108 92100 0. 29 190 90100 P2 V-

PEARL STREET
PROJECT GRID

FIGURE 4




PROJECT AREA SHOWING TOPOGRAPHY OF
MACADAM SURFACE PRIOR TO TESTING

0 0 20 30 40 ft.

SCALE

FIGURE 5



PROJECT AREA SHOWING LOCATION OF
ARCHAEOLOGICAL UNITS @

NI120

\\

‘?\

L

NIOO f
NSO [
NEO /

N70

NEO

NS0

- |

Ne2o

g

£50
E60
E70
£80
£wo
Elto
El2o
El30
Em0
E50
E/60
E7O
E180

FIGURE 6



ni20»

nfiowr

nicopr

n oow

n 8oy

n 70p

n &0w

n 50pr

n 40P

n 30p»

ELECTROMAGNETIC

INDUCTANCE

SURVEY

EAST WEST TRAVERSE

Notes . Bar height approx. | meter

Bar aligned to direction of traverse

Dipoles Vertical

a

4

a,., 9.“'“.“.”‘0'“...00...0 ~
6000ttt ®ototibeiol
-5 080090900008804080000060040¢
- S0 9000000909908 00009090040040¢

OB
ne

‘ . see
!swoesoenoogoo 4
xuomooooo;om

APPARENT CONDUCTIVITY

INSTRUMENT - GEONICS EM3I

measurements in
Millisiemens (mS/m)

I Millisiemen- = | Millimho

BUILDING WALLS o=~

[to2 FEET BELOW | ~7
MACADAM SURFACE | |

UNDER 20 /
20 — 29 /
30 — 39

40 — 49%
50 — 59/
60 — 69 0
70 — 79

80 — es/g
90 — 99—

OVER IOO--..\___
mS/m

FIGURE 7

! i v L - i Py
} R i : L
LLoT e LOTS 12/13 LloLoT I LOT 10 L LOT 8
"" * }\ ) s l~§ ,i.‘, i §l§
8 A 8 & r'y & 8 3 A A & & ¥ 3 A r'y 8 a
Q O O o Q [a]
S~ ® ¥ 8 & R 3 8 g 2T § ® ¥ 8 & R =
L) L o ] ) @ o L o o ® @ [ o - o ®



APPARENT CONDUCTIVITY

Met@@@
sl 9882392
Wl
o w1 ]
9l mooooo
S N®E Do
O
L
ol
\
~| O
Z £
) mhw
x o -
A EIF
29
£ 5 E| 8
g 2ls
e 22
=2

ELECTROMAGNETIC
INDUCTANCE

&,

BUILDING WALLS

SURVEY
NORTH SOUTH TRAVERSE

©
&

OVER 100—___

/

TO — 797

ni20pr

wz“,‘_‘\‘ :

Ito2 FEET BELOW
MACADAM SURFACE

g80o—89—

90— 99

Notes: Bar height approx. | meter

nliow

mS/m

Bar dligned to direction of traverse

Dipoles Vertical

nioow

n S0P

206069094
Ao 000000

N

n 8oy

i e Sarihs e

-~ 900000
988

%96 550
i’ ‘__..0000..’

.

t o bt i oceca

LOT 8

LOTS 12713

¢

Fcipng

R e

T

g

P ‘Hﬁ;’ ‘...”.. ﬂ.._,... 3 ' ...J.u .” e .,h —m

" 3 . L ..-re.
i 3
e e g
wseof T —r e ﬂ..«

a A o 3 S

) > 8 s

N © 0 N 2

[ & N n n

408/9
40L/ @
409/
40%5/9
4 0%/®
40¢£/8
40279
AO\\Q.
400/8
406 ¢
408 @
40L @
AQ.%Q

4085 @

40P &

4059

40z ¢

FIGURE 8



BASEMENT FLOORS/WALLS
FINAL BUILDING PHASE
PRIOR TO DEMOLITION

SHOWING MAJOR ELEVATIONS
& CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

Floor Zerairuciion

+ 20mL8 concreny o}
18- sored m/

-

TUE

N
A

)
)

buking . oty for bars
w kO 8a.8 311
Spth Deder floor grice.
cun ond Filf overioen b
ke ioyw (e}

1]
\i% ee:!

Fooe siev. 0.2°

LOTS 12/13

.
Floor Commucion

4'5-3" concrate (0]

Floor Conpiriion X o— wesod W -
L R b

109 concrete ()
S & cencrem (b)
T X' dovbie ioye

i

z ; carse reg

1610 &iawor)rubds,
Ll

Fton faft soned opanst Pecel St
Dotanast wir!




o

|
|
|

|

COMPOSITE PLAN OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL UNITS

IN LOTS 8,I0&ll

T g =L S |
A TR B T
L]
¥
o
4
iy
!
-] K
o F
i &
Tie o 2

L
o

-

REAR

REAR

MIDDLE

MIDDLE

LOT iO

oy

LOT 8

at.

__ T,

FRONT

FRONT

Pt Fotri

X

e

agev

e

asrew

obien

osiee

F b

cgiew

caer

ozre v

snev

FIGURE 10



o






DIAGRAMMATIC NORTH

SECTION

East l>

|
< West ; | |
NES 4])N60 N6'04;b Ne2
I—— LOT 14 | ——‘—— LOT 12/13 LOT 11 —I— LOT 10 ——’— 'LOT 8
| '
— TR &l
! o :
a o RO elev. 2.0 (reor) e e/e;v. ee e/ev.?.O\
3 L & — N R R ITLIT R). .-‘7 .‘ .
‘ CT T . alev, 0.2" y elev. O.4' (front) i DD
R _ " N _ - N B s e\ RN
e oarum) . ¥ ‘ Cal T e T e e e i \\ =\ CMP 6 CMPB j \ \
VERTICAL SCALE t p w [ , ™ . e i i LY CMP 41 CMP 41 ' NS T
(2 X HORIZONTAL) d . ‘ Details of wall footngs st CMP 24 i L cn
| CMP 71 not observed "~ cMp 25 cMpP28-" CMP 26
CMP 73 Warehouse of CMP 9
AUGUSTIN HEERMANS
o s 0 s zo a8 BO rest 26.5
[—— ——ee—

HORIZONTAL SCALE

FIGURE I3



DIAGRAMMATIC EAST SECTION

<1 North South D
E /55
— LOT 8 —
8
T
&
5
3
3 elay. 2.0
2 )
! el | S
MsL Ofl (NYC DATUM) : 'fl : LL:: N \CMPG > CMP6/ 'l
! VERTICAL SCALE ATy CMP 41 CMPI8 i
.2 (2 X HORIZONTAL } iz Emiee i
o 5 0 15 20 25 fat |
- i CcMP zsj ' . HORI;ONTAL ISCALE l I
"o 0 cmp 16 |
-5 Warehouse of [
AUGUSTIN HEERMANS l
+49' -

FIGURE 14



INDEX TO PLAN DRAWINGS — LOTS 8,I0 811

RS

nios

Ly
FIG. 27

; &
- FIG.26 1 FIG.35

n 65

n 55

n3s

25

=y FIG.25% i
. :

n 15

1 H FIc2!
4 I T
§ %
. 1 & A
ol — { FIG.20»
¢ - T . <]
s S FI6-24 : :
i : Fié19
d LOT I | LOT 0 LOT :
K L. ‘:
R 3
ks ;M &
Ik - F &
N S5 «FIG.18
v
_%} ey 3 : ki
. D : 1
: & & LI Y : & |
5 o] | Pei23 FIG.22 | FIG.17
% 3 i n
B .5 E .
g 8 8 g 8 8 ¥ g 8 4 g
Ll L] L] © - L] © L] LY L) ©

FIGURE 15



INDEX TO PLAN DRAWINGS — LOTS 12/13 & 14

n oS
m ]
H * a
i %
n 95 -
n 85
b
2 3
n 75
L3
= :
FIG.44 Ok gﬁ
n&65 -
F s
K ;
X1 - .
X L] ?'g
s ; FIG.43 :
n 45 e
¥y
P
P
i
n 35 e '
i a
b ]
4 5N 3
kS A
i
n 25 T
T O . —
—— £
n 15 - -
e Q " ¥ 9 b [y 8
L) L] L3 L] L] L] L] L]

FIGURE 16



ndo0

n35

T

f“‘““”\

I Y-

(B)——— el .

S

. S ¢ S—t S SSp— S———— p—— —

/65

el70 |

FIGURE I7

&elir5

LOT 8
FRONT

5.



1 =
Z
-1 O
o
| L
® 3
4 = i
o
J
¥ ¥

n35

30

09/e

g5ie

os/e

gplo

FIGURE 18



nro

n6s
n6o
hw Zp Aol 7y ]|
|
I b
Ae .79 I a~ 3
! aaﬁ
n35 I 0 |
™ ® G
LOT 8 MIDDLE i RS N S

FIGURE 19



0919

gsle

ogre

19 74

A7o
nés
n60
n55

S5

LOT 8 MIDDLE

FIGURE 20



n90

LOT 8 REAR

$rec
e
Fotics

e/s
e60
&e/65
erve

FIGURE 21



51

LOT 10 FRONT

opte

coye

- Of19

FIGURE 22



5ft.

2

{

0

LOTIO FRONT

Anl 43

T
S g ST s L
R AT

n30

gcie

ocre

Sire

FIGURE 23



F Y14

i
oy y
I
]

P AR a D Bl

1
M

sag___|

-

Ty

e
i

. E

Kl
N \‘"’»

Sele

orle

[

ocle

n7o

nbS5

= .

P ST

Sh

sg2/e

ogre

LOT IO MIDDLE

Slie

néo

FIGURE 24



— i — — . p— ——t —

Ast 9

Mot .77

L

Y e o P
i ~pw=IN

i ey

e
-\

(e

et AL Sy g 14 I

ke,

ot
~

n7s

sele

orla

ge/e

LOT IO REAR

ofl?

&319

St

FIGURE 25



el2s5

e/30
/35

e/40

ergs

nos T
|
=)
|
|
|
LOT |0 REAR
0 | 2 3 4. 5
1 L 1 L -t -
Diaser. o
a el s Ao 88
ns0 S 1 rYr)
| ad
| w29 I
! .
| I
|
, |
, i I
_‘ 1 .
’ | |
& 38 (K ' ;
s B 1 | !
= pd -} - | |
S b} : :
,3. 2 F’.% ] o | I
R o R 1 o | H
252 : | |
v I v :
< Sy . ! A o .8 Aol ;.78
n85 BEEg & L. | A A
oS
el ol | P

F

KO
e

FIGURE 26



nilo

nlos

nioo

n95

FIGURE 27



17

1o

East

S5t

FIGURE 28

552



ft 0

North

C
East
14035 140-30
v v

! '.‘}- . Ty 1 > i’\ %wx‘i' . . ‘ﬂsa( -_:.(.‘ \ 507 ) )
P A e N S e
9 T I D O O 58

) b4 - 57 Y X N - Py
O D Oy eSO C6R) AR SO S I oo~ =
i %2 I

0 | 2 3 ; 5tt.

FIGURE 29




1.0

-3

-4

B/B'
168/17465
v

ATy

FIGURE 30

16860 16855
v v
| I
y . ) . e
ety T W‘ AT By
o YRS '

)
‘m'




E South B D North

R T R R T T R T
RO RTA ; N WY S .
136 s L

/‘fa
ST YR _ el | 405 — -
RN T: = o e e T T e el R e S

ft.0

1.0

b

A B West C

155-65 15570

Y )
- [ Y M S B G S N S
W%?ﬁ CECRE ) 2 W&%&W‘

a s‘.’;—'—m

Yyl
J

f1.0

=l

FIGURE 31



B Narth c

fno

FIGURE 32



1.0 |

-3_.

N

— ey ¢

D

'
1
1
[9_-

Y

el55

-.__..' ! /

- LIMIT OF EXCAVATION
0 I 2 3 4 51,
e —— —— ]

FIGURE 33

-
-~ 457




FIGURE 34



Wes? B
15595 155-100

el60 |

|

LIMIT OF
EXCAVATION-" \ 45602 |
|

FOLLOWS CUT ———
\ 52004

e e s o e . s s b

FIGURE 35



13

North

ft 3

B North

|
‘.

\\

. 1 _ g
| i l l

|

FIGURE 36




C
South
140-40 13640
3 n w v
| I
|
1 4
(v} 1

FIGURE 37

B

i30-40 12540
v v

i |

X & -P» -1-11:- el
T ”h‘&‘ﬁv"*"&*’m g Y
) m } ~ o
€54.02 |




|
)

; B eryrreon) o ; m !
3 {ﬂ‘% R R e
\ "
% 280

FIGURE 38



#1.0

-1

-2

:&%\\'\\ SN

197.01 J

-..-.._.__..._..__,__---.-——_.__.——..__‘

FIGURE 39



FIGURE 40



A B
Last
13590 I36-85 et
ft 3 1 Y H
| | |
2 _
|
O
g
A
i :
; i
D [ C D
& -~ 8 South
4565 14085 135-85
na, ¥ M v

e .:. RS {‘%r
:\\ \\ \

-———
- —"--.—

|

FIGURE 41



C
105100

B
10595

v
|
|
o

AT

East

P

i E o i

B
597 o "

West
10095

B

105105 105105

20 T

597

-

TS 1A STRAN Ha papt TR AT M ST e T 3 e A

.

P ¢ AR VIR ORIA G 2 FT Y

609

North
474

A W s T

995
|
!
b sniz s

ey —————— ——

l
I
|

P ) e
DRI -

Q%

FIGURE 42




n75 »
n70 . If&
el-1/3
Y
n65 )
né0 q;\\\
FOR PLAN & 4
SECTIONS SEE
FIGURE 44
ns55 p
LOT LOTS
L. 14 13/12
né45 T
e
13 F~ 7
ne 164
n#0 p e - !
nz
n35 »
n30 p»
n25 »

€40 »,
ed5 p
e50 p
e55 p
e60 »p,
e6s p
e70 »p
75 p

FIGURE 43



edo
e45

nrs
A ) South B
45.73 4073
v v
|
n73
ft.0
-l ] I
| |
-2 l l
70 :
n I !
-3 | ]
| LIMIT OF EXCAVATION |
4 FOLLOWS INTERIOR
aAGL-70 SURFACE OF 102.06
= A
N
'|'
né5
|

A East B

n6o

LIMIT OF EXCAVATION
FOLLOWS CUT-213

FIGURE 44 “

Ll



PHE BLOCE HLISTORY

HISTORY OF THE BROAD STREET PLAZA ELOCE

Introduction

Street; on the east by Broad (Heere Gra ke south

by Fearl ('t Water, the Strand, Docil,

on the west by Whitehall (Marchkveld S5¥reet. The block mea
approximately 3447 » 115" » 3367 £ 25 respectively and i= on
fast land, not +ill. It was, e original East Riwver
waterfront of lowsr Manhattan. as a lorng history,

daﬁing back to the original grants i age lots from the Dutch

fGmsterdam early in

Methods

Emmon Council cu»hittees, especially those on Streets. Also

Documents CMlection, fueens College, City University of New

TTheke e twe oo enandt methedo
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York, covered the came period but were used in some cases to 111
in missing pages. FAlso used was a very extensive collection of
willes and inventories at the Collection to provide correlative

evidence.

Libraries consul ted included the New York Historical Society. New
York State Library, where an important collection of directories,
atlases and insurance maps are located, and the New York Public
Library which provided a number of important printed sources
including the 1. M. FP. S5tokes Iconography of Manhattan

14%8-1904 and the William Pervis Insurance #lblas of the City

of Mew York.
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The _Dutch Feriocd

The present RBroad Street FPlaza development repreéents the most
recent change to the block bounded by Pearl, Bridge, Whitehall
and Eroad Btreets, known as Block 10. For over 300 yvears of city
hiztory, the site has been the center of much commerce

and finance.. Beginning as an unsettled shoreline fronting on the
East River, it rapidly developed as a key element in the fabric
of what was to become Mieuww Amsterdam. it later emerged as part of
the vast complex that would be and is now the Wall Street
district which tMouses the financial hub, not onlvy of the citv,
but alsc of the nation. There are few sites in the city that are
as important to ow understanding of the changes that cccuwrred in
Mew Yorlk. It is truly a sort of Flymouth Rock, a vital

foundation linking past and present.

It was here, beginning in the seventeenth century that the fircst
Duteh inhabitants built their homes arnd wheres the Dutch West
India Company constructed its warehouses at the center of their
trading establishment, and began the flow of commerce that has so
distinguished Mew York (Valentime 1857:495). Here, too, was
constructed the first church built in the city, and here too., are
to be found the beginnings of many trades and professioncs. Crie
ct the firset phvsicians, Dr. Hans Kierstede. had his home and
office in his house at the corner of Fearl and Whitehall Streets.
LCornmnelius Steenwyvck, a Mavor of New York and very wealthy
merchant, conducted business +rom his home and warehouse, one at
the corner of Bridge and Whitehall Streets and the other facing

Fearl Street. Church, business, protession — the site of the
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Broad Street Flaza development was from the start an integral

part of the history gf the metropolis.

RBlock 10 was adiscent to Fort Amsterdam built in 1eZée i{on the
site ot the present Cuétam House), and €ince it was directlvy on
the East River - Upper Bay confluence., it held an important
position with regard to esrly trade and commerce. it was the
gite of many firsts in New York history. Here the first Dutch
West India Company Fach-Huvs {(warehouse) was built: so too, theﬁﬁqpﬁ&)
tirst church built in gﬁg_ﬁgﬂ‘i9rk region: the first pharmacys €'$ )
and the site where many prominent Nieuw Amsterdam burghers first
erected their homes and businesses. Theé first grants or oround
briefts were made around 1645 and property transfers have

continued through the centuries to the present. The sarliest
extant grant was made Julv 2F 1644 to Feter Cornelisson for the
preszent Lot 12. The last lote were deeded in &8s iStokes,

111:28%-85).

From the beginning of its historv, Block 10 waz & mixture of

private residerices and commercial structures. 't was, as one
historian said, the "seat of the wholesale and retail trade of
the town" {(Innes 1[90Z:45). As mentioned above., it alzo had a

religious connctation.

A brief biographical description of the original occupants helps
to provide some insight into the sconomic and social diversity of

Block 14, it should be noted here that, as with so many other
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sites, the initial grants provided a configuration ot iot
boundaries which lasted almost intact through the three hundred
vear history of the block. Thu=, the grant in 14656 to Hans
Dreper has his lot fronting on the Heere Gracht (present day
Broad Street), as do succeeding lot lines. even though only
minimal +rontage exists on this street. There were changes in
lot size and position, but these were alwavs comparatively minor

until the mid-nineteenth centuryv.

One of the original inhabitants of Hlock 10 was Dr. Hans
Ei;;;;;;gj”‘ah-banuary 21: 154? he recei;ed £ graund-g;ief for 7 éﬁiﬂ
what was to become 25 Fearl Street at the corner of present day ﬂ qfa’ﬁ
Fearl and Whitehall Streets. "between the Company s warehouse and

the Lot 7 Roelof Jansen® (Stokes 11:%Z2s64). The warehouse on the
present Whitehall Street was taken down sometime after 1656. It

does rot appear in the Castelloc view of 1660-14665. This noted
physician, probably a refugee from Magdebuwrg, Germany who fled
religious persecution. became the official surgeon for the Dutch

West India Comparny in Mew Amerstdam in 1638. it was from his

house that he dispensed medical assistance and drugs (Innes 190Z:

487, Thus, 25 Fearl Street could also be considered the site of

the earliest pharmacy in New York.
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The Kierstede house, adjacent to the ﬂarckveldt where the
principal mariket of Nieuw Amsterdam was located was at the center
of the citv's trade activities. A council order of September 12,
1656 directed that market day be held on Saturday "on the Strand.
near the house of Master Hans kierstede" (Van Rennselaer
1898:27). Madame Kierstede provided space for Indian women to
construct basket=, brooms and string wampum in a shed built on
her property (Jan Rennselaer 1898:267.

The first chuweh in Nieuw Amsterdam was built in 16237 on what was
to become 37 and 2% Pearl Street. It was built by the Dutch West
India Company in an effort to provide some semblance of law and
order in the community. The building deteriorated by 1642 and
was described &t the time asz "only a mean barn® (Stokes. 11,

267 . Shortlv thereafter it became the residence of #“liard
Anthony, who was "suppoesed to have been an lrishman. " aAnthony
was one of the firest attorneys'or notaries in the colanvy. It is
easy to imagine the AaAnthony home treguently visited by anxious
clients desirous of settling debts, writing wills or drawing
convevances (Stokes, 11, Z&687.

Early seventeenth centuwrvy inhabitants of the block reflected a
broad range of colonial intereste. Samuel Edsel, an English-born
hatter., resided at what was to become 47 Fearl Street. It i not
certain that he conducted & hat business from this location. but
the available documents suggest he had a shop dealing in tobacco
and general merchandise. It iz more certain that Nicholas Jansen

operated a bakery from his house .at what was to become 49 Fearl

I j i
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Street. as early as 1644 he furnicshed the ship rnamed Arms of Van

Rennselaer with its supplies of bread (Stokes, 11, Z&69;.

In 1454, at what became 53 Peaél Street, Hans Ureper was gi?en
permission to "tap.," and he kept one of the manv Nieuw Amsterdam
taverns at the corner of the present Broad and Fearl Streets.
This is now the site of 100 Broad Street, the New York Clearing

House,

brie of the most impressive rezidences on EBlock 10 during the
Dutech period was that of Cormelius Steenwyck {Cormelus van
Steenwvyck}. He built an "elaborate dwelling-house" (see map,
Innes 190Z2:44) on what becamse 27 {(variously zZH, 27, 27 172, 25
Whitehall Street. This building occcupied the corner of Whitehall
and Bridge Streets on the site of what became Lot 15. At various
times Steenwyck was schepen italderman), burgomaster fassistant
alderman), crphan—-master. After the surrender to the English in
14664 he served as Mayor of New York during the vears 1668 to
1670, On one occasion in 1671 he was appointed acting Governor
of the Frovince. He was &lszo one of the wealthiest men o+ the
Frovince. Steenwyck probablvy conducted the selling of tobacco.
salt and slaves from two adiocining properties, now 27 and 29

Fearl Street (Stokes., I1, 2&64-2635; Innmes 190F:446-48).
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& number of the seventeenth cenfury buiidings on Block 19 were
used as warehouses. Three such buildings stood in & row between
what was to become 31 to 35 Pearl Street (see Danckers and
Vigscher view, cover illustraticon: and Inngs, frontispiecel.
Faulue Leendertsen van der Grift built his warehouse in 14650 and
Augustyn Heermans built one sometime before 14651, The middle
structure was that of the new Fach-Huve of the Dutch West India
Compariyv. This brick building., 100 feet long by 19 feet wide, was
erected in 1549 and was seized by the British in 1664 ac enemy
propertv. It was then used by the British as the provincial
Custom House. In the early eighteenth century PFearl Street was
als=o called Custom House Street. Thus, to dJjoin the list of other
firsts on Block 10, 2Z Pearl Street could well be the site of the
first Custom Houwse in New Yorlk. A 1752 report noted that the
Custom House haa heen kept in such poor repair that it was
ordered demolished as a nuisance (Btokes, I, 26331 Innes
1902:52) . It later became the site of the Deglancey and Watts

houses {(see Appendiu).

There are extant several views, ususlly attached as inserts to
maps, of Mieuw Amsterdam and early New Yorl. Included among these
are the Visscher (1660-1683), aAllard (166071, Dankers and Sluvter
(167%9) and the Castello {(ca. 1665 plans and Festitutio view of
1673, Almost all are seemingly copies of still other views —

Blau {1650} and N.J. Visscher (16503, (Stokes, 1[,p. 153, in

all of the=se, the houses and :Dmmerciai buildings on Block 10 can

clearly be seen. With rare eiception, however, the drawings lack

Pie6
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the kind of detail that could be of use to the architectural
historian. UObviously, the views do not providavinfarmatiﬂn as to
construction, dimension, cellars, if any. or cisterns, gardens
and other escsential detail. Some generalities, however. can be
made from these views, combined with archaeclogical and
documentary socurces of information. Includimg the church
ipresent Lots & and 7) and the Fack Huys (present Lot 10}, almost
ail buildings on the site were used both +o+ residential and
business purposes. Dr. Fierstede’ 's home was also a pharmacy and
M»}
oftice and Madame Barah Roelof Hierztede, in fact, used the back [
vard as a place where Indian women could make baskete and string
Qampum (Van FRenncselaer 18758:24, Z2&6). Figrstede &5 wife, in her
will proved in 146%3%, left to her daughter anna Van Borsum “my
small house and kitchen...and my bake house." She also ieft to
her son Luvcas the privilege of buving the house he lived in., as
well as the bake house Wille, ¥, p.22H). At least for the
Kierstedes, property was intensively used. It was probably true
for many other instances. Cornelis Van Tienhoven s YGreat
House", formerly the church, was used as a warehouse, as well as
a home (Stokes, 11, Z&é&). The Cornelis Steenwyclk "modest housa”
Lots 2, 3, 4) was used as a store, probably for the selling of
tobacco, salt or even slaves. Hans Dreper (Lot 17 had a house
and tavern or the corner facing Broad Street (Stokes 11, 269).
There are several reasone +or this multiplé use of space. First,
with a shortage of currency, money, ven Wampum, Was scarce,
wealth was not toc portable and thus goods and merchandise served

an extensive barter system. When Feter Minuet bought Manhattan

Island in 1636 he paid the Indians in  kind TZEiankets, clath;} //
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etc., but not money. Interestingly, at the Block 10 =zite
excavation, of the over 43,000 artifacts uncovered in the

deposits,. only one coin was found.

The need for storage space must have been primary. Garrets and
cellars were used extenzively +or this purpose, as were other
ek 7

large areas of the typical Dutch house (Morse, Home Life,]p. 1.
Usually, a&s can be seen in variocus contemporary views, houses
were constructed of brick (at least the end facing the street).
The front was also usually a gable by design and was made of
small brick, generally veliow or black in color or “"divers
colors" cometimes laid in & checkerboard patterns {(Enight &&)
{most bricks found in the Block 19 excavation were vellaw).
Often the house wouild have the date of construction or of
rebuilding in iron numbers riveted to the {facade (Mirror, July
10, 18303 March 19,1834). Side walls were +requently of wood

NN
iMorseI'p.Q). Buildings constructed completelv with brick

i

basically do not appear until tne eseighteenth century (Dutch in

A e
America.| p. 13,

At first early bulldersz made use of abundant deposits of ovster
shells to make lime used to bond bricks or "Clinkers™. Lime was
alsoc used to whitewash the interiors of the buildings iHDrse,%ﬁZLL

p.7: Van Renneselaer 189Y8:42).

Most structures appear to have hsd a ground floor, an upper

floor, and a garret under the roof eaves. Some houses had but

ko
—F
»



one floor and a garret (Mirror, July 10, 1832035 Valentine, 1847,
p. 371), soume also had cellars. Garrets and cellars were "the
AF v
most useful rooms in the house" {(Morse, p.io). in the celiars
were stored ‘great bins of apples, potatoes, twnips, beets and
parenip”, together with hogsheads of corned beet, barrels ot salt
.m(’;.,-—_’

pork or strings of sausage - all Dutch delicacies (Mnrsej\?p.?—

i0). In a contract executed in Mieuww Amsterdam an February 17,

16461, carpenters agreed to construct a house, forty—+five feet
r{%//'\
iong and twentvy-four feet wide. There was to be a cellar rurning
underneath the structuwre, the front of which was to have a
planﬁed tilocr and a store room for provisions with a plani
partition, "a door to 1t and window o the side and stairs
leading to the strest....."” while another contract dated January
e v~
31, 16461 does not seem to provide for & cellar éLachaire,(pp. 14—
i85}, There arg no eristing records. howesver, which describe
construction details of any building on the block. but it appears

that houses facing Fearl Street, Block 10, probably did not have

cellars, or at leazt not very deep ones.

The basic problem with cellar construction was a water table,
ciose to if not at streset level. Floreover , New Yori was well
known for its problems with water above and below gr@und. The
Beskman swamp, close to the present day Brooklyn Bridge and the
kock or Coliect Fomd, at present day Foley Sguare, were two maior
water obstacles in regard to building (Van Rennselaesr 1898:42-3).
Closer to Rilock 10 was a rivuiet which ran down present day BEroad
Street into the East River. One writer remarks that "In Fearl

Street below Maiden Lane, I have seen proof positive of the

]
. L

e
]
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primitive river margin there; several of the cellars and shallow
(17~
one too, had water in them from that original cause" (Natsan.\94—

950 .

fAdding to this water problem was a greenm clay bank which composed

much of the original surtace of Fearl Street and vicinity.

Forous angd damp. the material would make & poor cellar for anvone
Y

wanting to keep material drv, (Natsnn,fp.i??). The recent

archaeoniogical excavation has uncovered same of this bank. It

would appear that buildings were laid on this surface, not into

it.

If water was. on one hand, a nuisance in regard €t building, it
was also & necessity. Wells were to be found in almost every
street. There were abgout seven wells in Dutch NMew York, all were
near EBlock 10, De Reimers Well was in Whitehall, near Bridge
Strest. Tienes De Hamp well was in Broad Street a little above
Beaver, while Ten Evck and Vincent 's wells were in Broad Strest
between Stone and North William. The water 5uppl§ from thecse
wells were, however, brackish and in short suppiv. I? Was

U lon.
generally used by fire fighters {(Historic Mew York, 1.]200;7.
Most of these wells appear to have been dug in the middle of
streets, none have been found in the site. Host private homes
had cisterns, usually placed in backvard gardens. Here, rain
water was collected which was generally used +or washing clothes

o/

(Brown, Valentine I, 1Z20). Cisterns have been found on the site.
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A number of the Lots on HBHlock 10, especially Lots 7 through 135,
left room for an open space or garden, rather than covering the
entire property with a structure. A glance at the Castello Flan
details the existence of open vyards at the rear of Fearl Street
facing Bridge Street, especially from the church lane to
Whitehall. Dutch settlers used the lots for a variety of
purpocses. As has been mentioned, Sarah Fierstede estahlished
samething of an {ndian trading peost in the rear of her houss, but
most housewlves used all available space for a garden. The Dutch
brought their love of flowering bulbs and the bulbs themselves to
the New World. fddrian Yan der Donck, an inhabitant of hiew
Netherlands in the 1640 s and 50 's described fine kitchen gardens
where vegetables, fruits and flowers flourished under
cultivation. included in a lairge cataloguse of flowers were
roses, tulips, anemones, violets, marigolds and native
sunflowers, morning stars and mountain lilies (Morze, 01 Time
Gardens, pp. 17-18). Feter Stuyvesant had, it is said, a flower Eﬁ -
garden at his Bouwerie and one at his home &t Whitehall (1bid,
pp. 18-19). In pre-revolutionary hNew York there were any numbeis
of formal gardens, as that of Mrs. James &lexander on Eroad
Street, where there grew "Faris bloemen o+ 211 hues., layviocks
[lilacs]l and tall May roses and snowballs intermixed with choice
vegetables and herbe all branded and hemmed in by huge rows of
Ao
neatly clipped ox edgings” (Morse, Home Life, p.440). Varriocus
seeds found in the site are an indication of some aspect of

garden usage at Hlock 10,

B
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One further use of gardens or non—-structured space relates to the
need, generally by children, to find room for games. The famous
example of bowling on grass and the Bowling Green at the toot of
Broadway come to mind. Bowling, guolts, and ninepins werg, along

with dice and cards, commonly found in "House vard, garden or

A~
backside” (Morse, Colonial' Lite, pp. 3I50-51). It 1s very likely

that such games were also part of a child’'s life in Dutch MNew
York where as usual gardens were surely scenes of fun and games.
Children’'s marbles, it would appear, were found on the site.
Bardens and backvyvards, tos, were associsted with kitchens and
food, Home +ocd, such as wheat, peas or corn, could have been
grown behind the tamily home. The Dutch used staples, sometimes
developed +rom indian corn, such as kutespot oF hodgepot, which
was Indian corn beaten and boiled to which waz added salt beef,
pork, carrocts and twnips. Suppawn. an indian dish made from

L .
Indian corn, was seen on every Dutch table (Morse, Colchiai Davs,
pp.130-Fi). Comments wefe freguently made of the use of oveters,
some not less than a foot long, venison., turkey, partridges,
pigeons and grey geese. Various kinds of +ish added to the diet
&5 did lobsters (one account mentions a lobster & feet long) and
crabs. Many tvpes of vegetables were consumed ~ melons,
muskmelons, peaches and pumpkins (Ibid, pp.- 13&6-38). the Duteh
were good bakers and +ond of all menner of cakes and breads.
They were especially delighted with clykocks {(oil cakes:, which
required a special hand to make as did Izer-cookiesz (iron
cookies) (Ibid, pp. 141-43). The ﬁufch started raising swine

very early and added beet as well as pork to the diet. Fork was



a specialty and the Dutch enijoyed speck inde kool, pork and
tabbage, fried pork and apples and head cheese made of pigs feet
and head served in cold slices (lbid 144). Drink of various
sorts was also a staple and was consumed at many occasions,

weddings, funerals, building of houses {(ibid, pp.1d46—-147).
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Facing the Easzst River, which provided the best access to the
Upper Bay and ocean, the shoreline which was to become Fearl
Street, was a natuwral choice to build a settlement. Ciocse to
Fort amsterdam, a agradually sloping grade made loading and
unloading cargo much easier than the bluftf-like west side Hudson
River shore. This side of Manhattan Island was more protected
from prevailing north—west winds which swept down from the Hudson
Highlands, was also more sheltered and thus developed more

quickly than its westernm counterpart.

importance of the East Hiver shore to trade and settlement was
seen vetry early by the first inhabitants. Formative instructions
issued in January, 1&25, reguired that those who sought to reside
in Nieuw Amsterdam plot lot boundaries "have the River on one
side", and that all nouses from on Fearl Street must be in line
with each other. The often expressed view that the strests of

“ Nieuw Amsterdam developed along cow paths without plaﬁ or direction
is contradicted by historical and archaesciogical evidence
{Huntington?%gg. 112-121; Rrown, Gléﬂﬁékxfnrk, p. <28, In
actcordance with the 1625 instructions, houses were to be
constructed each with a courtvard and garden and on a lot Zo0
teet sqguare (Huntingggifvg.143J. it appears that these original

houses were pbuilt along the west side of Marckveldt (Whitehall) in

front of Fort Amsterdam {(see Cacstello Flan).
From extant evidence, it also appears that the first deed to a

il-ie
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lot in Elock 10 was given September 8, 1644 to Feter Cornelissen
(Lot 12). In 16356, it was deeded to Cornelis Steenwyck (Stokes,
I, 383; specific description of this and other lot transactions
are found in Appendix A). Though there is no extant deed, the
first structure built on the Block was probably the church
erected by Director—General Wouter Van Twiller in 1633. Surelvy.,
in accordance with the instructions of 1625, the church was used
as a guide helping to make sure all future structuwres and lots
contorm to a set pattern. A1l archaeclogical, buildings and plot
ilings are parallel:; dimensicns are carefully given down to the
inch in some cases. Conveyances, records of grants were
carefully kept. The settling of Mieuw Amsterdam was again not left
to chance but was meant to follow careful procedures. The
Castello Flan, {(ca. 1645) is possibly an oversimplitied and
"pretty" view of the citv but the orderliness of early city
plarmning is readily apparent. Houses neatlv ffomt well -ordered
streets, streets are open, and convenient — there are no cul-de-

sacs and no dead endz.
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Fresent dav Fearl Street, between Whitehall and Broad Streets,
was known in the 17th and 18Bth centuries by different names. For
the Duteh and early English, it was t 'Water, the Strand, Custom
House Street, Great Dock Street and Little Dok Street as well as
FPearl Straet; Fronting the shore of the East River it was the
primary water front street of the igland as well as the business
and trading center. It was firset planned as a street by January,
Al b
1625 (Huntington . 119-121), and the +first known building
constructed there was the “"0ld Church", & wooden structure with a
house and stabhle behind 1t (Stokes, 111, 79). It was built in

1637, though it iz possiblie that some earlier buildings were

erected prior to that date. .

The street seems first to have been shown on the Manatus map in
1639 (Stokes, VI, 598). & palisade or sheeting facing the East
River was completed by April, 165% {ibid’. in 1672, the planmning
of a tootpath was ordered. This was shortly waszhed away and &
six foot path was ordered constructed along the ctreet. Streets
were ordered cleaned in March 1&75. It was called the "Watter
Side" in 1683 and Fearl Street in 16B6 (Stokes, VI, 965, MCC 11,
400). A number of street improvements were also ordered. On May
11, 146846, the City Council ordered that the ground in front of
the house of lLucas Fierstede {(possibly Lot 14) to the Stadt Huys
in Coenties S5lip to be paved from the "front of the houses nine
foote deep into the Streete., . (MCCFIII, 178). Though it is not

clear as to whether the order related to this site, it was



certainly indicative of attempts to improve street conditions.
On February 11, 14693, an ordinance was issued for the paving of a
good number of clity streets. Among the instructions was the

L2 3

injunction that "Pearl Street be put in good repair and soce pav ' d

to Whitehall ten foot® HMCC, I, I15).

On March 12, 16%4, inhabitants ot the area petitioned for the
removal of powder in the warehouse near Whitehall. It i= not
clear it this wa=s the company warehouse in Block 14 {(Btokes., VI,

S%EH; MCC, 1D, 400r.

Eeguiatian of =mtreets in the South ward which included Block 14
became the concern ot the Common Council in 1771, On Docicober =8
ot that vear it was reported that a committee of the council had
caused the street leading from the Custom House corner (possibly
Moore and Fearl Street!? to Whitehall 8lip, 130 feet in length, to
be raised in the middle "as high as the floor of the Coopers’
Shop there and then descent toward sach end by an inch and half
in every 10 feet and alsc in passing the aforesaid street there
be a Butter in the middle of s&id street.” {(MCC, vIiii, ZZ21). in
November 1791, the Council again attending to the reguiation of
streets this time with those between Eroad and Whitehall Streets,
reported that Little Dock Street (Fearl) beginning at the "kennel
on the westerly zide of Coenties Slip be raised one and a haldf
inches on every ten +eset to the distance of 138 feet then
descending one and half inch on every ten feet to the easteriv
side of the Exchange {on Broad Street) and then beginning on the

west side of the Exchange rising one and a half inches in every
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ten feget for 177 feet then descending one and half inches every
ten feet to Moore Street which is to be raised one foot ten
inches and to descend one inch on every ten feet to Whitehall
Street". it was also ordered that Little Dock Street be paved
from HBroad S£reet to the easterliy side of Whitehall Street (HMCC,

111, &B86&).

Great Dock Strest was raizsed from Broad Street ten inches on
every ten feet to Moore Street and then to be raised one foot and
cne inch and {from there to descend one inch in every ten feet to
Whitehall Street (MCC, 111, &58%). In 1784, Great Dock, Gueen
Street, were to be simply known as Fearl Street MOC, 11, Z39).
On August =24, 1814, an agreement hbetween a number of residents of
Bridge Street required that ten emall buildings on the north-
westerly side of Bridge Street be taken down and a strip of land
eight feet wide and some 120 feet long be made part of the street
which was fifty feet wide on Whitermall and but 6 feet ten inches
wide on BHroad Street. It would now be thirty four feet ten
inches wide (Com. Wharves and Fiers 1216, see attached map?.
Despite the protests of a number of property owners that the
widening process would destrov sinks and cisterns, reguests to
maintaip existing sinik structures under the street were denied.
In the petition of Samuel Tooker and Benjamin Mead a description
Wwas given in which the sink was =aid to be arched over with brick
below the surface pf the walk and that the cistern was built of
wood carefully covered with locust béams iaid gquite close and

carefully arched with brick so as to "render it gquite secure®.

HE
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The petitioners were allowed toc keep the cistern but not the

sink. (MCC, 181, 223, Z24).

In 1894, the Board of Alderman agresd to have the carriage way
between Whitehail Street and Hanover Sguare along Fearl Street
paved with granite blocks set in concrete foundations. Curbs as
well as cross—walks were to be replaced where needed. {Board of
Alderman Froceedings, V, CCXIV, p. 33). 4 =imilar change
affected Bridge Street between Broad and Whitehall Streets

(Ihidy.

Sewers are fairly often mentioned in nineteenth century records.

In i846, sewers were(buili'in_ﬁcoad StFE%t_i@Dm;EHCh'ﬂGE Fiace to
R N CERG TP s - e e B L TR L TR T T ‘h-.‘_':"._-__:i‘_:

_"7 ) rmaem———
the East River. The Board of Aldermen was annoyed that the work
\.__._-nnﬂhnn,“_‘_:__,.,—a,-\

was impeded by old dock logs, deep mud and "“"unlooked for +low of
water”, suwely the inlet that was part of the original Dutch
Heere Gracht (Broad Street) and the failuwre aof property owner to

remove materials clogging the sidewalks (ibid, pp. 528-530) .
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Trade and Commerce

There is little question but that trade and commerce were +the
principle reasons for the settlement of kMisuw Amsterdam as well as
hew Netherland. The initial vovage of Henry Hudson in 1807 was
sponsored by the Dutch East India Company sclely to return a
protit through trade. There was little, if any, guestion of
founding & religious or political refuge, even though the first
colonists were Walloon refugees fleeing Spanish “"terror’ in
Northern Netheriands (Rink 1983:9). There was little interest in
establishing & settlement for large numbers of immigrants, and
though attempis were made to stimulate such growth, they were
unsuccesstul (Rink 1983:4Z). Unlike the colionies of New‘England
or those of Virginia or Maryviand, Dutch interest in the New World
was basically commercial. There was nD‘“Great Migration® +or the

Dutch colonvy.

In the spring of 1&13, a Dutch trade friosel, then being on a
trading vovage, puit ashore on PFlanhattan. fts +irst non-indian
resident, a black or Mulatto. Juan Rodriguer, was left to
establish a small trading post at the tip of the 1siand. When
other Dutch ships returned the following vear, Rodriguer was gone
(Hart 193%9:23). The English always put numbers ashore as in
Jamestown or Flymouth, not a single individual. Henerallv,
uniike the Dutch, the purpose of English colonization was socio-

religious as well as economic advancement.

frt the heart of the commercial enterprise that was Nieuw Amsterdam,

[
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__The—-indian_ trade was the key to Dutch financial success.
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at least for the initial decades, was Indian trade. Seemingly
blessed by an abundant fur supply, and esasy access to market via
the Hudson River, there could be lucrative rewards for private
traders as well as the Dutch West India Companyv, inheritors of
the mantle of succession from the Easzt India founders. Amsterdam
merchants profited but their success drained New Netheriland of

needed investment capital {Rink 19B3:ié).

- R m%‘

Typically, when Feter Minuet purchased Manhattan from a group ?f'

Indians in 1624, he traded of+ blankets, hats, textiies, stc.,/
—

: . ; . A T ———— L
manufactured gonde for the island. JThe first ship retwning €30
P

Amsterdam atter the pPurchase carried & cargo of grain and timber
which included 7246 beaver, 675 minkse and 36 wildoat skins as
well as Yvarious other sorts” (Jamison 190%:83-84). Later., ships
arriving from the Netherlands, brought not only men, women and
thildrem, but were filled "witih a bounty of liguor, auns and

cloth for the fur trade" {(Rink 158%:71.

fs the +ur trade diminished, partly because of the decline of
available animals., partly because of lndian wars, new sources of
trade were uncovered especially with Virginia and New England.

but even 1n l&s6d, at the time of the surrender of the Dutch &f}'

o Y
beaver, otter, musk, and other skinms from the Indians...for '“§

rcolony to England, it was noted that there was “much trade of r%iijﬁwgﬁ

payment {(we) give wampum and peoge (7} money of the Indian makingu‘wgﬁ}/

\

itor} which they received linen cloth and other manufactures L/%;)
o

brought from Holland.” (Jamicson 120%9:423). Wampum which Indians

M
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fashioned in belts was made of shell and served for much of the
time as the chief form of currency for the colonv. Between furs
and wampum, Indiamn trade was a major tactor of Dutech economic
life. mMadame Hans FHierstede (the wite of the doctor who owned
Lot 14, Hlock 104, a corner lot facing Fearl Street) had
Indians {(whether {for profit or not is unclear) use her backvard
and shed as a place where they could make wampum and also
baskets (Van Rennzelaer 18%8:26). This is a particularly
interesting reference to Block 10 and Indian-Duteh reiations.
There are, of couwse, a number of other =uch examples as to
?utchnlndian trade in the colony. On December 3, 1432, Roelof+
Eornelisson, & former soldier of the Dutch West India Campaﬁy in
Manhattar, testified that in 1631 & number of items which
included a “company shiFE} a time shirt, men and women =
stockings, a doren of false jachket-buttons, a& pair of farmers
shoes {(wooden shces7), ten English caps, a woman's bodice, a
skein o worse yarn, & copper tobacco box., copper kettles and a
wilderolk (skirt for savage?) was sold against seawan iwampum! and
e /8T 7
furs in good condition” (MA, No. 2582, II pp.39-40). A similar
trade is conducted on December &, 1652, but here were added a
vard of bombazrine to the list of stocking, kettles, bodice and
English caps {lbid, p.37). Orne wonders whether some Indian 155;

was given the stockings or bodice to wear or whether the lndians

traded these +or other goods.

Three years atter surrender, trade remained as before. 0On

November 1é&4, 1667, it was noted that the ship "de Oranageboom™

[
o
|



("Orange Tree") had recently arrived from New Netherland with a
cargo which included 111 kegs of tobacco, 25 bhear skins, 14 large
deercskins, and 1 case of pelts belonging to Cornelis Steenwyck,
occupant of Lots 15 and 13 on Block 10. Cornelis Cornelsz had
received a case ot pelts, seventeen moose (elk) skins and five
bear skins, while Magdalena Der Tel jet had twentv—-eight hogsheads
of tobacco, 442 rolls of tobacco, two parcels of beavers, eachh of
thirty-six skins and four other skins (NA, 2225, pp.945-952).
This ilarge cargo. from 19 merchants contained hundred of skins of
various sorts and many big hogsheads and rolls of tobacco again
attesting to the magnitude of the Indian fur trade and the close
connection betwsen Virginia merchants and the merchants of Dutch

MNew Yori.

There wetre sometimes losses to be accounted for. in &
declaration by one Simon Simmonson on August 1o, 1651, it was
noted that a barrel of tobacco ;eaves was "welt from top to
bottom" when unloaded and that in wunloading, sailors dropped a
barrel overboard. The ocwner was compensated with another barrel
by the skipper of the ship "Graeue bBul js" ("Grey Herring boat')
(N&, ZE7%, pp. 70-71). In Mav, 1&33, a merchant tesztified that
Cornelis Van Tienhoven, becretary of the Frovince, and owner of
Lot 10, the Fack Huys warehouse site, had confiscated at least
tive pieces of Jersey {(cioth) which the merchant had
uwnsuccessfully tried to have returned. The goods were carried to
the storehouesee (Fach Huys) and left by the official. It is not
clear whyv Tienrhoven took the qoods or whether they were returned

(NA, 436, p.&73).
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Willens de Beer, shipper of the "Vergulde Beer" ("Gilted BEear')
testified that he and hics boatswain, Foppe Yde, were in Manhattan
in 1658 when in about May of that year allert {(Allard) Anthonvy
seized fram the Fach Huys a chest of dutfel=s and & chest of
blankets. It is not clear why the seizuwe took place, probably
the result of litigation. It i likely that Anthony tooik the
goods to his house at Lot &6 (NA, 2755, p.Bé6). The merchant’'s

life was not a particularly happv one.

As the Dutch community grew and changed, from & frontier post to
city, which was officially done on February 2, 1633, traditional
trade patterns &lso grew and aitered. This is particularly so in
regard to trade with English colonies. A report of 1669 relates
"from Long Island they have beef, pork wheat, butter, some
tobacco, wampum and peoge. From New England, beef. sheep, wheat,
flour, bisguit, malt, fish, butter, cider-apples, iron tar,
wampum and peocge."” The account continued that from Virginia came
a store of tobaccoe, ox hides, some dried beef, port %nd fruit.
The Dutch paid in "Holland and other linen, canvas, tape thread,
cordage, brass, hading cloth, stufts, stockings, spices, fruit,
all sorts of iron work, wine, Brandy, fAnise, malt and all useful

i

manufactures" (Jamison 190%:4273:.

The volume of tratfic between old and New lhetheriands differed in
different years. It was on the rise in 1&64. In 14645 there was

7
only one ship that left the Netherlands to its dependency. By

1647, there were nine sailings. This declined to five in 1651,

-~
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rose to 10 in 14673, and 11 in the following vear (Rink 198B3:4).

The increased volume of trade cbviously brought a degree of
prosperity to the colony,; even though fAmsterdam merchants skimmed
off much of the trade profits (Rink 1283:116). Goods brought to New
Amsterdam {(now New York! like those shipped by Frederici: Rickel

in 1&68, included hundreds of yvards of bleached linen (WA,

Hendrich Outgers, February 14, 14668), adding to the boom of trade

that was so important to the settlement.

Another good example of such trade can be found in the manitfest
of the ship "de Hartog van Jorck® {("The Duke of vork"). Here,
the variety of goods provides a view ot the variety of
merchandise availablie to New York merchants. The days of simple
fur trade and Indian goods had given way to a more sophisticated
perhaps more "modern’ Irade. Elock 10 was swely a recipient of
this trade. Among the items imported to hew Yorlk were Rhentsh
wines, brandy, beer of various tvpes, cast anchors, iron pots and
kettles, muskets and flint locks, gunpowder, paints. shirt linen,
fiowered silkse, Haarlesm textile, needies, pins, combs, soap.
juges, Delft earthenware, candies, surgical medicines, CHESSE,.
tobacco pipes, paper and books (WM&, Z23%, pp. 34-362. A similar
list included a yellow fish-kettie, two pewter butter dishes, and
an old axe (MNA, Doc. Z%). This variety of trade bagically covers
the period 1550-1670 as well as trade of the archaeclogical finds
that were at the site. The flow of trade and commerce that was
sg much part of the city also places Block 10, especially for the
Dutch period, in the center of developing local, regional and

international trade networks. In the early history of the Uity
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of New York, Block 10, certainly played a central it not key

role.

With the English conguest of Nieuw. Amsterdam there was a gradual
change in the character and com#asition of Biock 10. The most
notable was the change +trom an essentially commercial block to
that of an area of residences. The tax lists of 1695 to 1699
reveal that all of the buildings on each ot are listed as
residences —— the Widow Aanthony house, the Benjamin Blagge house,
the Widow belancey house. Despite these documentary references,
it is likely that some of these structuwes also served as street-
level stores and other commercial establishments. Speciticaliv,
by 1714 éﬁe of the most notable of tavern keepers, Ubadiah Hunk,
provided the flity witih its unofticial public gathering place for
affaire and festivals of State, at what was to become 33-35 Pearl
Street. It iz also known that prior to that there was a tavern
operated by Johannes D Honmew on the site {(Libegr =2H. cp. Z270-

2750 .

By the esarly eighteenth century, Water Street replaced Fearl
Street as the waterfront of lower Manhattan. Fraunces Tavern at
the corner of Pearl and Broad Streets, diagonally across from
Biock 10, was built in 1719 on newly created landfill. This

/——:
change in geography altered the development pattern of the block.

The traditional maritime trade moved to the north and east, and

Fearl Street took on an even more residential character.



A careftul study of the existing records provi&es some insight
inta this changing pattern of occupancy. & pattern emerges from
the studvy of the assessment lists of 1690 to 1&9% and 1732, For
example, in 1732, Frances Vincent resided in what had been the
Banchker house of 1495 to 14699 (See Appendix, Lot (). Alexander
Maleolm, one of hew York s early teschers, also resided there.
Elibert anthonv was listed at the former house of Widow Anthony.

These were all residences.

Nevertheles=z, it is difficult to depict life or ownership of
property in Block 1u durimng the eighteentn century because
}ECDFdS ot ail kinds —— census, Cconveyances —- are so few. There
are not many picitures or maps which could serve to add to the
documentation. Views of MNew York in the early eightesntn century
include the Burgis view, the Bakeweslil view and the Ratrer view,
as well as some maps that provide insight into the appearance ot
the City (see 1695 map, Chapter 23 and Ratzer map in Stokes,
along with other wviews published thereini. The view of icwer
Manhattan in i74e (see page 12) shows Water Street, the Custom
House on Moore Street, the still prevalent Dutch architecture and
the densely packed quality of city block construction. FImom
these sources it seems likely that a number of the buildings on
Block 10 which were built during the Dutch period were standing
and used well into the eighteenth century. {The Fach-tHuvs stood
until 1752, There was one Dutch house on Peari Street, built in
1626 and rebuilt in 186%7, that was demolished only in 1828 i(zes

page 1% for Valentine's view of the Dutch Housel.
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fs previously mentioned, probably the best known of Block 10
residents in the early eighteenth century was Obadiah Hunt. His
famous tevern, at what was to become I3-35 Fearl Street, served
unofficially as the public meeting place for City businescs. It
was a favorite gathering spot for Frovincial Governors and City
politicians. Hunt purchased what was referred to as a "dwelling
house" and lot from Catherine Staats on January 19, 1716,
Johannes D Honmeuw operated trom this property as a tavern keeper

—~

prior to its ownership by Hunt (Liber 28, cp. Z70-275). The

famous Hunt tavern was on the site of the former Suaqustyn

Heermans waraehouse at Lote 8 and 10 (Stokes, V1, p. 44325,

Im 1728 Hunt put in a drain from his propsrity or Fearl Street to
the common sewer in Broad Street (Minuwtes of the Common Council,
iil, p. 449). The arain, used exclusively by Hunt, served as a

preliminary indication of dirainage problems in the vicinity of

the block, and acne which was svidenced again a century. later

{(Committee on Stredts, May 13, 1831).

A maior fire broke out in lower PFanhattan in September 17786 Jdust
atter the seizing of the City by the Dritish. Contempor sy
accounts of the {fire indicate that it burned along Broad Street
destroving all buildings on both sides of that street to Beaver
Street. "Houses on the west cide of Broadway and which were
south of Beaver Street escaped the conftlagration® {(Stokes, VY, p-
1021, Conflicting reports do indicate that some damage was done

along Broad 5treet further =south, possibly including Block 103
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however, Stokes again indicates that none of the houses on Feari
Street, including Block 10, were destroved {Ibid.) Another major
fire was recorded in 1778 but that too seemed to have little, i+
any, eftfect on Block 10 iHagual of i Common Council of the City

af New York, pp. 437-438).

It is nmot uwntil the end of the eighteenth century that the tax
books, directories and conveyances become available, so that a
more definitive picture of Block 10 can emerge. Here agaln
chiange becomes &pparent. The predominantly residential nature
of the block begins to change into a more commercial one {see

Distribution of Occupations tablies foliocwing Chapter I).

William Lawson had a bakery at 55 Fearl Street in 18190. Between
1810 and 1816 & fire destroyed the premises and the lot remained
vacant for neariy sixty years until 1870 (Committee o Streets,
petition of 1816 and map’. Although it seems unliikely that such
valuable property be allowed to remain vacanit for s¢ lonag, tax
records suppotrt this conclusion (see Appendix, Lot 1). James
Wall conducted & grocery business at 4% Pearl Street in 1810: in
1820 Henry Johnson was a baker at the same address; and John
Couzens a shoemaker there in 1830. Documentary reterences
indicate that Soclomon Saltus., & well-known ship chandler, likely

had a store at 47 Pearl Street in 181G,
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In the early 1800 s the houses along FPearl Street became gulte
fashionable, a&s & number of noteworthy merchants took up
residence there. One prominent individual was Ralph Mead (1758%~
1862). Originally from Greenwich, Conmecticut, he came to Mew
York along with so many other "Commecticut Yankees® about 1815.
He and his brother Benjamin (1?89—1860) became clerks in & large
flour and grocery business owned by Samuesl Tooker at 47 Pearl
Street (see Appendix, Lot 4). uring the War of 1812, Mead
served as a member of the Mew York State fArtillersy, Second
Regiment. In 1815 he started the flour and grocery firm of Ralph
Mead and Company.- Seemingly anxious to live in the “right place®
he purchased 45 Fearl Street in 1826, for "in those davse all the
wealth, aristocracy and dignity lived in the First Ward”
{Barrett 11, 18&64:d4li. While recsident there he and his wife
Sarah, nee Holmes, whom he married in 181353, jdoined the {famed Jonn
Street Methodist Chuich. Mead remained active in religious life.
Ewven though "dignity" continuwed to be assccisated witn Pearl
Stfeet in those days {Barrett II, 1B&62:%346%9-371), Mead did not
remain long at 43 Fearl Street, and by 1834 he was at Washington

Square, and thern at a residence at 34th Street.

Mead 's brother Benjamin also worked tor Samuel Tooker and later
established his ocwn fitrm, known as Mead, Rogers and Companv.
Benjamin, who purchased 47 Fearl Street, married Eiiza iolmes,
the sister of Sarah, his brother Ralph's wife. Eliza and Sarah
were the children of Abigsil and Niliiam Holmes, the latter an

Irigsh immigrant. They ware also members of the Crane family,
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formerly of Cranetown, now West Bloomfield, New Jersey {Barrett
11, 1862:369-371). EBenjamin died in 1860 at the age of eightv-
one. Samuel Tooker, who at one time owned 47 Fearl Streest and
may have =old it to RBeniamin Mead, also deserves sceparate
mention. Tooker, like the Meads, became wealthy from the groce%y
and flowr business. Originally from Newburgh, New York, he
founded the firm of Tocker and Company in 180d6. In 1812, along
with so many other hew Yorker=, Tooker became involved in the
privateering husinesc. He cutfitted one vessel, the brig
"Arrow", with fouwrteen guns. This venture, however, did not
prove successful as the hrig was lost at sea during the war,
vanishiﬁg without a trace. Tooker died in 1820 (Barrett 11,
iB62: 536567 .

Another noted personality associated with Block 10 during the
nineteenth century was JdJohn B. Coles., who like Tooker and the
Meads was a prosperous flour merchant. Mambers of the Coles
family, especially John EB. and iz son Beniamin U. Coles,
purchased thtree lots in Block.iﬂ at 53, Bl angd 49 Fearl Street.
Gwnership of these properties seems to have been for investment
and/or rental. John E. Coles lived elesewhere at 1 State Street,
‘and conducted his business at 1 South Street. He was elected
alderman for the period 1797 to 1801 and again during 1B15 to
18i8. The flour busziness was kept in the ftamily for forty—-=six

years {(Barrett 11, 18&62:41-44).

Edwin D. PForgan, a well-known political leader and New York

Governor, first lived at 45 Fearl Street in 1837 at the former
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residence of Ralph Mead. #HMorgan, born in Hartford, Connecticut
in 1810, arrived in New York in 1830. He founded the firm of
Morgan and Earle in 1837 when he moved ta Pearl Street. although
he speculated in sugar and coffee, and profited heavily from his
raitlroad investments, politicse was his first calling. It was
trom 45 Fearl Street that Florgan started on the road to public
office. i Whig—FRepublican, he was elected as Assistant Alderman
in 1845 and Btate Henstor a vear later. Morgan served in that
position until 18354 when he became chairman of the Republican
State Convention. He then became Ehairmén of the Republican

National Convention of 18358 "Morgan," wrote one historian, "was
é fine specimen of manhood. He stoond perfectly erect, with well
poised head, hig large lustrous eyes inviting conftidence: the
urbanity of his manmer softening the answers that showed that he
had a mind of his own., No man among his triends had a 1arger
number of devoted ftriends.” (Alewander 11, 1%G6:248).  PForgan was
elected Governor of New York in 1858 and re—-elected at the
expiration of hic term (Glevander 11, 1906&6: 255, 328). He served
also as Fresident of Hudscocn River Railroad and Director of the
Bank ot Commerce (Barrett, 1I, 10-1%9). There is little doubt

that Morgan was the most well-krnown person connected with this

period of the histaory of Hlock 10.

While Morgan was the best known of Blﬂck‘lﬁ residents, Stephen
Whitney was the wealthiest. In the 1840°'s his estimated worth

was put at 35,000,000, while "some estimate hnis wealth at double
this amount" (Peach . 1843:3Z1). To put that in perspective, workmen

of that time earned between $1.50 and #2.50 per day. Whitney,
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originally from Derby, Connecticut, was still another
"Connecticut Yankee." He was in New York by 1B0Z as a tenant at
33 Fearl Street, and by 1820 was in possession of 25 FPearl Street
(heach 1845:31). At various times he acquired 25, 33 and 35
Fearl Street (see Appendix). Whitney, who began nis career
without wealth, went into "retailing liguors and fimally dealt in
the article by wholesale" (Beach 1843:31). He made much of his

early fortune by several "heavy, but tortunate speculations in

cotton.” He alsoc traded heavily in real estate, which "doubled
his fortune by a rise in value." Mr. Whitney, concluded Beach,
was "a very shrewd manager and ciose in his dealings.” Certainly

»

his Fearl Street properties are examples of his "fortunate
speculations. ?  Such are some of the careers of those who resided

in or were connected with Block 1o.

There are other matters concerning the owners and inhabitants of
Bleck 10 property that were of considerable importance in
understanding its historv., UOne of these was a petition drawn by
some sixily neighbors of the Rlock iQ area on éugust 24, 18lse i(see
pages 17-320). These residents included lsaac T. Storm, Solomon
Sxltus, EBenijamin Mead, Isaac Jagues and Samuel Toochker among
others. They entered inta an agreement to pay to the city all of
the edpernses in widening and straightening ridge Street. in a
map included herein as page 17, drawn with the agreesment, it was
evident that up to 18146 Bridge Street at-its easterly end
narvowed ta Z65°10" at Broad Street, but was 50 feet at Whitehall

Street (Committes on Streets, 1816). What the petitioners wanted

[
[
L
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and obtained was the widening of Bridae Street from Whitehall
Street through to Broad Street (Committee on Streets, July 22,
iBl4y. The process included "taking down" two small buildinas on
the Benjamin U. Loles and Thoemas Richards lots that intruded into
Bridge Street. The removal of that strip of land obstructing the
soputh side ot Bridge Btreet gave the block its present

appearance. Eariier maps of the City such as the Georchk 1B0O3E

lan of the Citvy of bew York do not show bBridge Street with that

]

gore of land. it is therefore likely that the structures removed
were built atter that date upon land taken from Broad Street

itselt.

In addition to showing what Bliock 10 looked like in i81é&, the
petition map has some other points of interest. Lots 1 and = (54
and 53 Fearl Streeset and 100 Broad Street), owned by §G. Codwise,
are noted as "Burn’'d.” Thig lot seemingly wasz not built uapon
until after 18146, It should be noted that esarly in 1818 Benjamin
U. Coles, who was thén owner, npaving replaced Codwise {see
Appendix, Lot 11, asked for permission to "advance witir his
building in Broad Street between Bridge and Fearl Streets?
{Committee on Streets, March 13, 1818). Seemingly Coles wanted
to extend his building line into Broad Street and the Committes
refused to grant the petition as it would "torm a disagreeable
projection into the street...” Coles, in tact, had proceeded in
placing a foundation when the construction was halted (lbid.:?
foles and his family,which held the Praperty until late into the
nineteenth century, seemingly kept it vacant until after 1870.

The 18i6 petition map further reveals that except for two small
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buildings that were removed when the street was widened, there
were no buildings facing Bridge Street at the time. The petition
also contirms the names found irn other contemporary sources such
as tax listsg, conveyances and directories, esxcept that the name
Van Brunt is shown as owning Lot 13 (27 Fearl Street). No deed

into Van Brunt was found in the documentary sources.

There were octher concerns of neighbors of Block 10 which help to
reconstruct the historv of the area. In 1831 Stephen Whitney led
a group petitioning for the construction of drains at the corner
ot Bridge and State Streets (gne block west of Hiock 12, and on
the Bowling Green, which would then discharge into the North
River. Whitney and cthers compliained of the "very areat
inconvenience” caused by the acrumulation of water in their
vaults and cellars. They were &aisco concerned sabout possible
health proablems arising from improper dralinage. The petition was
approved (Committee on Strests, May 13, 1831i1. it is possibie
that similar vaults and cellars in Block i0 also had drainage

problems (see reference ta Obadiah Hunt, p-. 113,

By the middle of the nineteenth century Glock 15 began to take on
& more commercial appearance, one aspect of which was related to
the number of boarding houses on the block., What had been
single—tamily homes became in several instanceg thie support of
widowe, the chief hkeepers of such houses. However , one man,
Nathan B. Wilbur, alsc ran a boarding house in 1840, His was at
29 Fearl Street, the site of the old Chuwrch (see 4Gppendix, Lot

&) . Widow Fhoebe Steward was the custodian of a eimilar malti-—
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tenanted house at 35 Fearl Street as early as 18140, By 1830
Widow Jane Voorhis had taken over as owner., to be followed in
1840 by Mrrs. Ravid Green. The use of 25 FPearl Street as a

bBoarding house seemingly ended by 1830.

This multi—ténanted character of Block 1o, as well as its
commercial demeanocr, is further evident by an inspection of
Doggett 's '"reverse"” directory of 1831. Here street addrescses
provide an index to the guide. At 25 Fearl were J. £. Steinhuler
and F. T. Muller, two grocers; at Z9 Fearl Street was M. .
Toole, grocer, and two porters and another individual; Mason and
Thompson, commission merchants, along with two others were at 33
Fearl Street: at EZ5 Fearl Street were seven commission merchants.
A dressmaker and several gthers wers at 44 Fearl Street, at what
Was alam-prabably & boarding house; commisslion merchants were at
473 a beootmaker at 493 a tailor at $513; and a barber at 51 172

{53) Fearl Street. Only 39 Pgarl had a single resident, J.

Roosevelt.

Fost_ 1850
Biock 10 buildings +rom 1860 onward comsisted primarily of three,
four and five storvy brick structures, almost entively commercial.
They houcsed offices, hardware shops and restawants, including
the Anchorage Cafe, which occcupied a good part of 31 Pearl
Street, and the Chatterbor Food Shop. on the +first floor of 27-2Z9

Fearl Street (Building Plans, Department of Buildings, New Yorkl.

As the nineteenth century came to a close, shifting commercial
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trends and patterns caused many Block 10 buildings to fall intao
disrepair. For the most part, however, these structures survived

into the twentieth century.

A search for views of the block in the iate nineteenth century
and early twentieth century has produced almost nothing other
ihan a drawing by William lawrence, 1956-1957, showing the
commercial nature of Hiock 10 at the twrn of the twentieth
century. BRlock 10 in the eariv twentieth centuryv seems almost

lost to historvy.

On July 10, 1%61 lLots 1 throuah 7 were deeded into the Mew York
Ciearing House Buiiding Companv. Shortly thereatter all existing
structures were demclished to make way +or the construction of
‘the Mew York Clearing House at 100 Broad Street. The
approximately twenty year old building occupies an almost
triangularly-shaped newly-created lot, and runs from its frontaae
on Broad Street halfway through Block 10 towards whitehalil

Street.

The only other surviving building on the biock is at 27 Whitehail
Street, occupying Lot 15 at the corner of Eridge Street. The

remaining buildings were demolished in 1971 -to 1@72,_with Lots,

8-14 now being used as a parking lot.
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III CONSERVATION AND DATA FPROCESSING

INTRODUCTION

The 43,318 artifact fr@gmgnts)and 1.7 metry s of brick

and shell recovered from the excavation of B

recording, stabilizing, and analyzi
actually a serises of tasks/whj ; servation and data

control procedures, thesa i iscWssed separately

Mumber — As defined in the Stratigraphic
Reconstruction (CHAPTER IV), the Context was the most basic unit

of stratigraphic control. In other words, the physical space

I11-1
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represented by the Context NMumber, no matter what its actual
size, comprised the definition of where any given artifact had
been located in the ground. Thus, provenience was

represented by one three-digit number (five—-digits if a decimal
point number was assigned). The one exception to this level of
definition for provenience is the case of pinpoint-located
artifacts.

The Context MNumber was therefore the primary identifier
for artifacts all fhe Gay from the hands of the excavator through
the artifact processing and into the storage cabinets. The
excavator put his backdirt into a bucket which was identified
with the number of the Context he was currently taking ouwt. The
screen operators received numbered buckets and placed artifacts
recovered from those buckets into polyethylene bags marked with
the same number. The lab tecnicians put the Context Number on
the drying screens, on the Tyvek labels inside the artifact
storage bags, and on the artifact fragments themselves. ALl
files in the computer use the Context Number as the identifier
representing provenience. Finally, the artifacts are stored in
Context Number order in the cabinets and the drawers are labeled
with this number. The Context Number was used as a tool for
handling large numbers of artifacts throughout the processing
track. It is essentially a code for a recorded chzervation
(prmveniente), and is not subject to interpretation as are other
numbers assigned later, such as Find Type Code (taxonomic), or

Strata Broup (stratigraphic interpretation).

I11-2
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conservator to evaluate the voelume and extent of certain
conservation problems while still in the field; and to get data
turn—around that could be used for interim reports, an artifact
inventory was prepared as part of the concwrent lab processing
track. The inventory was designed to provide a gquantified
"first—cut" level of information as quickly as possible. Since
artifacts were processed immediately upon recovery, fragments
were not counted until after they were cleaned. At this point,
upon removal from the drying screens, the first sort (the
inventory) was accomplished. Artifacts from one Context were
classified in accordance with a taxonomy originally based on the
Mational Fark Service Material Culture Data Base and adapted for
first—-cut use on the Raritan Landing Project (Grossman: 1982
ITI.EZ. 2.0 Use of the adapted NFS Taxonomy results in a 7—-digit
code for each group of fragments classified (each bag) within the
Context. The code itself (QO-00—-000) is broken down into GROUP
(originally from Stanley South’'s ten Groups for Historical
Archaeclogy), CLASS and MATERIAL as shown in Figure I[11-1 (The
Artifact Coding Chart - Taxonomy). Figures III-2 and I1II-3
provide examples of how specific artifact classes would be coded
using this system. The information on the label in the artifact
bag, which was the initial "paper record" for the inventory, also
included fragment count, weight {for brick and shell) and a
"comments” entry. The comments section functioned béth a5 an
English translation/refinement of the Find Code and as a place
to insert additional information such as date or maker's mark.

It should again be emphasized here that the inventory is a first

sort and that we have two types of information: a) recorded

PII—x



01

02

l1x)

05

07

KITCHEN GROUP

4}
02
03
04

Dishes
Containers
Tableware
Kitchenware

BONE GROUP

ot
02
03
04
05

Mammalia
Ares
Reptilia
Amphibia
Pisces

ARCHITECTURAL GROUP

[i}}
02
03
04
05
06

Window Glass

Nails

Spikes

Door & Window Hardware
Other Structural Hardware
Construction Materials

FURNITURE GROUP

ol
02
03
04

Hardware

Materials

lighting Device
Decorative Furnishings

ARMS GROUP

01
02
03
04

Projectiles
Cartridge Case
Arms Accessories
Gun Parts

CLOTHING GROUP

01
02
03
04

Apparel
Ornamentation

Making and Repair
Fasteners

PERSONAL, GROUP

01
02
03
04
05
06

Coins

Keys

Writing Paraphernalia
Greoming ard Hygiene -
Personal Ornomentation
Dther Personal Itema

KAOLIN TOBACCO PIPE GROUP

ol

Kaolin Pipe Class

GROUPS AND CLASSES

o.2]

10

98

SETiVITIES GROUP

17
03
04
05
Qo
07

Construction Tools
Farm Tools

Leisure Activities
Fishing Gear

Nonkaolin Pipe
Smoking Accessories
Pottery Class

Storage ltems
Ethnofaunal Zoological
Stable and Barn
Miscellarcous Hardware
Specialized Activities
Military Objects
Housekeeping

Public Services
Ethnobotanical

PREHISTORIC GROUP

01
02
03
04
05
06

07

08
09

Weapons

Domestic

Stone Working

Wood Working

Digging Tools

Other Fabricating or
Processing Tools

Other General Utiltity
Toola

Ceremonial & Ornamental
Miscelleneous Artifacts

UNSPECIFIED GROUP

FIGURE III-1.

MATERIALS - COMMON LIST (classified)

INORGANIC MATERIALS

CERAMIC

003

earthenware
ironstone/granite/vhitevare
porcelain

stoneware

undifferentiated ceramic

clay
kaolin
red clay

CONSTRUCTION

069
071
070
072

brick
cement
morter
plaster

GLASS

078
o013
112

glaas
glass, milk
slag and clinker

METALS

029
035
026
028
on
034
096
19
032
005
136

aluminum
chrome
cuprous metal
ferrous alloy
gold

lead

mercury
silver

steel

tin
undifferentiated metal

STONE

129
073
133
052
046
10%
038
041
049
038
057
068
033
054

039

044
040
060
043
126
042

agate
asbestos
chalk
chert
gravel
Jet
Iimeatone
marble
mica
obsidian
ochre
precious stone
quartz
quartzite
sandsatone
shale
slate
steatite
schiat
undifferentiated stone
granite

Coding Chart with Group, Class and Material
Common List (National Park Service Material

Culture Data Base).

ORGANIC MATERIALS

CELLULOSIC

115 bark

108 burlap

128 charcoal

092 cork

087 cotton

131 fiberboard/masonite
085 hemp

011 paper

006 wood

121 cellulose seeds/seed covering

CONSTRUCTION
093 asphalt
125 formica
101 linoleum
102 tar paper

WAX
076 wax

GUM/RESIN
Ol0 rubber, elastic
009 rubber, hard

PETROCHEMICALS
073 carbon
095 coal

048 graphite
116 tar

PROTEIN

118 chitin (arthropod, exoskeleton)
106 felt

122 flesh

016 hair

117 keratin (horns/fingernail/claws)
015 leather

107 silk

090 sponge, natural

105 wool

COMBINATION MATERIALS
017 bone
132 ivory
067 pearl
089 shell

SYNTHETIC MATERIALS
103 celluloid

088 nylon

008 plestic

077 soap

091 sponge, synthetic
104 synthetic

TEXTILE
151 wndifferentiated textile



131

02

03

03

07

GROUPS AND CLASSES

KITCHEN

01 Dishes

02 Containers
03 Tableware
04 Kitchenware

BONE GROUP
01 Mammelia
02 Ares

03 Reptilia
04 Amphibia
05 Pisces

ARCRITECTURAL GROUP

01 Window Glass

02 Nails

03 Spikes

04 Door & Window Hardware
05 Other Structural Nardware
06 Construction Materials

FURNITURE GROUP

01 Hardware

02 Materials

03 Lighting device

04 Decorative Furnishings

ARMS GROUP

01 Projectiles

02 Cartridge Case
03 Arm Accessories
04 Gun Parts

CLOTHING GROUP

0l Apparel

02 Ornanentation
03 Making & Repair
04 Fasteners

PERSONAL GROUP

01 Coins

02 FKeys

03 Writing Paraphernalie
04 Grooming & Myglene

05 Personal Ornamentation
06 Other Peracnal Items

KAOLIN PIPE GROUP
01 FKeolin Pipe Class

FIGURE III-2

SAMPLE ARTIFACTS

Historic fragments, plate, cup, salt cellar
Bottle glass fragments

Eating Utensils

Cooking Utensils, pot, kettle

Mammal Bones
Bird Bones
Reptile Bones
Amphibian Bones
Fish Bones

Window pane glass

Copper nails, iron nails
Railrosd spikes

Doorknob, door hinge

Pipe, fireplace tiles

Brick, morter, metal roofing

Handle, drawer pull, latch

Stove parts, chair part, bed frame
Candlestick, lamp base

Flower pot, clock parts, vase

Shot, bullets

Cartridge

Gun flints, bullet molds, powder horn
Pistol barrel, flint lock assembly

Hat, coat, scarves, glove, shoe

Beads, sequin, hatpin, feather

Thimble, straight pin, straight scissora
Buttons, snaps, buckles, cuff links

Silver coins, copper ceins

Door lock keys, padlock keys

Quill, fountain pen nib, graphite pencil
Hair brush, razor, mirror, tweezers
Jewelry, ribbon, ornamental comb

Pocket watch, key chain, pocket knife

Kaolin pipe fragments

Culture Data Base).
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GROUPS AND CLASSES (cont'd)}

ACTIVITIES GROUP

01
02
03
04
05
a6
Q7
08
09
10
i1
12
13
14
15
16

Construction Tools
Farm Tools

leisure Activities
Fishing Gear

Nonkaolin Pipe

Smoking Accessories
Pottery Class

Storage Item
Ethnofaunal Zoological
Stable and Barn
Miscellaneous Hardware
Specialized Activities
Military Objects
Housekeeping

Public Services
Ethnobotanical

PREHESTCRIC GROUP
01

02
03
04
05
06

07
08
0%

Weapons

Domestic

Stone Werking

Wood Working

Digging Tools

Other Fabricating or
Processing Tools

Other General Utility
Toola

Ceremonial and Ornamental
Miscellaneous Artifacts

Coded Examples (National Park Service Material

Axe head, drill bit, saw, paint brush
Hoe, rake, plow blade

Marbles, jew's harp, doll parts

Fish hooks, sinkers, crab trap

Coracob pipe

Snuff tin, tobacco tin, pipe cleaner
(Indien) water jar, effigy pot

Crock, barrel staves, sacks

Oyster shells, crab shetls

Stirrup, horse ghoe, rein, harness belt
Rope, bolts, nuts, washers, chain
Button blanks, metallurgic debris, saggars
Insignia, ba¥onets

Broom, ceat hanger, washboard

Sewer pipe, water pipe

Projectile poilnt, atlatl hook
Vessel, mortar, pestie
Hammerstone, baton, flake, core
Celt, grooved axe

Hoe

Drill, chisel, needle

Knife, prismatic blade, chopper

Sheet, gorget, bead
Function unknown



THE ITEMS LISTED BELOW MAY BE AMBIGUOUS OR HARD TO PLACE IN A TAXONOMIC CATEGORY, BUT
AS A CONVENTION, FOR INVENTORY PURPOSES, WILL BE CODED AS FOLLOWS:

Unident Wood Frags 98 00 006

Construction Wood, Wooden

Pegs, Wood Planks 03 06 006

Twigs, Branches 0% 16 0CO06

Burned Wood (Partial) Code as wood (above) and put "burnt wood" in the

tooments section.
Charcoal & all small frags
of completely burnt wood Code as charceal

Coal 98 00 095
Slag, burned coal, vitrified -
metalworking or manufacturing

by-products 98 Q0 1il2
Pantiles 03 06 003
Delft fireplace tiles,

wall skirting, etc. 04 04 003

Porcelain bathroom tiles,
other bathroom furniture

" (tub, toilet, etc) 03 05 0Ol
Chamber Pot ca 02 ()
Flower Pot 046 Q4 003
Teeth 02 ( ) 132
Fish scales Q9 09 18
Coral 98 00 119
Eggahell 09 09 119
Seeds, Seed Covering 09 16 121
Schist (construction} 03 06 043
Schist (unident) 98 00 043
Red Brick 03 06 169
Yellow Brick 03 06 155
Linaleum 03 06 101
Metal Hardware 03 06 ()

(probably construction})
Furniture Hardware 04 01 () -

Misc. hardware (other
and unident), screws, car

parcs 09 11 () .-
Leather Shoe Parts o6 01 Oi3
Unident Leather scraps 98 00 015
Leather Personal Items 07 () 013

FIGURE III-3
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cbservations such as Context Number and fragment count or weightg
and b) opinions about what the object is or who made it and when,
the latter being subject to change during the diagnostic artifact

analysis.

3. Computer Entry — An expanded IBM personal computer (1BM-
XT) and & commercially available data base system
(knowledgemaster) were employed to create both the inventory and
diagnostic artifact files. Lab technicians with little or no
previous experience with computers entered the inventory data
which was generated by the artifact processing. (See Fig () Data
Entry Format for Cat Files and Fig. () Sample Cat File Printout).

The initial processing of all artifacts, including
storage in museum cabinets, was complete by mid-February, 1984,
two weeks after the fieldwork ended. & paper log version of the
inventory was available at all times and was in use from the
first week of the excavation, but because of delayed access to
adequate lab space, computer entry did not begin until after the
fieldwork was completed. The computer generated inventory,
comprised of 9414 records representing all the artifacts
recovered, was entered, edited, and printed out in several sorts
by the first week in May, 1984,

Because back-up and security systems favor data entry
for large files in relatively small,‘discrete, segments, and
because the stratigraphic anélysis was already well along, the
Broad St.data wés entered in files which correspond to
Components, i.e. units of stratigraphic asscciation (see the

Stratigraphic Reconstruction CHARTER V). It then only required the

IT1T-—-4
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addition of one more field for Strata Group, the values of which
were assigned when the final fine-tuning of the stratigraphic
interpretation was complete. A copy of the inventory, ordered by
Strata Giroup, Component, and Context Number is included as

Appendix C.

4. Museum GBuality Storage Cabinets - All artifacts except

brick and shell are stored in ten wooden, specimen cabinets with
locking doors and adjustable drawers., The collection averéges
approximately 5,000 fragments each for nine of the cabinets with
one remaining for storage of fragile reconstructed vessels,
frequently exhibited items, and objects with very special
environmental storage requirements. The cabinete function as a
collections management tool, as well as an aid to preservation,
since ready access is always a major considération, both during

the analysis and in the future.

“. Artifact Tracking During the Analysis -~ After
completion of the initial processing amd promulgation of the
inventory, classes of diagnostic materials such as ceramics,
glass, clay pipes, small finds, faunal materials, and floral
materials were analyzed in detail. Separate computer files
with different sets of attribute fields for each diagnnstic
artifact class were created. See Appendix cover sheets for
examples of the data entry format for the Ceramic, Glass, Pipe,
and Mammal Bone files. Because all artifact classes were

analyzed in terms of consistent units of stratigraphic

association, certain fields such as Context Number, Component,

ITI-5
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and Strata Group, in addition to fragment count, were defined in
the same manner for all diagnostic artifact files.

In addition to stratigraphic information, specific,
individual artifacts or artifact fragments were assigned their
own identifier designated as a Diagkey number in ceramic, glass,
small finde=, and pipe files. This number, together with a letter
prefix, singles out a unigue fragment from others recovered from
the same Context Mumber. The prefix is simply a letter for the
artifact class i.e. C for ceramics, G for glass, F for pipes and
F for small finds. The Diagkey number was assigned by the
artifact aﬁalyst when the artifact was pulled or distinguished
for any reason, for example, photography, conservation, or
instrumental analysis. This designation also corresponds to what
is sometimes called vessel number, in that an entire mended pot
was given only one Diagkey number. A print-out of only tﬁose
records in the Ceramics file that were assigned Diagkey'numbers,
in Diagkey order is included here as a section of Appendix E.
This print-out can be used to locate any ceramic sherd or vessel
which has been photographed, cross—mended, conserved, or is
unigue in any other way. Because Context Number is part of every
file, the storage location in the cabinets is part of the
information provided by any diagnostic artifact file or

locatienal data print-put (all Appendices that are data files).

BASIC STARILIZATION
1. Archaeclogical Conservation Objectives — The

conservation of individual objects in museum or private

laboratories involves a standard methodology consisting of the

I11-&
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. the following steps:

a) description

b) condition

c) proposed treatment

d) actuwal treatment with photo documentation

e) storage or exhibition recommendations

The method is designed to answer gquestions such as: What

material is it? How is it deteriorating? Can we stabilize it
and how? Should it be cleaned, consclidated, mended, or
restored? How did it change in appearance during treatment?
And, how should it be handled in the future in order to avoid
further damage or deterioration? Archaeological field
conservation poses the same questions, but when artifact
fragments are being recovered in the thousands per day
(approximately 2,000 per day at Broad St. and a higher rate for
NYC fill sites) the approach must be adapted to address the

collection as a whole. In ocirrder to do this the care of the

collection is considered at two separate levels as follows:

a) Basic stabilization involves an initial
identification of the material, the type of deterioration taking
place, and those actual steps which will staEilize the object, o
at least arrest the deterioration until the object reaches a lab.
In many instances, no further actﬁal treatment may be reqguired.
Basic stabilization includes emergency measures reeded to remove
cultural materials from the ground as well as specific procedures
inserted into the artifact processing which may include such
things as dewatering metals with acetone baths or conscalidating

. devitrified glass when reguired.

R
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b) Laboratory conservation is defined here as those
procedures that were necessary for long term preservation but
also reguired laboratory equipment and a more controlled
environment than was possible in the field. The removal of
corrosion products from metals, leaching out of salts from
metals, removing inscluble deposits or stains from ceramics, all
may fall into this category. (Appendix O to be sumbitted)

2. Micro-Environments — The chemical status of buried
cultural remains can, over time, reach near-edquilibrium with the
immediate chemical environment, so that the ongeoing degredation’
processes are almost at a standstill. Recovery, that is removal
from the ground, often subijects the materials to physical and
chemical shock —— accelerating deterioration in a dramatic way.
(Rose: 1974 p. 123, Singley: 1981 p.346) The particular chemical
and physical characteristics surrounding an object in the ground
such as temperature, water saturation, oxygen content, pH,
pressure, and the presence or absence of chlorides, taken
together, are here termed the micro-envirenment. Although some
predictions can be made in advance, the definition of particular
micro-environments, needed to determine what basic stabilirzation
procedures will be required, is not possible until the testing
phase of an excavation is underway.

During the test phase of the fieldwork at Broad St. three
ma jor categories of micro—environment were delineated: inside
well/cistern/privy features; outside enclosed featuress and
the oil saturated areas directly bensath the bazement floors.
Their characteristics are shown in tabu}ar form in Figure III-4.

Further refinements of these micro—environments can bhe inferred

Ii1-8



MICRO-ENVIRONMENTS

Variables Outside Enclosed Features 0il Saturated Areas Inside Enclosed Features
Water Fluctuating Water Table Hydrophobic (o0il) Fluctuating Water Table
Intermittant Damp to Saturated Intermittant Damp to Saturated
Oxygen Some Free Oxygen Local Anaerobic Conditions Some Free Oxygen
Anomalous Sulphur (0il) Sulphur, Phosphates, Iron
Chemicals
Chlorides Intermittant /Heavy Intermittant/Heavy Heavy
EFFECTS ON CULTURAL MATERIALS
Metals Mineralization, Severity Solid Core, Pitting Moderate to Severe
Dependant on Particular Alloy Corrosion Products No Longer Mineralization
Present
Glass Severe Surface Devitrification Surface Devitrification Severe Surface Devitrification
Very Friable When Dry Not Friable Sulfide Deposits on Lead Glass
More Mechanical Damage
Bone Variable Good to Excellent Good
Wood Water Degraded (Not Waterlogged) Some Local Structural Water Degraded (Not Waterlogged)
' Preservation
Fired Clay Carbonate Deposits 0il Stains (carbon) Carbonate Deposits
Ceramics/Pipes Iron Stains (natural) Sulfate Stains Iron Stains (nail corrosion)
More Mechanical Damage Sulfate Stains
Shell Good/Mechanical Damage Good but Discolored Good

FIGURE III-4

BROAD ST. GENERALIZED MICRO-ENVIRONMENTS
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from the condition of specific artifacts retreived from different
areas within each featuwre and are detailed in Appendix 0O in the
"condition" discussions.

-

. Artifacts Recovered Under Wet Conditions - In addition
to the differences outlined by the recognition of specific micro-
environments, there were several characteristics that all of the
defined micro-environments had in common:

a) All artifacts were recovered from a band,
appraoximately § ft. thick, which was located above the permanent
water table but below the 19th Centuwry basement floors (see
Figure 12 — Diagramatic North Section, in the Flans and Drawings
volume of this report) hence it is fair to say that they have not
been exposed to freeze/thaw conditions for at least 100+ years.
(They, in fact, had to be protected from such conditions after
exposuwre by the archaeclogists.)

b) By far the most powerful variable that affected éll
materials from all parts of the Broad St. site was the
fluctuating water table. The existence of extreme water
degredation in the organic materials from even the lowest
levels of deep features suggests that they had been exposed to a
continual wet/damp/wet mequence rather than true waterlogging
(anaerobic) conditions, This fluctuation of water saturation is
more damaging to almost all materials than either consistently
dry, or consistently wet conditions. The one advantage of the
fluctuating water table is the fact that chlorides, al though
certainly present from time to time, were leached away so

frequently by moving water that residual levels of chlorides in
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objects was low. See "chlorides testing” in Appendix ().

The fact that all artifacts were wet when recovered
dictated many of the specific cleaning and handling procedures
adopted during the artifact processing. The two most important of

these are:

a) Water Screening — Most materials not directly
removed from the ground by the excavator or the conservator were
recovered by water screening. If reasonably unpocluted water carn
be found, this method is by far the safest for retreiving wet
artifacts, both from the physical and chemical peoint of view. in
addition, because artifact fragments can be more easily
distinguished from other non cultural items in the screen, water
screening results in a higher rate of retrieval. It is not,
however, recommended for artifacts being recovered from dry soil.

b) Concurrent Lab Processing — Most water degraded
materials can be cleaned with water if they are recovered wet and
are washed before they have been allowed to dry out. I+ they are
aliowed to become dry and then subjected to water again later,
severe physical strains caused by extreme swelling and shrinkage
CAN QZCUr. This can result in cracking, splitting, dimension
changes, or complete collapse in some materials. Although there
are "dry" methods available for cleaning materials that should no
longer be exposed to water, these involve solvents and are far
more time consuming than initial, immediate cleaning with water.
Therefore, artifacts recovered from a wet site should be washed,
and at least minimal decisions made concerning drying methods,

within three to five days of excavation during humid weather, and
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even sooner in winter dry weather.

4. Artifact Handling and Packaging - Another potential
source of damage to artifacts is the material used for collection
and packaging. Individual fragments composed of different
substances can react chemically with each other and with the
packaging material. Two overriding principles were therefore
systematically applied during the processing of Broad St.

artifacts: .

a2 Inert materials were used for tasks that reguired direct
contact with artifacts.

B Artitacts made of chemically reactive substances were
physically isolated from each other immediately upon
recovery., :

Paper products were used sparingly and included Leahy boxes
and Kimwipes. Leahy boxes are not entirely acid free, but they
are archive quality; ocbiects were never in direct contact with
the box; and the boxes were not used for final storage. Kimwipes
are acid-tree tissues. PRuckets and sorting trays used in the
tfield were made of various plastics. Folyethylene open—ended
poultry bags were used for collection and labels placed inside
bags were made of TYVEK (a non-paper printing material
manufactured of high—density polvester fibers impregnated with
poclyethylene). Final storage in zip-lock polyethylene bags
allowed isoclation of artifacts from direct contact with the
wooden drawers of the storage cabinets. In the case of artifacts
requiring low humidity, such as corroded metals, silica gel was
placed inside the bags and the zip-lock was closed. In other
cases where air circulation is desirable toc help prevent the

growth of fungi, the zip-lock was left open or other packaging
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fabricated out of sheet polyethylene was used.

9. Eleaning Artifacts -~ The on—site trailer opffered some
space for initial treatment of fragile or delicate materials in
addition to clean@ng with water. Fungicide {(Thymol in ethanol?}
was sprayed into bags containing wet Dréanic materials. Further
support or packing was supplied and the conservator was able to
examine materials as they came through the cleaning process in
order to remove objects that would not he able to withstand the
rigore of the standard process.

The majority of objects were washed in room~temperature
water with added ORVUS paste or liquid (modified sodium lawryl
sulfate). Harsh detergents will leave an alkali residue if not
completely rinsed away (difficult to achieve in porus materials),
and will chemically attack the colorants on overglaze-decorated
porcelain. ORVUS, however, is a mild, free-rinsing surface
active agent with a low pH of &.73%.

It has been argued that metal objects should not be washed
at all because the submersion in water would expose them to
further corrosion. There is no reason not to wash them in water
if they are still wet, but whereas most octher materials recovered
wet are better off if slow-dried, the moisture content in metals
must be removed as soon as possible. A drying oven was not
available in the field trailer, so metal fragments were
systematically dewatered by submersion in acetone immediately
aftter rinsing (Organ 1977:139). Chloride removal by intensive
hot washing (Organ:1977; Flenderleith:1971: Hamilton:1974) was
not attempted during the initial processing phase, but was

performed on treated metals during the analysis phase {(see
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Appendix 0.

In the interests of speed, and because shell cannot
withstand severe mechanical cleaning, the thousands of fragments
of recovered brick and shell were cleaned in small strainers with
running water. Shell was not allowed to soak in water as it can
be pasily dissolved. After drying, both brick and shell were
sorted for the inevitable inclusions of other materials such as
redware in the brick and bone or ceramics in the shell. The
shell was further sorted by species, predominantly clam and
oyster, and both brick and shell fragments were weighed on a kilo
scale, accurate to the gram.

Other cleaning techniques such as mechanical removal of wet
corrosion products from metals, or chemical removal of stains or
deposits were occasionally performed by the conservator in the
field trailer for cpecific objects. Generally speaking, however,
these methods were réserved for £he laboratory and are detailed
in Appendix (.

&. Drying Artifacts — Three approaches were used for drying
recovered materials: 1) slow air drying on drying screens in an
unheated portion of the site lab trailer; 27 even =lower air
drying by placing in an open ended polyethylene bag with a small
piece of damp sponge and allowed to remain for at least one weelk
and 3) de{erring-the decision until either freeze drying or water
replacement could be performed, and therefore maintaining water
Séturation with thymol as a fungicide. The choice of procedure
was dependent upon the condition and material class of the object

and was determined by the conservator. Solvent replacement
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technigues were not attempted in the field because of inadequate
storage space for the necessary sclvents, but this technigue was
performed on both glass and leather after the fieldwork was
completed.

7. Congolidation — Wine/liquor bottle glass fragments were
invariably covered with the exupected flaky devitrification layer
which is caused by leaching and substitution reactions occurring
in glass exposed to wet soil. A moisture barrier coating is naot
always required or desirable, e.g. the argument has been put
forth that most plastics are permeable over long periods of time,
and than when applied to glass, which is then exposed to weather,
moisture can be trapped underneath the coating (Moncrieff 1974:
102)., Blass recovered from the Broad St. excavatior was stored
under relatively controlled conditions and will not be exposed to
weather in the near future. Application of an organic resin
coating was primarily for the purpose of consolidating the
devitrification layer rather than as a moisture barrier and hence
was applied in a very low concentration. Devitrified glass
fragments were washed, rinsed, placed on the drving screen and
allowed to dry thoroughly without being moved or touched. When
completely dry, the friable surface lavers were consolidated with
from one to five applications of an acrylic thermoplastic resin
(Acryloid B-72) in ethanol. It was applied with a brush or
flowed on with a pipet, as vacuum impregnation was not available
until after the fieldwork and artifact processing was complete.
After treatment, most of the glass fragments were able to
withstand the handling reguired during the analysis without

losing the iridescent flaky lavers which are not a deposit to be
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removed, but part of the original glass. Dccasionally, the
process had to be performed a second time when, during later
handling it became obvious that the first applications did not
have sufficient holding power.

All of the lead glass fragments recovered from Component 15
(the oval yellow brick cistern — early 19th Century) were covered
with a layer which at first glance looked very much like the
devitrification observed on so much other glass from the site.
It was, in fact, a sulfide deposit on the surface of lead takle
glass and had to be removed chemically (see Appendix D). A
sample of this glass with the uniform deposit covering the
surface is currently being analyzed by w-ray defraction and

scanning electron microscopy at the Metropolitan Museum of Art.
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v THE STRATIBRAPHIC RECDONSTRUCTION

INTRODUCTION

The stratigraphic analysis provides the basjyc f/famework for

are based. Since this framework is

descriptions, drawings and photogra

Complex strata were expected at 50 & field
recording system that co i situation was
regquired. Another reg iremént - that it be
compatible with computer) - § It was with these
requireménts in mind that

Broad Street 5j

Siye during late 1979, and the Broad Street

On the Broad Street Bite, this
S5t observable natural stratigraphic deposit within

one five foot sqguare grid wunit. The only exceptions were certain
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deposits which were recognized as parts of discrete features
(such as cisterns, privies or pits) which crossed grid lines. A
unigue Z-digit Conte:xt number was used to identify each Context
observed and described in the field. Contexts representing parts
or all of strata are treated in exactly the came manner as those
representing parts or all of features. Each Comtext is given its
own identifying Context number when initially described. It can
thery be interpreted as a featwe or part of a stratun at any
stage during the excavation or post-excavation stratigraphic
analysis. In the case of deposits with a =series of lenses or
layers within a feature, decimal subdivisions of the Context
number were emploved (ie: 3Z97.02) to stress the reiationship of
these deposits as part of the same feature. a&lthough nearivy all
the Contexts from the BHroad Street excavation were natural
stratigraphic entities divided only by the grid lines, this
system could =asilv be used on a site where gucavation by
arbitrary stratigraphic units was deemed necessarv.

Biocks of 20 Context numbers were assigned to thé Crew
Chiets by the Field Supervisor. These numbers were listed in the
Context Number Index, along with the Crew Chief s name. As the
numbers were used by the Crew Chiefs, their location by grid unit
Wwas also listed. This created an index in Context number order
that provides the grid unit(e) +or anv individual Context. The
only other information recorded in the index was a check mark for
Contexrts interpreted as features.

The primary record of each Context is the Context Recording

Sheet, presented here as Figwe IV-1. The standardized Broad

]
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Street Context Recording Sheet was designed based on experience
gained in using a similar form during the Raritan Landing
excavation. & master copy was typed and drafted, and the
approximately 600 forms needed were reproduced by photocopving.
Most of the form should be sel f-explanatory. All the wvarious
slots and boxes were filled in immediately with the appropriate
information by the excavator. The only exception was the site
cade. The fact that the site code for the Broad Street Site was
noct available when the excavation began, combined with the +act
that Greenhousse Consultants was not excavating any other cites at
the time made this information superfluocus. Farticular attention
was paid to the accurate recording of the seil textuwre and
inclusions, the Munsell ceolor reading, and the variocus
stratigraphic inter-relationships. Two new relaticonships were
added to the stratigraphy section that were not on the Raritan
Landing form: "Abuts” and "Egquivalent To". The tormer represents
Contexts that had horizontal intertaces where one Jontext did nct
cleariy cut the other: the latter relationship was used to
represent other Contexts 4rom adijacent grid unite which were
parts of the same stratigreaphic deposit {ie: lavers that covered
more thanmn one grid unit).

Virtuslliy all the information recorded in the Context sheets
was also recorded by the Crew Chief in her/hie notebook, although
often in abbreviated Fform. This served as a backup for the
Context shesgts in case any were improperiy filled in, left
incomplete or lost. The Crew Chiefs also recorded their ongoing
interpretations and made sketch plans in their noteboois. The

existence of the soil descriptions and stratigraphic inter-
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relationships for Context both on the Context sheets and in the
Crew Chief & notebook allowed a further modification of the
svstem as used at Raritan Landing. This was the elimination of
the so0i1l description from the Context Mumber Index (see
description above).

There are a number of advantages in the Context recording
system. The use of conly ong number register to identify all
varieties of soil depocsite eliminates the premature
interpretation of deposits that was necessary with many other
recording systems. These other systems oftesn had separate number
registers for recording layers, pits, walls, post-holes, and
sometimes other categories. It‘is often difficult, if not
impossible, to classify s0il deposite when they are initiallw
uncovered, especially should they cross grid lines inte units not
yet beihg investigated. Using the Context svstem, these deposzits
are simply assigned Context numbers and excavated. They can be
interpreted or re-interpreted ever arising during or atier their
excavation without any need to changs their identifying Context
number at any time. This leads directly to the Context system ' s
second advantage. There is no possibility of confusing numbers
issued +trom ong register with these from any others if there is
only one number register used to record and identifty soil
deposits. This eliminates the need +or often elaborate caoding
systems used to identify which register a number was taken from.
Another advantage is derived from using this single identifying
number not only for the seil deposit and its description, but

also for all the artifacts from the deposit during 211 stages of
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their processing, analysis and curation. See section on éartifact
Frocessimg for further discussion of this use of the Context
number .

Une further advantage already mentigned in the Introduction
to this section is the abilitv to expand this system. The
Context numbers are a potentially infinite sequence, so any size
=ite or survey can be encompassed. The final advantage presented
here is that the lontext system is a digital recording system.

Ae such, it is immediately adaptable for computer entey and

numerical data sorting.

THE STRATIGRAFHID ANALYSIS

The primarv methodology of the stratigraphic analysis of the
Broad Street Hite involved ma&ing from the smallest and simplest
units, the Contexts, up to larger and more compleX groupings, the
Components, and wltimatelv the Strata Groups. The +followling
sources of information were consulted dwing the analvsis: the
Context sheetsi the Crew Chisf ' s notebooks: the Contest Number
Index; the section and plan drawings:; the formal photooraphs
which included sections, obligque views of surfaces and overhead
views including stereo pairs; and the locational data from the
glectronic and optical transit readings. Further information on
301l colar, textwe and incluzions was available for those
Contexts where =o0il and/or flpotation samples were taken. Thisg
intormation was collected and used to complete the Context Sheet
descriptions where they were inadegquate.

The first taslk in the stratigraphic analysis was the

reconstruction of the stratigraphic seguences within the
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individual grid wmits. This involved amassing all of the sources
of data listed above and comparing them. Any omissions on the
Context sheets were filled in from the information available in
the other socurces. Further comparison of the detzils of the =oil
texture, inclusions and color, and the inter-relationships of the
various Contexts within the unit resulted in an wnderstanding of
the sequence of deposition for the Contexts within that grid
uriit. In all cases where thisz sequence was more complex thanm
simple stack of lavers, a Harris Matrix diagram for the grid unit
was constructed. Each Contexnt is represented by a box on the
diagram, with the Context number within the box. A1l the
vertical relationships between the Contexts are represented by
lines between the bores. Harrie explains the principles behind
his matrices and explaine their use in his original articles and
book (Harris 1973, 1977 and 1979%). Clive Urton provides an
overview and particularily clear introduction to the use of Harris
Matrices {(Ortomn 1980:65-8B0).

Ornce the stratigraphic seguences for the individual grid
units had been reconstructed, the analvsis proceeded toc the
inter—-unit comparisons necessaryv to define the next higher arder
of analytical stratigraphic entities, the Components. During the
analysie of the Brosd Street Site, the term Component is used to
represent the maximum recoverablie extent of any natuwral
stratigraphic deposit, ranging im size from small features
contained in only one or two grid wunits to lavers whichh might
cover the entire site grid. The comparative process began with

the Harris Matrix and Context Sheets from one grid unit chosen as
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a prototype because its sequence was particularly clear. This
unit was compared to those adiacent to 1t, in an attempt to
identify Lontexts with similar texture and inclusions, and
PMlunsell color readings that were close to the prototype Context.
Farticular attention was paid to the equivalent Contexts listed
in the stratagraphic relationships section of the Context sheet
being uzed as the prototype for the Component. When the proper
Conteuts were identified in those units adjacent to the
prototypical grid unit, then grid units adiacent to those were
examined. Eventuaily, the Component being examined was traced to
its natural stratigraphic limits or to other boundaries such as
lot walls, bevond which it was impossible o continue the
comparative process. bihen all similar Contexts {rom a'particular
area were identitied, the Harris Matrices from those units wers
re—-examined to check if the identified Contests were all in the
same relative stiratigraphic position. A similar check was done
using the elevation data +or the identified Contexts, looking for
any Contexts that were significantiy thigher or lower than the
elevations of the swrounding Contexts. I+ no contradictory
evidence was found, then the Contexts were designated as members
of a particular Compeonent. A formal interpretation was entered
in the apptopriate places on the Context sheets, replacing any
earlier tentative interpretations.

At this point in the stratigraphic analvsis, Component
summaries were drawn up for use during the artitact analiysis.
These preliminary summaries ircluded the following information:
on the front page were the Component number and name; the total

number of Contexts included: the number of Contexts without
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artifacts: the total number of grid units; and the 1ot or lots in
which the Component was located. Following the front page were a
page or pages which included a sketch plan of the Component with
the appropriate Context numbers located in their grié unite, and
a list of all the Contexts included providing grid wunit, soil
description and Munsell color reading for each. These Component
summaries were used by the artifact analvsts to enable their
analvesis to proceed in groups of all stratigraphically associated
Contexts. During this process, occasional changes and
refinements were made to the Components. This involved shifting
a few Contexts from one Component to ancther, if fuwiher study
proved their initial assignment was incorrect, or more often,
retinements to the Lomponeni names and interpretations.

The BO Components defined for the Broad Strest S5ite were
further ascociated into Strata Groups. Thesze wetre the highest
order of anailvtical categories employed. They represent a
combination of temporal phases and functicnal associations of
Components. The TFA of the artifacts in the Compornents and the
Component interpretations (associations with particular
buildings, for example) were of primary 1mportance in this
process. The Strata Groups are discussed in getall in the
section on Analyvsis and Data Synthesis, above Fp. .

The final stages in the stratigraphic analvsis entailed
creating the +inal Component summaries for incorporation into
thie report. When all the refinements and adiustments discussed
had been added to the preliminary summaries, the +inal Component

summaries were written and entered into the computer data-base.
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They were then printed out using a standardized format designed
useing the computer. The B0 Component summaries follow in
Component order, and include the following information for each
Component:

Component number and name

Strata Group assignation

Total nmumber of grid units

Approximate area in square feet

Lot or lLots

The interpretation of the Compornent

Total Contexts included

Totsxl Contexts without artifacts

Texvture range and character{ization}

Inclusinnse present

Color range and character{ization) {(All readings from
Murnsell Color Charts)

Reazsons for separation from other Components

Further notes {i+ nseded)

EMP was used as an abbreviation for Component, and CX for
Conmtext. During the stratigraphic analvsis of the Broad Street
Site, approximately 560 formally excavated Contexts were grouped
into Componente. 0f the Contexte formally excavated, only 4 were

not assigned to Components:

EX 540 -~ probably part of a pit for a stone pier at
N7D E1560.

CxX &37 -

Cx 638 ~ surtaces uncovered in the front of Lot 10

X &S5 ~ But ot itdentified or excavated.

A further 25 Contexts were assigned to various deposits not
formally excavated. These Contexts were all given numbers less
than 100G, Of thesge =25 Contexts., a total of 2 were assigned to
various Componentes. Nearly all of the remaining s Contexts were
coliections of artifacts fraom the basement rubble ot the 19th
century buildings. Gverall circa 370 Contexts were assigned to
the 80 Lomponents. Two computer files are included with this

report as appendices. #Appendix iists all the (Contexts in
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Cont?xt number order, crose references them to their assigned
Components and bStrata Groups, provides relevant location data
from the transiti(s) anmd lists the grid unit except in cases where
the Context was in more than one unit. Appendix lists the
Components in Component number order and cross—references the
Contexts included and their location dats. The abbreviations
used are CMFP - Component; CX - Context:; and STGP - Strata Group.
The stratigraphic anaivsis of the broad Street Site was

conducted by the Field Supervisor and author of this section.

-

ARescistance was provided by the 3 Crew Chiefs, Nancy Stehling,
nt T Canle
Valerigul. Geoghan and Joseph Diamond, particulariy during the

reconstruction of the sequences for individual grid units.

LOT SUMMARIES OF COMPOMENT RELATIONSHIFS
Four Harris Matrices detailing the relationcshipes between the
various Componente found in particular areas have heen prepared.

These are discussed below.

Lot B8: Figure IV-2 is the Harris Hatrix +or the Components in
ot 8. Ceomponent 35 was the rubble layer immediately under the
basement floor. This stone rubble was cut by & recent
disturbance, Component 36, and coverlay & deposit of mand, =ilt
and building debiris, Component 34. Component 535 also sealed the
19th century stone piers and their aszociated pits, Components
30, 31, IZ2 and 7%, and the Lot 8/7 wall builder = trench,
Compomnent. Z26&. The Lot 8/10 wall builder 's trench, LComponent 24,
was sealed by Component Z4. Component 34 also sealed all the
building remains and &all the features. The remains of BHuilding
E, CMF 17 and 18, cut the remains of Building &4, CHMF =2, 5, &6, 11,
41 and 42, and are theretores later in date. CHE 11 iz alisoc later
in date than the rest of the Building A remains because it is &
robber trench of the Building A wall. The remains of HBHuilding C,
Component for these 4 swmmary paragraphs 7, 43, 44 and 45 were
also sealed by CMF 34, as were the features CHMF 8, ¥, 10, 12, 13,
14, 15, 16, 21, Zx, Z3, 38 and S50, #11 the features were cut
into the =silt surfaces, CHMP 1 and 37, which represent the
original =sub=soil now somewhat distuwrbed by these activities and
containing artifacts trodden intoc its surface. The remains of
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both Buildings & and C were built on CHMF 1. Underlying CMF 1 was
& deposit containing bog iron, CMP 48,

Lot ig: Figure IV-3 is the Harris Matrix for the Componenits in
Lot 10, Compornent 35 was the rubble layer immediately beneath
the basement ftioor. Thie stone rubble was cut by several recent
disturbances, Component 26, and overlsay a deposit of building
debris in =sand and silt, LCompornent 34. Component 35 alsoc seaied
the builder ‘= trench for the Lot 10/11 wall, Component 25, and
the stone piers with their sassociated pits, Components 27, 26,
29, 4%, and 78. The builder "= trench for the Lot 8710 wall was
partially sealed by Component 34, with the remaindsr being
directly beneathhr Component 3&. Component 34 cavered «11 the
building remains and +teatures. The remaine of Building EBE, CHMP
1%, 20 and B2, and the remains of Building E, CMF 17 and 18, both
cut or overiay the remains of Building &, CMF 2, 5, 6, 11, 41 and
2. CHr 20 is lakter than the rest of the Buwilding B remains
because it is the robber trench of its wall, and CHMP 11 is .
similarly later than the other Building A& remains for the same
reasorn. Component 34 also sealed the linear feature, OMF 40, and
the vellow briciz debris, CHP 4. Component 4 sealed the builder s
trench {for the linear featuwre, CHMF 39, and the spread of
construction debri=s, CHF 5. Beneath all the above Components
were the silt swfaces, Components 37 and 46, which represent
somewhat disturbed subscils and are probably equivalent to
Component 1.

Lot 11: Figure IvV-d is the Harris Matrix {or the Components in
Lot 11. Comptonent 37 was the top debris in Lot i1, immediately
beneath the basement floor. It was cut by Component SB, the pipe
trench., Comporent 57 sealed the remains of Building D, and the
stone filled pit feature, Component S6. Component 5T was the
stone walls of Building D. Component 54 was the upper fill and
Component 53 the lower +ill of bBuilding D. Lomponent 34 covered

53 which coversd Uomponent 52, the construction debris from
Building U. Underivying Components 32, 535 and 356 was Component
51, the silt subsocil of Lot 11i. ’

Lots 12, 12 and 14: Figure IV-3 is the Marris PMatrix for the
Components in bots 12, 13 and 14. Component 75 was the i1nterface
with the concrete basement floor. Component 73 sealed the

o

various. 19th century building remains, Components &7, 71, 72, 73
and 74. Alsc sealed by Component 7% was the builder’'s trench for
the Lot 12713 wall, CHMF 69, and the builder = trench for the Lot
13714 wall, CMF 7. All of the aforementioned Components either
cut into or overlay the olive silt surface in these 3 lLots,
Component 68. Thie component sealed Components &1, &2, &3, 64,
&5 and &6. A1l of these Comporents were cut intc the somewhat
disturbed €ilt subsoil, Component &0, This =ilt subsoil overlay
a deeper sand subsoil, Component 3%.

,“\\H\\___ﬁ,f



Within Components

BROAD ST. ARTIFACT

(Across Context #s)

CMP 13-FILL LOT 8 NORTH BARREL

CMP 14-fill
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CMP 63-FILL
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FIGURE IV-1



Harris Matrix: Components in Lot 8
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Harris Matrix: Components in Lot 10
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Harris Matrix: Components in Lot |

FIGURE 1IV-4



Harris Matrix: Components in Lots I12,13,14
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FIGURE IV-7: IB Building C Structural Elements
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FIGURE 1IV-8: IC Substrates
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FIGURE 1IV-10:’ ID Construction/Destruction
Debris — 17th Century
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FIGURE 1IV-11; IIA Mid 17th Century Features
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FIGURE IV-12: IIB Late — 17th Century Features
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FIGURE 1IV-13: III FEarly — 18th Century Deposits

LOT I4

% a g % ngs

n80

n7S

{1/

@ T 15

nllQ

51,52,53
%N

5,52,53 (_J
54 5|‘5%'
[S582 luss




FIGURE 1IV-14:

IVA 18th Century Destruction Debris
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FIGURE 1IV-15: IVB 19th Century Destruction Debris
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VA Building E Structural Elements
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VB Building B Structural Elements

FIGURE IV-17:
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FIGURE IV-18: VI 19th Century Interface Deposits
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FIGURE IV-19:

VI

19th Century Interface Deposits
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FIGURE 1IV-20: VII 19th Century Structural Elements
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FIGURE 1IV-21: VII 19th Century Structural Elements
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FIGURE 1V-22

IX 19th Century Pier Pit Fill VIII 19th Century Pier Pit Fill
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FIGURE IV-23: X 19th Century Brick Drain System
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FIGURE IV-24: XI 20th Century Intrusions
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#RLIFACT ANGLYSIS: CERAMICS

. V. DIABNOSTIC ARTIFACT ANALYSIS

A. CERAMICS
INTRBDUCTION -

1. Nature of the Sample -
Street site 3,208 ceramic sherds were recg
vellow brick cistern - Cmp. 13)
complete vessels. The physical
ramnged from excellent to burneds j ifiaPle. Nevertheless,
with the exception of a very feb " ondition did not
interfere with identification. ds did require the
removal of carbonate deg i and a small number
required the remaoval of
observed. Of the 3,208 sk
Contexts which ws i he stratigraphic reconstruction
sssociation, i.e. Components.

S Contexts (those containing

. deposition process. Given the primary stress on natural

V1
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stratigraphic units, it is pertinent to point out fhat by their
very nature they do not represent comparable volumetric or a}ea
samples from either within one period or between deposits of
different time~frames. In addition, given the primary stress on
these stratitied deposits as units of contemporaneity, they

also do not represent functiocrnally eguivalent deposits: some are
builder ‘s trenches; some are feature fills; and some are derived
from occupation or destruction debrics associated with the
structural remains.

As a basie for establishing the déte range {tor each of these
deposits or Components, only terminus post quem (TFL) dates, or
the earliest date which could be established for the production
or introduction of any contemporary type in previcusly dated
deposits {on other sites) were applied. James Deetr has defined
this method of dating deposits,

"The principle of dating {(such) deposits on the basis

of the newest artifact found in them is common to all

archaeolegy - . . . Enown as the “terminus post quem

{date after which), this kind of dating is powerful

when combined with a detailed knowledge of the history

and development of the artitacts in question.®
The limited chronological control available for the majority of
17th Century tvpes precluded the use of sither mean dates or
ceramic end dates in the eariier samples,. As a consequence the
date range of any particular Component reflects the ceramic TFQ
-date of the latest ceramic type encountered in the deposit. The
later dates for subseguent Components are demarcated by the
advent of later ceramic TFE types regardless of the continuation

of earlier dated varieties into the ceramic assembly. It must be

noted that the utility of this approach is curvently restricted



AT TEADT Al =18 CERaM DS

k;

to the overall limitations and weaknesses of 17th Century ceramic N
Oy
chronology and by the relative unavailability of natural \ﬁh hﬁl
. —— : a.

stratigraphically excavated deposits from this time period, both !
(dr™
in Eastern North America and in Europe. g%
When initially begqun, the ceramic analysis had utilized a

b
aﬁ”"“s ’
series of 1628 TPE dates for several varieties of tin—-glazed I

5t ‘(’“‘fﬂ
earthenwares. This gave a series of esarly deposit dates L )
- "Q\U“k 1
which ranged, on avetrage, 25 years before the documentary {kc. |

indications of intense Dutch West India Company activity on the ?@Gﬂa
site. These 1625 TPE dates were alsec based on stylistic and
technelogical inmovations across the continent and England and
did not reflect well established initial introduction dates in
Mew England or the hNew York region. In an attempt to addiress
this issus an important shift in the analvsis tocok place based on
consultations with Faul Huey (NMew York Farks and Recreation! who
has been working with comparable 17th Centurv ceramics from the
Ft. Orange excavations in Albanv. This input provided a basis
for ascribing TFE dates for the introduction of two types of
tin—-glazed earthenware, delft and majclica (see waretype
discussions below!. HAccordingly, these new TEW dates, (based on
the Ft. Orange comparative material), provided at least ocne
initial introduction date {(delft 1640) which in turn brought the
chronolegical ceramic evidence closer to the time of the
ooccupation span indicated in the documentary evidence. rHore
specific ceramic analyesis obiectives can be stated as follows:

al In accordance with thé stated research goal,

{(Section IC) of this report, toc establish the ceramic TFR for
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defined stratigraphic entities, starting on the Component level,
in order to provide comparative data for use in
establishing larger wnits of contemporaneity.

b)Y To identify the ceramic crossmend evidence for use
in fine-tuning the stratigraphic reconstruction, i.e. defining and
redeftining the natuwre and extent of deposits.

c} DBiven the fact that temporal breaks based on either
recognizable technological attributes or clear stylistic
characteristics of ceramic materials are not well documented for
the 17th Century in the mid-Atlantic region, it was determined
that a major objective of the ceramic analvsis would be to
attempt to identify such breaks using undisturbed, discrete,
stratigraphic depasits from this fast land site.

& corellary cbiective, derived from the above,
resulted in an emphasis on documenting for publication the
range and variation of all the ceramic tvpes recovered from
undisturbed, discrete, stratigraphic entities.

d) One phase of the analysis will deal with changes
in the range and relative proporticons of the defined ceramic
varieties on a period by period basis. Specifically: what
diversity of contemporary ceramic tvpes exist in sach periods
what new varietigs make their appearance in succeeding phases:
and finally, based on the gquantified tabulations of the ceramic
data, whalt shifts in the relative proportions of previously
identitied ceramic ware tvpes (including identified countries of

origint are evident through time.

CeERAMIC DIAGMOSTIC INDICATORS —~ The coded Ceramic Taxonomy
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created for the analysis of the Broad Street materials is included
as Appendixs D. i detailed discussion of how it was developed is
included in the Ceramics Tabulation section below 1t includes
many ware types detined by other researchers {(Myers in Grossman
1982, Stehling in Geismar 1983) and these are alsc noted on the
Ceramic Taxonomy, Appendix D. However, a complete, dated typology
tor 17th Century ware types found on American sites has vet to be
developed, and we therefore list here a description of the maijior
ware types recovered from Strata Groups I-111 at the Broad Street

site. Each description cites the basis for identification: the

basis for the dating used, if any;: the possibilities of
establishing country of origin; and a discussion of the
limitations of all these deterainations for the particular

ceramic type in question.

The 17th Century gray salt-glazed stonewaresz identified from the
Broad Street assemblages are Westerwald and Steinzuag. Both types
are from the Westerwald region of Germanv, a 17th Century
stoneware potting center. Westerwald recovered from the Broad
Street site is of two types, with slightly difierent date ranges.
Cobalt blue decorated sherds were assigned 1450-1779; cobalt blue
and manganese purple decorated sherds were dated 1675%-177%
{(Gusset: 1780, Huev: 1984). Hollowware vessel forme includs
sprigaed and incised mugs and jugs (see Flate V-25).

The Steinzug sherds recovered mended to an almost complete mug
{(Flate V-16&). 1t i= sprigged and incised pale creamy gray salt-—
glarzed stoneware. What is diagnostic of this Steinzug stoneware
is the lack of cobalt or manganese decoration. It is dated post-—
16735 (Reineking-Von Bock 1976}).

Salmon Bodied Earthenware
This ware displays a pale salmon paste and is very porous. It is
lead glazed, with either a strong mustard or green glace, both
interior and exterior. The small size of the sherds make vessel
form difficult to determine, but hollowware vessels are most
likely represented. Only a very few sherds were recovered at

]
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Broad Street and no dates have beern assigned to this type.

fin-Glazed Earthenware

The tin—glazed earthenwares recovered from the Broad Street site
were divided into two primary types called here delft and
majolica. The division is based on a technological distinction
as tollows:

&) Bherds with tin—-glaze on both interior and obverse are
termed delft, with a small d. {(Flates V-2, V7-9, V-1i, V-13,
V—-15, V-21-22, V27, V-26-2%9, V32). The decoration may varv:
plain white; polychrome painted: and blue on white were all
represented. It 15 dif+icuit to determine country of origin
using only the technology, as tin-glared earthenware was being
produced not only in Holland, but in England, Italy, and Spain as
well. UOnly in isplated cases was it possible to attribute
origin. Une sherd of Spanish delft was identified. Manv forms of
both flatware and hollowware vessels were identified. The
Ceramic Taxonomy distinguished this category of
tin-glazed earthenware in any case, but we were particularly
interested in testing out Faul Huey’ s observation (Huey: 1984
pers. comm.) to the effect that delft {tim—-glaze on bhoth sides;
appears in dated levels at Ft. Orange around 1440 and
increases proportionately during the 17th Centurv. Based on the
dated Ft. Urange levels we used 14640 as a TFR for delft, but had
to use the long end date of 1800 because this definition ailone
cannot distinguish between Dutch and English delfi. Wherever
possible this rather broad date range was narrowed for indiwvidual
pieces, based on diagnostic decorative elements or characteristic
vessel forms, For example, the Wan-Li design may appear on
either Duteh or English delft, but late Ming style figures do not
appear in the Wan-Li panels until post 18670 ?Hume:19?4 p.170).
See Flate V-8.

Noel

b SBherds with tin-glaze on the interior and lead giaze on the
obverse (Flates V-1, V-9-10, V21) are termed malioclica.

Decoration on these also varies, however polychrome painted
desiqns dominate, usually of pomegranate floral desigrns. These
sherds have been attributed to Dutch manufacture and given the
dates 1580-14660, also based on dated levels at Ft. Orange

{Huev: 1984 pers. comm.). Huey recorded a shift downward over
time in the ratio of maiclica to all other delft. This shift is
alzso observed at Broad Street and is detailed in both the Strata
Group discussiones and the Ceramic Trends summary. It is shown in
graphic form in Fig. 2 where it can be seen that majolica drops
out entirely at Hroad Street before 1710. Gne rimsherd of
undecorated mainlica was recovered during the excavation. This
one sherd is more difficult to attribute as to origin since both
the Dutch and the English were producing plain majolica plates
during the 1é660s (Huey: 1984 pers. comm.}. It should be noted
that the maiolica sherds from the Broad Street site represent only
flatware vessel forms such as plates and chargers in contrast to
the variety of forms observed in delft. HMiller (1983:83) notes
that the Lead Backed Tin-Glazed earthenware from 17th Century

RVATEY
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contextse at Street Mary's City also appear in dish or plate forms.

Delft tiles, although functionally related to architecture, were
included in the ceramic assemblages but assigned a separate type
code so that they could easily be separated outr of certain
percentage calculations. Dateable tiles include those with
diagnostic corner motifs as well as those with specifically
dateable scenes. Tin-glazed tiles were assigned dates baszed on
Noel-Hume (i%76) and Schaap et al. {(1984;. 17th Century tile
fragments, in particular 1640-1700, dominate the Broad Street
collection.

White/Buff Bodied Earthenware

This category of ceramic materials is characterized by a very
porous, ftine, white-to-buff paste which, at the same time, cannoct
be considered & refined earthenware. The glaze varies in terms
of exterior and interior colors. It has been identified with a
mottled green glare, an apple green glaze, green exterior-vellow
interior, and clear yellow glaze on both sides. {(Flate v-14).

The latter two varieties have consistent color hue across the
sherds. Most of these white/buff-bodied sherds were gquite smalil,
but they appear to represent holliowware forms. While this type
appears occasionally throughout the site, it is most highly
represented guantitatively in Strata Group III which falls at the
very end of the 17th Century sequence. @lthough its origin and
exact date range remain a mystery, it has been suggested as being
French or Swiss (Buimby 1973), English {Hume 1%7&) and Dutch
(Huey 1984 pers. comm.).

E_ang-Hsi Forcelain
A few pieces of Chinese export porcelain were recovered which
exhibited the finely executed interior figures and cohcentric
circles in undetglaze blue on the reverse which have been
associated with the K 'ang—Hsi (1662-1722) reign of the Ch'ing
dynasty (Wilcovwen: 1984 pers. comm.:!.

Fed-Bodied Slipware pot listed ke lmblfdfg\apfw\
The 17th Century red-bodied slipwares recovered from the Hroad
Street site fall into four tvpes. Orfly one of these, Weser Slipware
(see FPlate V-11) cam be assigned dates with any confidence. The
date range of 1370-14630 is from Stephan (1981). Weser is froam

the Wanfried area of Germany, and/indeed, was firct mis-—

identitied as Wanfried{iHurst nd))d It is a red-bodied slipware
with white slip concentric Tines around the marley. The Broad
Street example is a very large plate or platter (over 10").

The second type of red-bodied slipware identified at Broad Street
has a very red paste covered by a white slip with an apple green
lead glaze over it (see Flate V-2). It characteristically

has only a clear lead glaze on the reverse, so that it appears
green on one side and red on the other. It has been suggested
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that the white slip was applied first in order to enhance the

color of the glaze (GUimby:1973). The green is very much like

that found on white/sbuff-bodied sherds. Its origin is unknown as

is its beginning manufacture date. At Broad Street it was recovered
from components dating to the last gquarter of the 17th Centurv.

The sherds were too small to determine vessel forms.

The third type ot red-bodied slipware has a pink toc red paste,
sometimes marbled, with white tirailed slip under a clear lead
glaze. Copper splashes were common on this type (see Flate
V-24}. The sherds are usually from flatware wvessels, such as
plates and platters. Origin and exact dates remain unknown, but
sherds are found in the components dating to the last guarter of
the 17th Century.

The fourth type of red—bodied slipware recovered from the Broad
Street site is sgraffito decorated. The red body is covered with
white slip. then incised to show the paste and covered with a
clear lead glare. Origin and dates are unknown. The Broad Street
sherd is a rimsherd of a plate (see Flate VY-30).

Buff-Bodied Slipware

This well-known British ware type was encountered in many
components at the Hroad Street site, but npever in large amounis.
Decoration was varied including: combed or trailed linear and
non-linear patterns; dotted slip decoration; and sherds which
were fragmented in such a way that they exhibited no slip

decoration. The paste is a buff porous earthenware, sometimes
marbled pink. The =zlip decoration is & rich brown, covered by a
lead glaze. The "clear" glaze includes impurities which make it

actually amber colored soc that the clear glaze over white slip
appears bright yelilow. Vessel forms of both flatware and
hollowware were represented. Degep dishes with a pie crust edge
were the most common flatware; small., posset type pots were the
most common hollowware forms. Only small portions of any one

vessel were recovered. The date range used here is 1&480-1795 in
accordance with its appearance in dated levels at Ft. Drange
{(Huey: 1984 pers. comm, . it is generally accepted that these

buff-bodied slipwares are English inm origin, most likely from the
early cottage industries of Staffordshire and RBrictol.

Although the buff-bodied slipwares have a 17th Century TFRG (1480)
thevy are much more common in the 18th Centurv. Their production

began as a cottage industry in the 17th Century but are sometimes
considered the hallmark of the English entry-to dominance of the

world ceramic tableware market in the 18th Century (ses Flates V-
ig, V-24 and V-30).

Red Earthenware

Red earthenware comprises 0% of the 17th Century ceramic
assembl age recovered from the Broad Street site. None of those
recovered are dateable, and identificatrion therefore was based
only on paste and glaze descriptions. Red earthenware with a
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clear lead glaze, brown lead glaze, black/dark brown lead qglare,
green lead glaze, ginger/green lead glaze and speckled lead glaze
were recovered. Many vessel forms were represented; both
flatware and hollowware, however the latter predominate. The
clear lead glaze and ginger/green glaze are by t+ar the most
common in the 17th Century assemblage. ilany vescels are glazed
on the interior only, particularly those used for food
preparation and storage. Large hollowware vessels are well
trepresented; cream/milk pans, colanders, bowls, storage jars,
jugs, and pipkins were identified. The paste of these early
redwares ranges from medium coarse to very coarse on some of the
larger vessel forms. Inclusions are predominantly guartz; temper
was usually a fine sand (see Plates V-46-7, V-9, V12, V-16, V-Z0,
V=24, V-29 and VY-30r.

Midlands Earthenware

This ware displays a buff to yellow, fine, porous paste. It is
usuwally thinly potted. it is brown lead glazed, usually mottled
due to the addition of manganese in the clay (not the glaze).
The effect is often speckled as well as mottled. The date range
is 16801750 (Huey: 1984) as it was made by many of the same
potters who were making the buff—-bodied slipwares. It is this
ware type that Henry PMiller defines as "manganese mottled
earthenware" (Milier:198% p.92) from Street Mary's Citv and Myvers
called "Mottled Buff Earthenware" at Raritan Landing (Myers, in
Grossman: 1282) . it was manufactured in the FHidlands regicn of
England. HMugs were the most commonly identified vessel +orm.
CERAMILCS TARBULATION

The first etep toward ceramic analysi= was the tabulation phase,
the identification and count of the sherds and vessels by
specitic ware types. With minor changes, the coded tvpology was
based on Noel Hume {1%946%9) and South (1971, 1977). Ware type
numbers 1-78 as defined by Souith corvrespond to the typology used
on the Hroad Street Site.

Seventeen gross categories of ware types were identified from the
Broad Street ceramic assemblage. Within these broad categories
are additional codes descriptive of either paste and glaze or
paste and decoration. PMost of these descriptive codes have been

consistently used on bMew York City archaeoclogical sites (Janowitz

1979~-1984 pers. comm., Levin 1981-1984 pers. comm, Stehling in
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Geismar 1983). These gross ware types were coded alphabeticallyg
the individual ware types within that category, numerically.

This alpha-numeric system was used for computer data entry and
subsequent analysis.

Type "A" represents galmon bodied garthenware. This ware is
distinct as it 1s a guite porous earthenware and occurs with
either a strong green or mustard colored glace. No dates have

vet been deftined for this type.

Type "B" is brown salt-glazed steneware. Eleven individual types
have been coded in this categorv. Eight types are from South s
typology: brown stoneware bottles, Nottingham, Burslem mugs,
brown salt-glazed mugs, other British brown, debased Bellarmine,
well molded Bellarmine and Cologne type Rhenish. The only dated
Brown stoneware type not included in South's typology is Bristoil

Brown bottlies (18350-1%00) from Mansey 1370,

Ware type "C" represents creamware. divided into 12 individual
codes, on the basis af manufacture technigues and/or decorative
style. Nine dated types were taken from South: finger painted,
annular, overglaze enameled, undecorated, green glared, clouded
glazed, Littier s Blue, and luster decorated. Three additional
types (octher molded, feather-—-edge and shell-edge) have been
added. Feather-edge and other molded have been assigned South's
range for creamware 1762518203 shel l-edge, 1780-1820 was tabken
from Bussman 1977.

Ware type “D" represents tin gnameled earthenware: deiftware,
faience and Dutch majolica. 14 individual cades have been
assigned, based orn glaze, decorative stvle or ftorm. The seven
dated delftware and faience codes are from South's typology:
Debased Rouen faience., pedestal foot ocintment pot, inverted rim
ointment pot, plain delft washbasins, cylindricail ointment pot,
plain undecorated, and chamber potsz. Delft tiles were dated when
possible based on NMoel Hume (195897 and Schaap 2t al (1984).

Dutch majolica ie coded separately and is ihere defined as tin
enameled ware with a lead glared obverse; the dates 15B0O-1650 are
trom Muey, 1984. Dutch majglica was coded separately from other
tin enameled wares and is based only on glaze., not on decoration.
Elue and white Dutch majeolica is given the same D83 code as
polychrome decorated Dutch maiclica. Ernglish blue dash chargers
are dated 1660-1720 and decorated delftware is dated 1&40-1800,
based on Huesy 1784. The remaining Delft codes are decoration
specific, ie., polvchrome decorated.

Ware type "E” designates pearlware divided into 3% individual
types, based on manutactuwre technigue ands/or decorative stvle.
Eleven are taken from South’'s typology; underglaze polychrome,
stenciled, mocha, finger painted, embossed, willow transfer,
other transfer-printed, undergiaze polychrome, annular,
underglaze blue, shell-edge and undecorated. The remaining are
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decoration specific, ie, overglazce decoration.

Type "H" represents a white to buff-bodied earthenware. This
particular ware category is defined to both paste and glaze. The
ware occurs with either a mottled green glaze both sides: apple
green glare both sides, a green exterior and vellow interior, or
a clear yellow glaze both sides. The paste is fine and porous
ranging from white to buff in color. Mo dates have yet been

determined {for this ware type.

Type "L" iz bluesgrey slongware, divided into 9 individual types.
Three dated types are taken from South = tvpology:; Westerwald,
Rhenish Hohr and Westerwald chamber pot. One type, Steinzug gray
stoneware is taken from Reineking-Von Bock (1976), and dated
post—1675. It's grrigin is alsc the Westerwald region of Germany.
The remaining were based on paste and aglaze and were not dated,

ie., blue decorated gray sait glazed stoneware.

Categaory "N" represents the refined stonewares, divided into &
individual types. Three of these are taken from South's
typology; black basaltes, engine—tuwrned unglazed red and refined
sprigged red stonewares. Turner 's type stoneware is dated +rom
Godden 1972. The remaining are not dated and are based on

decoration and manufacture technigue.

Category "F" indicates porcelain broken down into 9 individual
ware types. Five types are taken from South’'s tvpology:
Canton/Manking, soft-paste, underglaze blue painted, Littler s
blue and overglaze enamel. One dated type is from Wiicoxen 1984;
underglaze blue brown line on +im. bnderglaze blue borown
exterior porcelain is dated from Falmer 1%76. The remaining are
not assigned dates and are based on decoration.

Category "R" represents red garthenware and is divided into 17
individual wares. Eight of these are dated hased on South's
typology; Jackfield; coarse agate, Iberian storage jar, refined
agate, Buckliey, Astbury, Horth Devon gravel temper and luster.The
remaining red earthenware tvpes are based primarily on color
differences in the glaze. The redware has been coded to be as
descriptive as possible; a dateable tvpology +or redware awaits
further ressarch. Llear lead glaze, brown lead glaze, dark
brown-tlack lead glaze, green lead glaze, ginger/green lead
glaze, and speckled iead glaze have been defined.

divided intoc 7 individual types. One type, Metropolitan
slipware, is from South’'s typology. One tvpe, Weser slipware, is
dated 15701630 through Stephan 1981. The remaining codes are
decaoration specitic ie., i/ tri colored red slipware, which
remain undated.

The "T" category represents white salt-glazed stoneware divided
into 11 individual wares. % of these are dated and defined from
South ‘s typology: molded, debased scratch blue, transfer-printed,
scratch blue, plain white, Littler s blue, plain white plates,
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slip—-dipped and scratch brown. Gverglared enamel decaoration and
others have also been defined.

The "U" category represents buff-bodied zlipware brolen down by

decorative style intoc 8 individual ware tvpes. Two are from
South's typology: including horth Devon sgraffito and Wrotham
slipwares. The buff-bodied slipwares are dated 1&6B0-1795 aftter
Huey, 1984.

The "W"” category represents whitewares, brobken down into &

individual types. Three are dated from South’'s tvpology:; plain,
ironstone and mocha decorated whiteware. Three are dated from
Lofstrom et al 1%78; transfer—printed 1830-1840, flow blue 1844-—
1860, and jasperware 1783~1930.

All ceramice recovered during the Broad Street excavations
were tabulated and the data entered on the computer.
Unidentifiable sherds and burned or otherwise altered so as to be

unrecognizable sherds were given a "G6Y designation and are

included as part of the sample.

METHDODS

The following section will present the laboratorvy methods
involved in handling the ceramic assemblages recovered ¥from the
Broad Street Site; 1t will also discuss the methods and
techniques employed in tabulation and subseguent analveis of the
sherds recovered.

A total of 80 components have been defined through the
stratigraphic analysis {tor the Broad street Site (See component
summaries in the stratigraphic analysis section). These
components include features, foundation remains and construction
and destruction debris. The ceramic tabulation and
identification process proceeded by context numbers within a
specitic componenti each component was completely tabulated

before beginning another. In an attempt to examine the entire

L] :..
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component assemblage as & whole, a cross—mending process was
applied to the ceramics from each component prior to tabulation.
This procedure helped to determine vessel forms.

Ceramics were laid out on laboratory tables, grouped by
context number within a component or feature, and examined for
mends and crossmends. "Mends"” are vessels that were partially
reconstructed from sherds from one context number. "Crossmends"”
are vessels partially reconstructed from two or more contexts.
Lrossmends have been identified from both within and across
components. The mendes and crossmends were useful in defining a
vessel 's form, and thereby its function, which is not readily
seen in a pile of sherds. Analvses of vessel forms can be useful
in interpreting the nature of the site deposite, that is, whether
they are reflecting commercial or domestic, primary or secondary
activities.

dnce crossmends were identified, vessels were selected to be
mended by the conservator (see Appendix O, Laboratory
Conservation) for a discuzsion of procedures and materials used.
Vessels selected included those to be phétugraphed as well as
those that might be potential exhibit material. All crossmend
information was recorded on the tabulation forms and appears on
the Diagkey printout {Appendix ). Ceramic crossmend
information was also integrated with crossmend data from other
artitact classes to form a site crossmend chart.

Crossmends have been identified in ceramics, glass, pipes, and

small finds.
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THE CERAMIC DATA BASE

As noted above, the tabulation and identification process
was organized by context number. Svstematic tabulation was
accomplished through the use of a microcomputer (IBM XT) using a
commercially available data base system (Knowledgemaster). The
computer form was designed for sixteen fields of discrete data.
These are as follows: component number, context number, sherd
count, ceramic ware code, deccde transiliation in English,
comments, terminus post guem (TR, end date, minimum number of
vessels {(MNV), diagrhostic key, crossmends, country of origin,
weatr , decorative motif,. vessei form and reference. The
component, context, count, ceramic code, decode and comments
fields were alwavys coded: the remaining fields were coded when
applicable.

The ceramic ware code is alpha numeric, consisting of a one
ietter two digit system. The letter represents the gross ware
types for example, 'C° is creamware. The double digit following
the letter defines the specific ceramic ware type within the
gross type. For erample, C2Z 1= plain undecorated creamware.
(See Appendix D, The Ceramic Taxonomy.!

The beginning TFR and end dates for dateable ceramic ware
tyvpes were included as part of the code translations. The dates
for identified delft tiles with dateable corner motifs or
identified scenes were alwavs entered during tabulation as there
were numerous date ranges possible.

An attempt to get at a very conservative minimal vessel
count was made by sorting the sherds of each Cﬁntext into ware

type, then gizre specific vessel forms, finally by decorative
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motifs, and then counting 30% or more of & base or a unique
ceramic ware type. It is recognized that thiz method results in
an absclute minimum estimate. This method of determining MRV,
together with the crosesmend procedure and Diagkey print—out
helped to prevent s vessel from beimng counted more than once.

Vessel form was defined and coded during tabulation. A
total of sixvtv-two vessel ftorms were coded:; these ranged from the
very general codes of flatware and holliowware to very specific
codes sucih as plates and bowls coded by diameter in inches. {(See
Appendix DJ. The specific formse were based on function and
were grouped for analytical purpeses into broader functional
categories, such as fpod service, food preparation and storage,
personal hygiene and essentially decorative pieces. The general
codes were used when it was not possible to define specific forme
due to the fragmented state of the =sampie.

Wear, or use-related marks were coded when noted (see
Appendix D). Six applicables codes were defined: very heavy wear
which cansists of knife or uteneil marks or extreme abrasion of
the interior; heavy wear which shows substantial abrasion on the
bottom and/or interior of a vessel; slight wear which shows minor
abrasion usually on the rim or footring of a vessel; waterworn or
trolled which indicates a secondary deposition: flawed or kiln
damaged: and buwrned. The presence or absence of use-related wear
marks is a very important consideration in interpreting deposits,
with heavy wear suggesting domestic activities amd little to no
wear suggesting a store-related or Similar commercial deposit.

The country of origin wnen known, was also coded. It is

e 15
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difficult to determine the country of origin of unmarked vessels,
but 1t has been generally assumed that most of the finer wares
produced during the second hal+t of the eighteenth century through
the first quarter of the 12th century are of English origin. “In
the second half of the eighteenth century, a revolution took
place in the English ceramic industry...and astute marketing of
creamware which culminated in English domination of worid ceramic
tableware trade by the 17%90's." {(Miller 1980:1)

For the pwpose of this analysis, it has been assumed that
all creamware, refined stoneware such as white salt-glazed and
buff-bodied cslipwares are of English origin.

The seventeenth century ceramics are more difficult to
attribute to a particular country of origin. The ceramics ware
types which predominate in the 17th century assembiages are
reduwares and tin enameled wares. 7Tin glazed earthenware was
being produced in Holliand, France, Spain, Fortugal and England
during the 17th centuwry, and except in isolated cases it is very
difficult to determine origin. PMost tin enamelied sherds have
theretore been assigned the origin "The Continent/Europe",
awaiting further clarification through decorative stvlies and/or
vessel forms.

Fedwares dominate the 17th century assembklages and have been
identified and tabulated hased on the tolor of the paste and
glaze. HNo origins have been determined; vessel shape may be a
key diagrnostic tool in determining origins of the redware
vessels.

Decorative motif was also coded where applicable. In most

cases, the decorative motif is incliuded in the actual ceramic
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code, however, this field adds more detail about the motif. The
first four codes used refer to general stylistic patterns such as
floral, geometric, landscape and chinoiserie. The broad patterns
were coded to distinguish hand painted and transfer printed
styles for the purpose of establishing MNVY counts. The remaining
codes evolved during tabulation and refer to particular
distinctive design elements that are not included in the specific
ceramic codes.

Another +field of data coded was that of "DIAGKEY", or
Diagnostic Kev Ceramic. ey Diagnostic Ceramics were giwven
arbitrary consecutive numbers to be able at & later date to
identify them from cther sherds in their context. Crocssmends,
reconstructed vessels, unigue 17th century sherds, dateable delét
tiles, and key temporal indicators were all given a DIAGKEY
number, to be able to locate them later on in the assemblages.
Gl1 DIQGHEQ ceramics have been photographed.

The last field of data coded is that of "reference". This
field was used to cite TPE and EMDDATE references where the dates
were more tightly narrowed due to a cited reference than those
dates in the translations of the ceramic codes. All cited

references appear in the ceramic section bibliography.

STRATA GROUFP IA
Strata Group 1A, Building A structural elements, contains 5
components. Three of these components contain ceramics, although

the sample is small, (52 sherds). Component 41, the walls of

Building A, and Component 4Z, the internal dividing wall of
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Building A, did not contain any ceramic sherds.

Component & — the builder = trench for Building 4, contained
three ceramics. One sherd is prehistoric, one is ciear glazed
redware, and cne is a Dutch majolica sherd. The TPG for this
component is 1580, based on the maiolica plate, which is
Diagnostic Key Ceramic 39 (see Flate V-1). It ie a Blue on white
decorated sherd with a pinkish paste. 10 is the prehistoric

sherd.

Component £ — Building A below the cobbled floor, contained 23
ceramics. Redware is best represented by 13 sherds (S5&6%); 4
delft sherds (17%); 2 delft tiles (F4Li; 2 gray =salt—-glazed
stoneware (7%); | majclica sherd (4%) and !| whites/buff-bodied
earthenware (4%1) were also recovered. Diagnostic Key Ceramic 47
iz a polychrome decorated Dutch maiolica charger rimsherd (see
Flate V-1J. The TFR& for this component is=s 1640, based on the

delftware present. (4§ sherds — 174 of sample’.

Component & — the cobbled floor in Building A, contained 26
ceramics. Recovered were 8 del+ft sherds (31%); & redware sherds
(2343 O Westerwald stoneware sherds {(19%i; 1 deift tile (4%); 2
hard-paste porcelain sherds (8%); 2 buff-bodied slipware sherds
(8%) and Z creamware sherds (8%). The TF& for this component is
1762, based on the presence of creamware {2 sherds -~ 8% of
sample). This component, however, is part of the =trata group
which comprises the 1640 TP temporal group. Creamware is
present in this component as it relates to the cobbled floor of
Building A (Component &), which may have remained open long after
disuse of the building; what was lying on the {fiocor does not
necessarily relate to the use of the building. Diagnostic ey
Ceramic 18 is the delft tile, showing a horse’'s hindguarters in
bBlue on white. The torner motif is a spider s head, dated 1650 —
1700 (Noel Hume 1274:2%91). See Flate V-i.

Strata Group IA when viewed as a wh&le, reflects the
relative proportion distributions seen in esach of its
components; redware and delftware are best represented. Twenty
redware sherds (38%), 11X delftware sherds (23%), 3 delft tiles
(64 and 2 Dutch maiclica sherds (4%) were the major percenitiles

represented in Strata Group IA.

STRATA GROUF IR
Strata Group IE, the Building C structural elements,

contained three components. These are Component 43, dry laid
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stone wall; Component 44, Building C mortared stone walls and
Component 45, dry laid stone platform. None of these components

contained any ceramic sherds.

STRATA GROUF IC

Strata Group IC, Substrates, is comprised of five
components. 'Cmmponent 1 the silt surface east and north of
Building A; Component 48 the bog iron deposit; Component 37 the
silt surtace behind Building A; Compornent 46 the silt surface
West of Building A3 and Component 59 the dark brown sand in Lot
i3. Components 48, %7, 46, and 9% contained no ceramice.
Component 1 contained 1% sherds: 9 redware, Z hard-paste
porceiain, and 1 gray salt—-glared stoneware. MNo TG was assigned

to this component, as none of the ceramics were diagnostic.

STRATA GROUF 1D

Strata Group ID, the 17th century construction/destruction
debris, is composed of seven cmmpoﬁents. Four of these contained
Eeramics. Component 5, the construction debris west of Building
A contained 11 sherds; 4 sherds of redware, 4 delft tiles, i
butch majolica, 1 del+t sherd, and 1 tiny sherd of pearlware. The
one tiny pearlware gherd (less than 1/4") is most certainly an
anomaly, and it has been eliminated from the quantitative
analysis. (See Section XE). All other evidence indicates that
this component is 17th century, and the TFE is 1650, based on 3
dated tiles, which are Diagnostic Hey Ceramics 62, 114 and 115.
Number &Z shows the back of a dragoon/seldier with a spider’'s
head corner, 14630-1700 (Hume 19756:291). Number 114 shows a

rigged sloop with helmsman and a =pider s head corner, 1650~1700

e |
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{Schaap 1984:141). Number 115 shows a landscape scene with a
spidetr s head corner 1650-1700 {(Hume 197&6:2%1). All are blue on

white decorated.

Component 4 — the vellow brick debris west of Building A,
contained &4 ceramice. 31 sherds of delft (48%); 17 sherds of
redware (27%): 3 delft tiles (5¥W); 2 sherde of Dutch maioclica

(3%13 2 sherds of white/butf-bodied (3¥); 2 gray salt-glar-ed
stoneware (3Z%)3; T brown stoneware (3X); 2 buff-bodied slipware
{3%): 1 red-bodied slipware {(Z¥)3; 1 =salmon bodied earthenware
{2%) and 1 unidentifiable, water-worn sherd were recovered. This
component contained one crossmend, a large ginger/green glazed
redware probable dairy pan, C4é6. It crossmends to Components 53
and 54, the upper and lower i1l of Building D (see Flate V-6).
It is interesting to note that this crossmend is across Lots 10
and 1i.

Strata Group ID, when viewed as a whole, reflects the same
relative proportions of ware types as its compenents. Del+t and

redware are best represented. The major percentiles are: L7

, -

del+t (42%); 26 redware (30X); 7 del+t tiles (74): 4 maijolica
{(5%73 4 Westerwald (5%) and 3 white/buff-bodied (3%). The TFR is
1650, based on the presence of Westerwald stonesware (4 sherds ~

3% of samplel.

STRATA GROUF 1IA
Strata Group II4, the mid-i7th century featuwres, is composed
of seven components. All contained ceramic sherds.

Component 8 - the builder = trench for the Lot 8 north barrel
contained 12 sherds. 8 redware sherds, 2 delft sherds, 1 red
slipware sherd and 1 burned sherd were recovered. The TFL i=s
1640, based on the presence of delft. Diagrostic key LCeramic %
is in this component. It is a red-bodied, green glazed slipware

vessel (see Flate V-2).

Component 1% - the fill of Lot 8 north barrel, contained 45
sherds. 13 sherds of redware (29%);. 12 delft sherds (Z74); 7
deift tile fragments (2043 4 sherds of majolica (?U)3 2 sherds
wnite/buff-bodied (4%) and 1 sherd each of brown stoneware, red-
bodied slipware and Wecsterwald stoneware were recovered. The TFE

for this component is 1630, based on dated tiles and Westerwaid
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stoneware. The Diagnostic Key Ceramics in this component are all
tiles. Number 12, also a crossmend, depicts a cavalry diragoon
dated 1640 (Schaap et al 1984:130). Number 14 is also a cavalry
dragoon with an oxhead corner motif, dated 1640 (Schaap

i984:130) (see Flate ¥-4). HNumber 15 shows a horse, probably
would be a cavalry dragoon if whole, and is dated 1650 based on
an Dxhead corner motift (Hume 1976:291). Number 16, alsoc a
crossmend, shows a leaping dog, but no corner motif is present to
date it {(see Flate V-3). HNumber 17 had an "E" painted on the
bactk, probably a decorator s initial, but had no corner motif to
date it (see Flate V-3). '

contained 31 sherds. 15 redware sherds (4B8%); % delft sherds
(29%); S white/buff-bodied sherds (16%) and 2 Westerwald
stoneware sherds (&%) were recovered. The TFRE for this component
is 1650, based on the presence of Westerwald stoneware. There
are two Diagnostic Fey Ceramics in this component. HNumber 42 is
a blue and black polychrome painted delft rim sherd. It is
probably a plate. Number 48 is a rim sherd of a ginger/green
glazed redware, probably a lidded bowl.

Eomponent 12 — the pit associated with the Lot 8 north barrel,
contained 8 sherds. 4 del+t sherds, 1 redware sherd, 1 red-
bodied slipware sherd, 1 brown stoneware sherd and 1 prehistoric
sherd were recovered. The TF& for this component if 1640, based
on the presence of delft. Two Diagnostic Key Coramics were from
this component. MNumber 1 is a prehistoric ceramic. Rumber 54 is
an orange and blue polvchrome painted deltt rimsherd. It is

probably a bowl (see FPlate V-2).

Component Z&Z - the builder s trench for the rectangular yellow
brick cistern, contained 3 sherds. Z delft sherds and 1| redware
sherd were recovered. The TF& is 1649, based on deltt. One

Diagnostic Key Ceramic sherd i= from this component. it ise
Number 44, a clear lead glazed redware pipkin, three legged
cooking pot (see Flate V-12).

Component 10 — the builder s trench for the oval veliow brick
cistern contained 18 sherds. 13 delft sherds and 5 redware
sherds were recovered. The TFE i1s 18640, based on delft. There
is one Diagnostic Key Ceramic in this compornent. HNumber 41 is a
manganese puwple and blus polychrome painted delft rim sherd. It

is probably a plate (see Flate V-2).

Eomponent &1 - the builder '= trench for the Lot 14 barrel
contained five sherds. 3 delft sherds, 1 redware sherd and 1
sherd of gray—-salt glazed stoneware were recovered. The TFQ is

1640, based on the delft.

Strata Group 1I1A, when reviewed as a whole, displays the same

reiative proportions of ware types as its many components. 44
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sherds aof delft (3ZBX); 44 sherds of redware (3643 P del+tt tile
fragments (774):; 7 whitesbBuff-bodied sherds (6%4), and 4 majolica
sheirds QEZ) comprise the major percentiles. The TF&E for Strata
Group 2A is 1650, based both on Westerwald stoneware and dated

delft tiles.

STRATA GROUF IIR
Strata Group I1IE, the late 17th century features, is
composed of five components. All five components contained

ceramic sherds.

Comporent 14 — the fill of Lot 8 south barrel, contained 113
ceramic sherds, with delft and redware being best represented.

64 del+t sherds (37413 31 redware sherds {274); 7 delft tiles
{(6%); & hard—paste porcelain {(S4); 2 buff-bodied slipware sherds
{(2%)3 1 white/buff-bodied sarthenware sherd and 1 Westerwald
stoneware sherd were recovered from the barrel. Although this
feature was excavated in 10 levels, the ceramic cros=mends

suggest a homogenecous deposit. Levels 254.04 and 254.05 crossmend
as do levels 254.07 and 254.08. These are Diagnostic kKey

Ceramies 26 and &7, both ginger/green glazed redware vessels (see
Flates V-6-7). Delftware diagnostices include Mumbers 28, 32 and
45 which are blue on white decorated plates and C29, & plain

white plate (see Flates ¥v-3, V-7). Diagnostic hNumbers 20-24 are
delft tiles. Number 20 is & swirled brown. purple & white =lip

pattern manganese decorated tile, which is dated post-1625

{(Schaap 1984:158) (see Flate ¥-35). Mumbers 21 and 2¥ are dated
post—-1650 based on their ‘oxhead’ corner metifs (Noel ~Hume
1276:291) {(see Flate V-7). Numbers 30 and 31 represent two very

translucent underglaze blue painted floral design porcelain
saucers i{see Flate V-5). Mumber 34 i a clear lead glazed
redware plate (see Flate V-1Z); MNumber 65 is a coclander {(see

Flate V-6). Mumber 3% is a brown lead glazed redware rim sherd.
Component 165 — the fill of the half vellow brick cistern,
contained 19 sherds. 1¢ sherds of redware (53%); T sherds of

delft (26%): 1 sherd of buff-bodied slipware (3X): 1 prehistoric
sherd (S¥)3; 1 transfer—-printed pearlware (54) and 1 transter-
printed whiteware. Al though whiteware is present, due to the
explanation which appears in Section XE, the TF& {for this cistern
is 1680, based on the presence of buff-bodied slipware.
Diagnostic Key Leramics were present in this cistern. C40 is a
blue on white decorated delft plate .(see Plate V-11). €0 is a
plain white deift plate rim. C44 is a ciear lead glased pipkin
{see Flate V-1Z). Number 3 is a prehistoric-sherd.
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Component 62 - the lot 14 barrel fill, contained Z5 sherds. 14
were delft (56X); 6 were redware (24%); 2 buff-bodied slipware
(8X); 1 Iberian storage jar sherd (4%) and 1 other salmon bodied
earthenware (4%) and 1 unidentifiable sherd were recovered. The
TPE is 1680, based on the presence of buff-bodied slipware.

Diaghostic Key Ceramics were noted in this component, C&8B is a

blue decorated delft tea bowl (see Flate Y—2). C30 is a blue on
white Warn—-11i motif delft charger {see Flate V-8). (b4 is a clear
lead glazed redwsare pan/tray (see Plate V-9). (é&& is a

ginger/green glared redware pipkin.

Eomponegnt 7& — the FPearl Street cut, contained 289 ceramic
sherds. This sample displays the greatest range of variation
excavated from the Broad Street site, including ceramic ware
types not found across the rest of the site. As was the case
seen in the 17th century feature assemblages, redware and del+t
were by far the best represented ceramic types. The percentage
brealkdown is as follows: 126 red earthenware sherds (43%): 71
deift sherds (24%); 24 delft tiles (BX); 17 buff-bodied slipware
sherds (6L); 14 red-beodied slipware sherds {(5%); & maiolica
sherds {(ZX); 7 white/buff-bodied sherds (2¥%); 7 gray salt—glazed
stoneware (2%); T hard-paste porcelain (2%): S creamware sherds
(2%)3 3 brown stoneware sherds (1%); 1 sherd each of Mesterwald
stoneware, pearlware and whiteware (.3%), and 2 burned,
unidentifiable sherds. This component is primarily early., the
later ceramics are no doubt intrusive dues to sewer lines, pipe
trenches, etc., under present day Fearl Street. There are
numerous Diagnostic ey Ceramics identified from this component.
C36 is a blue on white striped delft plate. CS5% is a polychrome
painted majolica charger with a fish-scale motif, probably a
portion of a pomegranate design (see Flate V-%). HNumber 57 and
=8 are polychrome painted majolica plates, probably depicting
pomegranates, a verv common 17th century motif (see Flate V-10;.
C60 is a ginger/green glazed hollowware vessel. 71 i=s &
ginger/green glazed redware hollowware vessel with a ribbed wand
of copper green running below the rim {(see Flate V-127. Col i=s a
ribbed speckled lead glazed hollowware vessel, probably a jug or
pitcher. £78 is a red-bodied slipware hollowware vessel, white
g£lip with copper spliashes covered by a clear lead glare. LC&9 is
& Weser red-bodied slipware platter. This is dated 1370-1630
{(Stephan 1981; Hurst 1972), the earliest dated sherds recovered
from Broad Street. The two sherds trecovered mend, decoration is
concentric circies of white siip {(see Flate VY-11). This is the
only component from which this ware type was recovered. ©C7% is
also a unique type on the Hroad Street =site. it iz a marbleirzed
brown & white slip, red-bodied slipware rimzherd, probably a
bowl . It i probably HNorthern italian in origin (Huey, 1984: VYan
Drecht, 1984, pers. comm.) {(see Flate V-9).

Component 28 —~ the basiket and its contents, contained six sherds.
Four delft sherds, 1 delft tile, and 1 tinv redware fragment were
recovered. Diagnostic Key Ceramic 25 is a Wan—li motif 8"

diameter blue on white plate. This design motif dates post—1670,
which is the TPE for this component. The other delft sherds are
floral blue on white representing two distinct vessels. The
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delft tile is dated post—1630 as it has a spider s head corner
motif (Noel Hume 1976:291).

Strata Group IIRB, when viewed as a whole, is seen to reflect
the same relative proportions of ceramic ware types as its
individual components. Delft and redware dominate the
assemblage; 174 sherds of redware (384 and 137 sherds of
del +tware (352}. Rlso present in minor percentages are: 32 del+ft
tile fragments (7%); 22 buff-bodied slipware sherds (5%); 13 red
bodied slipware sherds {(3%); 8 sherds white/buff- bodied
earthenware (2% and 11 porcelain sherds (2X}. The TFD for this
Strata Group is 1682, based on the presence of buff-bodied

slipware (22 sherds., 3% of sample).

STRATA GROWF 111}

Strata Group 111, the early .1Bth century features is
composed of six components. Five of these contained ceramics.
Component 55, the walls of Building D, did not contain any

reramics.

Lomponent 51 - the subsoil in Lot 11, contained only two sherds,

1 buff-bodied slipware and 1 Midlands earthenware. Both these
ware types have a TPL of 1680 and both are of English origin.

LComponent 52 ~ the construction debris in Lot 11, contained 7

—_

sherds. 3 delft sherds, 1 deift tile fragment and 3 redware
sherds were recovered., The TFR is 1640 based on the presence of
delftware.

e

Compeonent S92 - the Lower Fill of Building D, contained 200
ceramics. Only fouwr ceramic ware types were represented in this
assemblage; delft, redware, delft tiles and Steinzug gray salt-
glazed stoneware. 124 sherds of delft (5X%); &7 snerds of
redware (344); 28 sherds of Steinzug gray stoneware (14%); and 11
delft tile fragments (1041} were recovered. These sherds were
reconstructed intc 3 known vessel forms, and two possibly
identified ftorms. The delftware sherds mended to two forms, a &°
diameter plain white posset pot (C?4) and a plain robin’'s egg
blue chamber pot (C%3). The posset pot is plain white with

Ve 24
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straight sides and two scroll-like handles. The rim and the
footring show heavy use-related wear marks: the rim wear most
likely due to its being lidded. This vessel is dated ca. 1&670—
1680, based on Huey (1984) and Asher % Morgan (1977:36) by its
form and lack of decoration (see Flate V-15). The chamber pot is
plain robin’'s eqg blue, finely potted and shows wear on the
footring. The remaining delfi sherds, which are decorated blue
on white, are probabily from a bowli the base sherds present
suggest & holliow-ware form. The Steinzug sherds mended to an
almost complete tankard (C8B7) which is sprigged and incised, a
pale creamy gray salt-glazed stoneware. The sprigged decoration
is a human face and the curved incised lines (4) connect these
faces. This form was iidded, probably in pewter; there is a hole
in the handle for attachment. Thise vessel form is also known as
a "Humpen", a 17th century term for an earlier form. "The Humpen
iz related to the large mug mostly conical in shape, narrowing
towards the top, or slightly bulging like a barrel, with a handle
and often a pewter lid." (Drahotova 1983:72). This vessel iz
dated poet—-14675 (Reineking-Von Bock 1976:331, see FPlate V-16&),
Thie tarkard was in all probability never used, as it was f1awed
at the base and certainly would not have held liquids. The
damage was probably kiiln related as the crack is salt—-glazed
along the breakline surface where the bodv separated. It is
particularly interesting to note that this vessel was in the same
component as= .the cache of seconds or rejects pipes, many of which
also could not have been used {(See clay pipe analveis, this
section?. All three of the abovementioned reconstructed vessels
date to the late 17th century to twn of the 18th century. in
tact, all three are cross-comporent mends to Component 54, the
Upper Fill of Buiiding D. Two redware vessels were partialily
reconstructed from this component, a dairy pan, and probabie
jug/spitcher. €46 1is a large (over 14" diameter) ginger/green
glazed redware pan which may be a cream or milk pan, Cdbé. This
vessel alsoc crossmends to Component 54 {zee Flate V-16). The
second vessel is handled and is speckled lead glaz-ed redware,
most likely & Jug or pitcher. €1l is a dated delft tiie. It
depicts a rigged ship with a neimsman, and the corner motif is an
"oxbhead". PBased on the orxhead motif (Hume 1976:291) and a
similar tile in Schaap {(1984:141) it is dated 1453—1700 (cee
Flate V-17).

ceramic sherds. Five ware types are represented. 146 del+ft
sherds (77X)3; 32 redware sherds {(17%); & Steinzug stoneware
sherds (3%); I Nottingham stoneware sherds (1.5%) and 1 blue
decorated gray salt—glared stoneware sherd (.9%) were recovered.
The majority of delit sherds, redware sherds and all & Steinrug
stoneware sherds are part of the vessels described in Component
53, as they were crossmend to this component. #An additional
redware vessel waz ildentified from this component, Ci04, a
bholliow-ware vessel. It has a double carinated rim and has been
burned. The TFG for this component is 1700 based on the presence
of the Nottingham stoneware sherds (3 sherds, 1.5% of sample).
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ceramic sherds. Four ware types were represented. In this
assembl age was seen the change in pattern of relative proportions
of ware types, as well as a much greater percentage of porcelain.
4% sherds of white/buff earthenware with mottled green glaze
(S2%)5 27 sherds of delft (2%9%); 13 sherds of hard-paste
porcelain {19%); 3 redware sherds (3%) and 2 delft tiles (2¥%)
were recovered from levels 102,02 - 192,05,

Fow Diagnostic Key Ceramics have been identified from this
featuwre. C35 is an 8" diameter bowl, white/huff earthenware.
The glare i= mottled agreen and present only on the interior. it
has been mended by the conservator and represents F0% of the
vessel. It has been coded as white/buff-bodied on the bacis of
the mottied green glaze, though the body is somewhat marbleized
pink (see Flate V-~14). €77 is a plain white delft porringer
handle. L76 is & decorated delft rimsherd. The motif is Wanm—-11i
on robin’s egg blue. Cilt3 is a manganese decorated tile. @4
pikeman is depicted, it is much iike the one dated 1623 in Schaap
(1984:1246) . The TFHE for this component is 14640 based on the
presence of deift.

Level 10Z.01, the uppermost level in this feature will be
discussed separately. the reason for this is that this level
contains the transition zone from the olive silt which overlaid
the fill of this feature. (See Section_iz, Paragraph,;z - This
ievel contained Z1 sherds and representes several ceramic types.
16 sherds of deltt, 4 hard-paste porcelain sherds., 2 sherds of
Buckley ware, and 1 sherd sach of Fulham brown stoneware, deift
tile, Dutch majolica, white/buff-bodied earthenware, gray salt-—
glared stoneware, soft-paste porcelain, redware, red-bodied
slipware and buff-bodied slipware were recovered. The TRE is
1734, based on the presence of soft-paste porcelain. The Bucklevy
and Fulham sherds support this 18th centurvy date, the TiHE for
both being 1720. There were fouw Diagnostic key indicators in
thie level. C72 is a Fulham stoneware mug rim sherd. 1t has =
finely mottled brown glaze with incised bands below the rim {see
Flate V-1Z). (74 is a delft blue sponge decorated hollowware
vessel (see Flate V-13). C75 and Cl1i are underglaze blue
painted hard-paste porcelain plates. The decoration is K ang-
Hei, dated post—-1667F (Wilcoxson 1984).

Strata Group III, whern reviewed as a whole, shows different
relative proportions of ceramic types when contrasted with the
17th century Groups 1 and 2. Talken as & whole, 280 del+t sherds
(57%); 93 redware sherds {19%); 49 white/buff bodied earthenware
(10%)3 &7 5Steinzug stoneware sherds (3X%); 14 delft tiles (3%) and
i3 porcelain sherds (34 were recovered. Crossmends were noted

between Comporents 3% and 54 and Component 4 from Strata Group

Rt i
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1D. Vessel forms identified include bowls, cream pan, tankard,

plates, mug, and porringer - all representative of food

alrpel ; T .,
preparation and storage. PLESE Rgﬁggarm?\{ =

| ANDMARKS PRESERVATION
COMMISSION _s.7
STRATA GROUP IV &

Strata Group IV A, the 18th centuwy destruction debris
contained 161 ceramic sherds. It 15 compo=ed of six component
groups. Five of these contain ceramic sherdsi Component S50, the
red brick cistern and builders trench, did not. Many ceramic
ware tvpes were represented in this assemblage.

Compeonent 11 — the robber ‘s trench of Building 4, contained 101
ceramic sherds, 34 sherds of gray salt-glazed stoneware (34%), 1
sherds of delft (14%) 12 sherds of soft-paste porcelain {(i23%), @
sherds of redware (94, 8 sherds of hard-paste porcelain (84), S
delft tile fragments (5%}, 4 unidentifiable (4%}, 2 sherds each
of pearlware {(2¥%), white salt-glared stoneware (2%),and buf+
bodied slipware (2%}, and one sherd each of white/buff bodied
Earthenware (17%), Westerwald storneware (1%), and ridlands
Earthenware (1%). This comporent contained two Diagnostic Hey
Ceramics. The first, C19, is a manganese floral decorated delft
tile. it is dated post—-1475 due to the manganese (zsee Flate V-
ig)y. The second, C49, is a blue decorated gray salt—glared
stoneware jug. The TFE for this component is 1795, indicative of
transfer—-printed pearlware (2, 2% of sample). '

4

ceramic sherds. 5 sherds of hard-paste porcelain, 2 creamware
sherds, and one sherd each of pearlware, Westerwald stoneware,
aray salt-glarzed stoneware, redware, white salt—glazed stoneware,
and buff-bodied slipware were recovered. The TFE for this
deposit is 1780, based on the presence of green shell-edge
decorated pearlware. There is one Diagnostic key Ceramic. Cd49
is a blue decorated gray salt-glazed stoneware jug.

Component =21 — the fill of the circular red brichk cistern,
contained 40 sherds. Many ceramic ware types were represented in
the assemblage. 8 delft sherds (Z0X), 7 delft tile fragments
(18%4), 5 pearlware sherds {134L), 4 . creamware sherds (10%), 4
hard-paste porcelain sherds (10X), 4 redware sherde (10%), 2
bufft-bodied slipware sherds (54}, 2 soft-paszte porcelain sherds
(5%)y 1 Jdackfield sherd (34), 1 red-bodied slipware sherd (3%},
and 1 prehistoric sherd (3%}, were recovered. The TFR for this
component is 1795, based on the presence of transfer-printed
pearlware. The presence of Canton/Narnking porcelain, TRE 1720,
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and blue shell edge decorated pearlware, TR 1780, corroborate
this late eighteenth century TFR for this component. Two
Diagnostic Key Ceramics were identified from this component. The
first, C63, i & dotted slip decorated hollowware buff—-bodied
slipware rimsherd. It is probably a mug {(see Flate VY18). The
second, C8BS, is the prehistoric sherd.

Component Z3 — the fiill of the rectangular yellow brick
structure, contained five ceramic sherds. Three delft sherds, 1
hard-paste porcetain, and 1 creamware sherd wers recovered. The
TPE for this component is 1762, the TFPR2 for plain undecorated

creamware.

only one ceramic sherd. 0One sherd of plain undecorated creamware
was recovered, whose TRR is 176Z2.

Component &4 — the robber ‘s trench for the E~W wall contained

Strata Group IVA, when viewed as a whole displays a wide
range of variation in relative proportiaons of ceramic ware tvpes.
36 gray salt-glarzed stoneware sherds (2%, 32 porcelain sherds
(20%), 25 delft sherds {15%), 14 redware sherds {(9%), 13
creamware sherds (8YX), 12 delft tile fragments (7)., B peariware
shetrds (SX), and 3 buff-bodied =slipware sherds have been
identified. The fouwr Diagnostic ey Ceramics are a delft tile
(C19), a gray salt—glazed stoneware jug, which is a crossmend
iC49), a buff-bodied slipware posset pot (T63) and a prehistoric
sherd (C85). The TPGE for this component is 1795, based an the
presence of transfer-printed peariware. Uther decorated
pearlware forms present corrohorate this very late eighteenth

century TR date.

STHATA GROUF IVE

Strata Group IVE, the 1%th century destruction debris,
contained 534 ceramic sherds. Five compornents are i1n this Btrata
broup: fouw contained ceramics. Component &5, the pit at NIBEZT
did not.

Component 7 - the beam slot fill of Building £, contained Zzi

[ i1
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ceramic sherds. Many ware types were represented: B delft
sherds (38%), = Dutch majolica sherds (14%), 3 soft-paste
porcelain (14%), I redware sherds {(i14%), and 1! each (3%) of
porcelain, whiteware, hard-paste porcelain, and Midlands
Earthenware were recovered. The TFR for this component is i82d,
based on the presence of plain whiteware. No Diagnostic Kev
Ceramics were identified from this component.

contained 490 ceramic sherds. This represents the largest
assemblage of ceramics recovered from within a single feature on
the Broad Street S5ite. The range of variation is wide as many
ware types were represented. 138 Canton/Manking hard-paste
porcelain sherds (Z28%)., 117 pearlware sherds (24%) and 117
creamware sherds (Z2Y: comprise the major ware types recovered
trom this feature. Also present in minor percentages were 8
delft sherds {(2%), 3 deift tile fragments (1%), 3 white/buff-
bodied Earthenware (1%}, 4 gray zalt-glazed stoneware (1%), 4
soft-paste porcelain {(1%), 17 other hard-paste porcelain (3%), 3
red-bodied slipware (i%), 3 white salt-glared stoneware (1%), 1
buff-bodied slipware, 13 whiteware sherds (3%), & flow blue
whiteware sherds (1%), 25 other vellow Earthenware sherds (5%4).
The TFPQ for this component iz 1844 based on the presence aof
flow blue transfer—printed whiteware. The other sherds of
whiteware, {(TFQD 1870) support this 19th century date.

This deposit was highly mendable and produced many vessels, most
of which were dateabie. C52 is a &" diameter transfer—-printed
whiteware plate, pozt 1830, C83 is a soft-paste porcelain tea
bowl, post—1734. C%% is5 a %" diameter flow blue transter-printed
whiteware plate, post-1844. It is the TPE for this component.
All three vessels are crossmends to context 490 in component 7,
the beam slot fill, part of this Strata Group IV B. 2 is a
vyellowware chamber pot. It is unusual as the beody appears agate—
like under the clear lead glaze, not seern in the paste itself.
C96 & 57 are 9" diameter wiliow pattern transfer-printed
pearlware plates dated post-1795. £98 1 a &7 diameter trangder-—
printed pearlware bowl dated post-1795. O9%% is a &" diameter
underglazed blue painted pearlware bowl, dated post-1780. C1O0
is a transfer—printed pearlware pitcher, dated post-1795. C 101
and 107 are Canton porcelain " diameter plates, dated post—-17%0.
€ 10Z 1s a Canton porcelain tea bowl, dated post-17%90. C 105 is
an overglaze enamel hard-paste porcelain tea bowl., € i0& is an
overglaze enamel hard—-paste porcelain saucer. £ 108 is a plain
undecorated &" diameter creamware bowl. Cid% i1s & redware jug.
Flates V-19 and V-20 show these vessels.

Component 56 - the stone filled pit in Lot 11, contained 14

sherds, 4 undecorated creamware, 2 undecorated delftware, 1 delft
tile fragment, 1 red transfer-printed pearlware, 1 red-bodied
slipware, and S transfer-printed whiteware were recovered. The
TPR is 1830, based on the whiteware.

Component && — the pit at M6EBEZY contained 11 ceramic sherds, 2

undecorated creamware sherds, 1 decorated pearlware sherd, i
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spalled delft sherd, 1 gray salt-glazed stoneware sherd, 1 hard-
paste porcelain gherd, 1 Jackfield sherd, and 1 ironstone sherd.
The TFO +for this component is 1813, based on the presence of
ironstone.

Strata Group IV - when viewed as a_whole displavys a wide
range of variation in ceramic ware tvpes. The breakdown is as
follows: 164 'sherds of porcelain (31%4), 114 pearlware sherds
(21%), 112 creamware sherds (Z1%), 31 whiteware sherds (&%), 32
redware sherds (&%), 20 delft sherds (14%) and 3 Dutch maiclica
sherds (3%X). The TFR for this Strata Group iz 1844, which is
representative of flow blue transfer-printed whiteware +rom
Component 13, the fiil of the oval vellow brick cistern. Gther
sherds of whiteware from thise Strata Group corrocborate a
nineteenth centwy TPE far this Group. The three crossmends
between components 15 and 7 should be addressed. Component 1% icg
the fill of the oval vellow brick cistern located at the rear of
Lot 8. Component 7 is the fill of the beam =lote at the front of
Lot 8; They are in the same Strata Group IV B, and most likely
refiect & 19th centuwry simultaneous filling activity, probably of

low spots and o cutmoded or superfluous features.

STRATA GROURP VA
Strata Group VA - the Building £ structural elemente, is
composed of two Components, which contained 98 ceramic sherds.

Compopnent 17 - the builder 's trench for Building E, contained 55
ceramics. 18 sherds of redware {33%}), 1l sherds of delft (1941,
4 sherds of pearlware (18%4), and 1 =sherd each (2%} of delft tile,
Dutech majolica, white/buff-bodied Earthenware and hard-—-paste
porcelain were recovered. The TFP& for this component is 1800,
based on the presence of embossed pearlware. There were four
Diagnostic kKey Ceramics noted in this Component. Cé6 and €7 were
prehistoric sherds. C123 is a bBlue decorated deltt tile, a
cavalry soldier with a fired gun and an oxhead corner motif (see
Flate V-3;. 1t is dated po=st-14640 based on this corner motif
(Noel Hume 1976), and a similar tile found in Schaap (1984:130).
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£38 is a Dutch majolica plate rimsherd. It is blue on white
decorated.

Compeonent 18 -~ the Building E wall matrix, contained three
sherds. One white/buff-bodied Earthenware, one redware and one
hard-paste porcelain sherd were recovered. None of the sherds

were dateable.

STRATA GROUF VA

Gtrata Group VA - displays a wide range of variation in its
ceramic types. The TFR for this Group is 1800, based on the
presence of embessed pearlware. 0Other forms of pearlware

identified supporit this turn—-of-the-century date.

STrRATA GROUF VE
Strata Group VE - the Building B structural elements,
contains one Component.

Component 19, the Building B cobbled floor,
contained twelve ceramic sherds. Three sherds of delftware, 3
sherds of redware, 3 gray salt—-glazed stoneware, one deltt tile,
1 ipcised brown stoneware and | Hidlands Earthenware wereg
recovered. The TFE for this Component/Strata Group is 1680,
based on Midlands ware. A deltt tile with a spider’'s head
corner, dated post-15650 (Noesl Hume 197&:291) was recovered from

this component.

STRATA GROUF VI

Strata Group Y1 - the 17th century interface depocsits was
caomposed .of S components. All these contained ceramics and &
total of 734 sherds were recovered. This Group contained the
greatest number of sherds recovered from the Broad Street Site.

Compongnt 34 — +the sand and silt below the s=tone ruibble
contained SZE sherds, and displayed a very wide range of
variation in ceramic types. Delft and redware dominate the
assemblage. The breakdown is as follows: 135 del+ft =sherds
(26%), 121 redware sherds (22%), 55 gray salt-glazed stoneware
sherde (11%), 41 pearlware sherds (8%), 29 delft tile fragments
(6%), 25 buff-bodied slipware sherds (5%, 24 creamware sherds
(5%)r, 15 Dutch majolica shnerds (3%, 14 hard—-paste porcelain
sherds (3X), 14 Westerwald sherds (3%}, 10 whiteware sherds (24},
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13 soft-paste parcelain cherds (2%}, 11 white/buf¥-bodied
Earthenware sherds (24}, 7 white salt-glazed stoneware sherds
(1%}, 3 red-bodied slipware sherds (0.5%), and S unidentifiable
sherds (1%4). The TF& for this component is 1820, based on 3
sherds of transfer-printed whiteware (.5%X of sample). See Flates
V=21 through V-2Z& for the range of variation of ware types
recovered.

Six Diagnostic Key Ceramics have been identified from this
component. C80 is a polychrome painted Dutch majolica plate rim
sherd i{see Flate V-21). CB! is a polychrome painted delft plate
base sherd, floral decorated in manganese purple, vellow, blue,
and green. CBY 1s & green shell-edge decorated pearlware plate,
41/2 inches in diameter. €88 is a delft tile, dated 1625 (Schaap
1984: 1297 . It depicts a pikeman with & plumed heimet (see
Flate Vv-23). C83 &% 84 are decorated delft plate base sherds (=ee
Flate V-22).

Component 35 — the stone rubble contained 61 ceramic sherds. The
range of variation is comparable to that of Component 34, though
the assemblage is considerably smaller. Redware dominated in the
assemblage. The breakdown is as follows: i1 redware sherds
{1B8%), % pearlware sherds (15%), 3 delft tile fragments (8%, 4
delft sherds (74X}, 4 whiteware sherds (74], 3 gray salt-glazed
stoneware sherds (SX), & soft-paste porcelain sherds (3%), 2
creamware sherds (33), and one Dutch majclica sherd {(Z%). One
prehistoric cherd was recovered from this component. The TFE is

1830 based on T transfer—-printed whiteware sherds (5% of zsamples).

Two Diagnostic ey Ceramics have been iderntified. C8 is a
prehistoric sherd. CilX is a delft tile dated post 1653 {(Schaap

1984:126) The motif is a pikeman, blue decorated.

Component 57 -~ the top debris of Lot il contained 123 ceramic
sherds. Del+t predominates with &0 sherds (49%). Aleo recovered
were: 20 pearlware sherds (135W), &6 redware sherds (5%}, 5

creamware sherds (44}, 3 whiteware sherds (4%) and 3 porcelain
e

sherds {(2%).

This component contained the most mendable delftware plates
recovered from the Broad Street site. Five Diagnostic key
Ceramics have been identified. €43 is the rim of an lberian
storage jar (see FPlate V-2%). €51 is a candlestick of whites/buff
bodied Earthenware with a clear iead glaze. C8% is a blue
decorated delft plate with a geometric motif (see Flate V—27).
C?1 15 a blue decorated delft plate with Z concentric rings on
the marley (see Flate VY-28). Cl10% is an 8" diameter blue painted
delft plate, the motif is a swan (see Flate V-29). These plates
have been tentatively identified as being of Dutch origin {VYan
Drecht, Huey 1984 pers. comm)

Compongnt &8 ~ the olive =ilt, contained 16 ceramic sherds. The
breakdown by ware type is as follows: 7 pearlware sherds (4441,
3 creamware sherds (19%), 1 each (&%) of whiteware, ironstone,

gray salt—glazed stoneware, redware, delft tile, and Midlands
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Earthenware. The TFO for this component is 1820, based on the
presence of plain whiteware (1 sherd, &4 of sample).

Component 75 — the interface with the concrete flopors contained

12 ceramic sherds., 5 sherds of pearlware (42%), 4 creamware

we

sherds {(33%?! and 1 sherd each of white salt—glazed stoneware,
buff-bodied slipware, and an unidentified sherd were recovered.
The TPU is 1780 based on the presence of blue shell-edge
decorated pearlware (5 sherds, 44% of sample).

Strata Group VI - when viewed as a whole displays a wide
range of variatipn in ceramic ware types, however, as in the case
for most components of the Broad Street Site, delftware and
redware dominate the aszsemblage. The major percentile bhreakdown
is as follows: i9% del+t sherds (27X), 139 redware sherds (194,
80 pearlware sherds (11%), 71 gray salt-glazed stoneware (10%),
40 porcelain sherds (5%X), 34 del+t tile fragments (5%, 26
whiteware fragments (4%), and 16 Dutch majoclica sherds (2%r. id
Diagnaostic kKey Leramics were identified +rom this group,
comprised mainly of delft plates, but included a prehistoric
sherd, an Iberian =torage jar, a pearlware bowl, and a
white/buff-bodied Earthenware candlestick. The TFR is 1830,

based on transfer—-printed whiteware. The presence of other types

of wWhiteware and ironstone support this 12th century TFA.

STRATA GROUFP VII

Strata Group YI1I, the 19th century structural elementE; was
composed of eight components. Three of these contalined ceramic
sherds. Component 67, the wooden planks, Component 6%, the Lot
12/13% wall builder 's trench, Component 70, the Lot 13/14 wail
spread footers, Component 72, the brick pier spread footer, and
Component 72, the wall segments and étone slab foundation did not

contain any ceramics. A total of 1386 sherds were recovered from
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this Strata Group.

contained the bulk of the ceramic assemblagqge. 123 sherds were
recovered. The percentage bresakdown is as follows: 18 pearlware
sherds (153%); 16 redware sherds (13%): 16 buff-bodied slipware
sherds {11%)3; 1Z del+t tile fragments (10%); 7 whiteware sherds
{6h); 5 creamware sherds (4%); 1 Dutch majolica sherd (1%), and 7
unidentifiable sherds (&6%). The TFR for this Component is 1844,
which is indicative of flow blue transfer—-printed whiteware (i
sherd, 0.8% of sample).

Component 25 — the builder s trench for the Lot 10/11 wall,

contained fouwr ceramic sherds. l delft tile fragment, 1
pearlware sherd, 1 redware sherd and one white salt-glazed
stoneware sherd were recovered. The delft tile is manganese
white/purples/brown slip swirled, dated post—14625 (Schaap
1784:158). The TFL for this Component is 1780, based on the
presence of pearlware (1 sherd, 2571 of zample).

(Ciearing House) contained 9 ceramic sherds. 2 creamware sherds.
Y2 delft sherds, | gray sali-glared stoneware sherd and four hard-
paste porcelain sherds were recovered. The TPGE for this
Component is 176X, indicative of the creamware present (2 sherds,
2Z% ot sample).

Strata Group VIiI, when reviewed as a whole, does not display
the same relative percentages of ceramic ware types seen in the
early 17th centuwry Components from the Bfoad Street GSite. This
is due to the fact that this Group is 1%th centwy in origin and
represents larger percentages of later ceramics. Butf—-bodied
elipware and hard-—-paste porcelain predominate, But there are
substantial amounts of delft amd redware. This miving of early
and late ceramic types is diagnostic of the 1%th century
components. The percentage breakdown is as follows: 22 porcelain
sherds (156%); 17 del+t sherde (13%)3 17 redware sherds (13%); 16
buff-bodied slipware sherdes (12%); 1S5S pearlware sherds {(11%); 13
delft tile fragments (10W); 7 whiteware sherds (5%W); 7 creamware

sherds (54 and 1 Dutch majolica sherd (1%). The TFE +for this

Strata Grouwp is i844, based on 1| sherd of flow blue transfer-—
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printed whiteware (1% of sample).

STRATA GROUF VIII

Strata Group VIII, the 1%th century pier pit fill im Lot 3,
iz composed of four Components. Three of these contained ceramic
sherds. The pit for pier at NROEIZ25, Component 49, did not
contain ceramics. @& total of 194 ceramics were recovered from
this group.

Component 27 ~ the pit for the stone pier at Né6D contained 35
sherds. The percentage breakdown is as follows: 9 pearlware
sherds (26%W); 9 delft tile fragments (24%): 3 creamware sherds
(?%); 2 redware sherds (64); 2 buff-bodied slipware sherds (&6%)3
1 deltt sherd (3I¥%r; | prehistoric sherd (%) and & other
stoneware sherds (&%), The TFQE for this Component is 179% baszed
on undetrglaze polychrome painted pearlware {1 sherd., 3% of
sample’. The only Diagnostic key Ceramic identified is £4, the
prehistoric sherd.

contained 13I8 ceramic sherds, and represented a wide range of
variation. This is To be expected as the pits were dug through
the earlier deposits and represent mixed 17th-1%th century
ceramic types. The percentage breabdown is as follows: 44 buff-
bodied slipware sherds (32%); 40 redware sherds {(29%i; 11 hard-
paste porcelain sherds (8%); 10 delft sherds (7%); 7 gray salt-
glazed stoneware {(7%); 4 delft tile fragments (3%); 3 white =zalt-
glazed stoneware sherds (Z%); % peariware sherds (ZW); 2 red-
bodied slipware sherds (1%); 1 Midlands Earthenware {(0.5%) and 3
other ceramics {Z%W). Two prenistoric sherds, 5% and CB& were
recovered from this component. There was one historic Diagnostic
ey Ceramic, C70. It is a clear lead glazed redware, 10%
diametetr storage vessel. The Trlt for this component is 1795,
indicative of transfer-printed pearlware (1 sherd, 0.5% of
sample:?. '

Component 25 - the 1%th century pit for the stone pier at N8O,

contained 21 ceramic sherds. The percentage breakdown is as
tollows: 7 sherds redware (33X); 3 cherds whiteware {(14%); =
sherds pearlware {(14%):; % sherds gray salt-glazed stoneware
(10%); and one sherd each (5%) of Westerwald stoneware, soft-—
paste porcelain, buff-bodied =lipware, Midlands Earthenware, and
unidentifiable. The TP& for this Component ie 1830, which is
indicative of transfer-printed whiteware (1 sherd, 5% of sample).
Flates V-30 and V-I31 show the range of wvariation.
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Strata Group VIII, when viewed as a whole, displays a wide range
of variation in ceramic types. The breakdown is as follows: 47
redware sherds (24%); 17 porcelain sherds (9%);'15 peariware
sherds (B%); 11 delft sherds (6%)3; 11 buff-bodied slipware sherds
(64)3; 3 creamware sherds (F4); 4 delft tile fragments (2%r; 3
whiteware cherdes (2X) and | white/buff-bodied Earthenware sherd
(1%)Y. The TR for this Group is 1830, based on | sherd (0.5% of
transfer-printed whiteware sample). Four Diagnostic kKey Ceramice
were identified from this Group, 3 prehistoric sherds and one

clear lead glased redware storage vessel, C70.

STRATA GROUFP IX (Frinted az WIX in the Data Base)

Strata Group IX, the 15th centuwry pier pit fill in Lot 10,
contained fowr components. Two of these Components contained
ceramic sherds. Component 20, the 1%th century stone pier pit at
W42 and Component 31, the pit at N0 did not contain any
ceramics. A total of 65 sherde were recovered from this Strata
Group.-

Component I - the 1%th century stone pier pit at N9D, contained
65 sherds. The percentage breakdown is as follows: 10 porcelain
sherds (16%); % delft sherds {(14%); 9 redware sherds (14%); 8
white salt-glazed stoneware sherds (13%): 6 buff-bodied slipware
sherds (10¥W); & pearlware sherds (10%); & creamware sherds (10%);
and 5 delft tile fragments {(BX). The TFR for this Component is
1725, based on transfer-printed and underglare polychrome painted
peariware (5 sherds, BY of sample). One Diagnostic Key Ceramic,

C79 was identitied from this component. It is a blue floral

decorates deltt vessel, probably an ocintment pot. It is trekked



FAETIFALT SRHELYE ] H: CERGHICS

antd the glaze has a subtle robin’'s egg blue cast {(see Flate V-
32).

Component 72 — the pit for stone pier at NeO E160, contained only

two sherds. BEoth are soft-paste porcelain, dated post—1734.
Strata Group IX contained &5 ceramics. The TFM i1s 179%,

based on § sherds of pearlware (841 of sample). 10 porcelain

sherds (13%): ¥ delft shnerds (14%); % redware sherds (14%): B

white salt—glared stoneware (12%); & pearlware sherds {(9%): &

1)

creamware sherds (P%); & buff-bodied slipware (9X):;5 delft tile

fragments (8%} and & soft-paste porcelain (3%) were recovered.

STRATA GROUF X

Strata Group X, the 1%th century brick drain svstem,
contained two Components. FBoth contained ceramic sherds. A
totail ﬁ% 20 sherds were recovered.

Component 33 — the fill of the brick drain system contained only
three sherds. One pearlware sherd, one Jackfield sherd and cne

buff-bodied slipware were recovered. The TFRO is 1780, based on

the presence of undecorated pearlware.

Component 47 — the brick drain system, contained 17 ceramic
sherds. 5 redware sherds (29%); Z buff-bodied slipware sherds
(1272); 2 whiteware sherds (12¥); Z delft sherds (i2%); and one
sherd each of pearlware, hard-paste porcelain, gray zalt—glazed
stoneware, creamware and prehistoric pottery were recovered. The
TR 1s 1820, based on an undecorated 10" diameter whiteware plate
rim (2 sherds, 12Z% of sample). The Diaanostic Key Ceramic
precsent in this Component, CZ, is the prehistoric sherd.

Strata Group X is composed of 20 sherds. The TFE is 1820,
based on undecorated whiteware (& sherds, 19% of sample),
indicating that the brick drain system is a 17th century feature,
The earlier sherds recovered indicate thiz brick drain system cut
through the 18th century deposits when installed in the 12th

century.
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STRATA GROUF XI

Strata Group XI, the ZO0th century intrusions, is composed of
four components. Urlivy one component contained ceramics.
Component 58, the pipe trench in Lot 11, Component 71, the brick
platform, and component 74, the concrete pierse did rmot contain
any ceramics.

Compponent 26 — the disturbance cutting the stone rubble contaimed

11 sherds. 4 deift sherds (3&%Wr; 3 redware sherds (27%): Z hard-
paste porcelain sherds {(i1B¥X); one creamware sherd (94); and one
Hesterwald storeware sherd were recovered. The TRR is 1762,
based on the creamware sherd. Mo Diagnostic KHey {eramics were

identified from this Component/Strata Group.
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TEMPORAL GROUFS
Several Strata Groups identified from the Broad Street Site
can be assignhed to Temporal Groups and discussed as unite of
contemporaneitv. These Temporal Groups have been defined as
164G, 168G, 1710, 1795 and 1844, based on the TPE's of the

ceramic assemblages (see Graphs V-1 and V-2).

Temporal Group 1640 includes two Strata Groups; 1A, the Building
A Structural elements and 1IA, the Mid-1i7th century features.

The ceramic assemblage iz confined to Earthenware and stoneware,
porcelain was not recoversed from this Group. 154 sherds were
present; 59 redware sherds {38%); 54 delft sherds (35%): 12 delft
tile fragments {(BX); 7 whitesbuff-bodied Earthenware sherds (Siig
6 Dutch majpilica sherds (4%): and 3 westerﬁald stoneware shetrds
(2% . De}#t and redware dominate the Temporal Group, az was the
case in £hE individual Strata Groupz. This group contained the
largest percentage of delft tiles, redware and majolica recovered

from Broad Streeset.

Temporal Group 1680 contained thres Strata Groups:; ID, the 17th
century construction/destruction debris; I1ik, the iate 17th
centiury features; and VH, Building B structural elements. This
Group contained 533 sherds which display a muach wider range of
variation than Temporal Group 1640. Delit and redware wholly
dominate the assemblage. Hawever, many new Ware types appear in

this Group, with & TFL of 1&80. Sherds identified include 201

redware {(3&6Wi; 197 delft (36X); 40 delft tile fragments (743 24

‘buff-bodied slipware (4%); 14 vred bodied slipware {(3%); 11

porcelain (Z¥r:; 10 Dutch madjolica (2%y3; 11 white/sbuff-bodied
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stoneware {(.3¥%} and 1 ridlande Earthenware (.1%)., The del+ft,
delft tiles and redware percentages are proportionately similar
to the 1640 group. Westerwald and Dutch maiolica are declining,
while red-bodied slipware 1s on the rise, when contrasted to
Temporal group 146404, Forcelain, Midiands Earthenware and buf+f
bodied slipware appear as newly introduced ware types, and are
ey chronological indicators. Delft chargers and chamber pots,
TRl 1660, are vessel forms which first appear in this Temporal
Group. The TFG +or the Midlands and buff-bodied slipware is

1680, the TPR for this Group, and are of English origin.

ig@gg[gl Group 1710 is composed of one Strata Group, 111, the
early 18th century features. & total of 492 sherds were
identified. Delft and redware dominate the amsemblage, but a
proportional shift towards delft is seen. GCherds identitisd
include 280 delft (57%):; 23 redware 11%%); 4% white/buff-bodied
(10%); 22 Steinzug stoneware (44); 14 delft tile fragments (IX)g
13 porcelain (Z%); and 1 shera sach (.Z2%) ot buff-bodied slipware
and Midlands Earthenware. This Group contained the Iargest
percentage af delft recovered from Broad Street, and was highilvy
mendable. HRedware, delft tiles and buff-bodied siipware are all
declining while white/buff-bodied Earthenware, porcelain,
Westerwald stoneware and Midilands Earthenware are alli on the rise
when compared to the 17th century assemblages. Mo Dutch majoclica
or red-bodied slipware was recovered from this Temporal Group.
This group contained the highest'percentage of the whites/buff-
badied Earthenware, which remains undatred and not attributable to

a country of origin. While this ware does appear in the 17th

e di



century Groups with low freguency, the high percentage present in
this group suggests a turn of the 18th century peak of popularity
of the ware type as it drops drastically in the next later
Temporal Group. Two new diagnostic ceramic ware types appear in
this group. Fulham brown stoneware mugs, TR 1&%0, and
Nottingham stoneware, TR 1700, appear, both of English
manufacture. The high percentage of delft may be explained bv
the expansion of the delft industry in England occurring very
late in the 17th century and the fact that New York was a colony

receiving Briti=sh goods by this time.

Temporal Group 1793 is composed of two Strata Groups; IVE, the
18th century destruction debris and VA, the Building E structural
elements. A total of 1%46 ceramic sherds were recoveéed,
representing & wide range of variation.'Delft, redware and
porcelain dominate the group. A& delft (I1B%Y: 34 porcelain
(17%y 3 33 redware (17%); 13 creamware (7X): 13 delft tile
tfragments (7%4); 1Z pearlware (6%); 9 gray salt-glazed stoneware
(W) Z bufft-bodied slipware (1%), I white salt-glazed stoneware
(1.53%); 2 white/buff bodied Earthenware (1%); and ! Dutech
majolica (.S%) were identified. This group displays the widest
range of variation seen in the Tempnral groups and displays a
different relative proportion range of ware types. it is the
first time porceiain appears in the same relative quantity as
redware and delft. This is because Canton porcelain, TFE 1790,
is being exported in large gquantities. Soft paste porcelain, TFE

1734, iz also being produced in Europe in quantity by this time.

Many new ceramic ware types were introduced by 1795, Slip—-dipped

':1.’l
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white salt—glazed stoneware, 1715; plain white salt glazed
stoneware, 1720; Buckley, 17203 Jackfield ware, 174035 creamware,
17623 pearlware, 17803 transfer-printed peariware, 1795. Buckiey
is attributable toc Northern Wales, the rest are all of English

origin.

Jlemporal Group 1844 is composed of one component, 15, the fi1ll of
the oval vellow brick cistern. 490 sherds were recovered, many of
which were mendable toc nearby intact vessels., A very wide range
of variation of ceramic types was seen. The breakdown is as
follows: 18% porcelain (32%), 117 pearliware (24%), 1046 creamware
(X243, 30 redwareg {64, 12 whiteware (4%), 8 delft (2%L), & flow
blue whiteware (1%), 3 delft tiie fragments, (.&6%), 3 red-bodied
slipware (.6%W), 3 white salt—glazed stoneware (.6%), Z whitesbutf
bodied esarthenware {(.4%) and 1 buff-bodied slipware {(.32%). HNo
Dutch maijoclica, Westerwald stoneware or Midlands Earthenware were
recovered. This group contained the greatest percentage of
porcelain, creamware, pearlware and whiteware, which is
consistent +or the mid-19th century. Many wvessels were
identified including bowls, plates, tea bowls and jugs of various

ware types.

GENERAL. TRENDS UBSERVED
Majolica first appears in earliest deposits on the site, and
declines substantially by 1&6B0O. It is not present at all by 1710
which sees the largest percentage of delft from the site. A few
sherds are present in 1795 but they ﬁrobably reflect a mixing

with earlier material. pHNo sherds were present in the 1844 group.
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Most of the sherds were polychrome painted depicting pomegranate
motifs; all are flatware.

Delft tiles are present in all five defined Temporal Groups.
The greatest percentage, however is seen in the eariiest, 1640
Group, and they decline in number through time, to a 1%
assemblage by 1B44. There is a drop in number seen in 1710, with
a rise in-1795- The high percentages seen in the 17th century
assembl ages are probably related to 17th century construction
phases, the discarded fragments representing imperfect or broken
tiles. By 1795, where there is seen a rige in fragment numbers,
the tiles probably reflect 18Bth century destruction debris. The
major proportion of tile fragments recovered t+rom the Broad
Street site have a TFLD of 16401650 Blue on white decorated
motifs greatly ocutnumber the manganese purple designs, which date
toc the third quarter of the 17th centurvy. The manganese swirled
tzijes date to Fost 1&25. Identified cormner moti+ts were
predominantly spiders’ head and oxhead wmotifs, both mid-17th
century TPE (Noel Hume 1976:2%91).

Pelftware, tin-enameled both sides, first appears in 1&40.
The relative percentage'of deift to alil other ceramics does not
change in the 1680 group, it is not uantil 1710 that 1t ricses
drastically. This is most likely reflecting the late 17th
century expansion of the English delftware i1ndustiy. The
percentage declines steadily through the Iate 18th century, to a
very low percentage in 1844. It was not usually possible to
attribute country of origin for the delft, but isolated sherds
have been identified &z Dutch, English and Spanish. Many vessel

forms of both hollowware and flatware were identified.

R
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Redware, a major percentage of the Broad Street Site,
remainse undated. Redware percentage steadily declines through
time, as other ware types begin to be introduced, but it remains
a sireable percentage in all Temporal Groups. Redware and Delft
predominate in the 1&40, 1680, and 1710 groups. Their relative
proportions are similar in the 17th century assemblages, however,
by 1710, the redware percentage is less than half that of delft.
The 1795 and 1844 relative proportions are again parallel, though
both are declining. Many flatware and hollowware forms were
identified, the latter being the more frequent.

Westerwald stonewares first appears in 1650, and i= present
in the 17th and I8th century Temporal groups, although with low
frequency. Decorative motifs include sprig molding, cordoning
and incis;ng, and may be highlighted with cobalt blue and/or
manganesé purple designs. In 1540, the percentage is 24, which
drops to less than 1 percent in 14680, The 1710 Temporal Group
hkas the highest percentage (4%) which falls to one percent by the
1795 Group. There is no Nestérwald in the 1844 Group. Vessel
tormes are all hollowware, predominantly mugs and pitchers.

White/buff bodied Earthenware is preseﬁt in all 3 Temporal
Groupe, with low freguency. In 1640, 1t is 3% of the
assemblages, which drops to 2% in the 1680 Group. The highest
percentage is seen in 1710, where it is 10X of the assemblage.
It drops to 1% by the 1793 Group and is less than 1% in the 1844
Group. Vessel formese appear to be holiowware, but +tlatware may
alsc be represented.

Red-bodied slipware is present in small percentages in the
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i7th century Groups. It is not present in the 17i0 Group, but is
present in the 1795 and 1844 Groups. The greatest percentage is
seen in the 1680 Group, I%4.

Porcelain is absent from the earliest Group. It appears in
all the rest with a marked increase in time. the propnrtioﬁs for
the 1680 and 1710 Groups is small, but there is a 13% Jjump in the
1723 Group. This most likely reflects the import of large
guantities or Canton porcelain. Also, soft—paste porcelain is
being manufactuwred in Euwrope by this time. There is another

L

rise in the porcelain percentage see in 1844, where it is 32% of
the assemblage.

Buft-bodied slipware is absent from the earliest Group, and
it is a hallmarl: of the 1480 Group. It is present in small
quantities in the remaining Groups.

Midlands Earthenware was absent from the eariiest Sroup. it
is also a hallmark of the 1&80 Group, and it appears in small
quantities in the i8th century,-but is not pregent—in the 1844
Group.

White salt—glazed stoneware is a halimark of the 1793 Group,
as it was introduced in 1720, it is present in the 1844 Group in
a small percentage.

Ereamware comes in 176%, first appearz in the 1795 Temporal
Group. 1t increases 158X in the 1844 Group to 224 of the
assembl age.

Fearlware comes in 1780, first appears in the 1793 Temporal

Group. It incresses 18% in the 1844 Group, to Z4% of the

assembl age. 22D
g

1
Whiteware caomes in QE%%E; only appears in the 1844 Grouwp, as

o
R
K._-_;j‘: pt 13
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4% of the sample.

. Fiow blue, appears 1844 and is the TPR for the 1844 Temporal

Group, 1% of the assemblage.
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THE 187TH CENTURY GAF

It is seen, therefore, that the Broad Street site contained
ceramic sherds of the 17th through the mid-19th Centuries. This
is noticeable in the mixed 19th Century construction/destruction
deposits. Although three centuries are represented by thé
ceramic date ranges in for example, Component 34 - the sand and
2ilt below the stone rubble, certain anticipated ware types are
missing, suggesting a mid—-iBth Century gap in the ceramic record.
The pre-creamware, clouded/mottled lead—glazed wares — TPE 1740,
are not represented; only 2 sherds Whieldon ware were recovered
from the oval yellow brick cistern (Component 15). Refined
stonewares are absent; no sherds of black basaltes — TRE 1750,
Engine—turned, Elers, or Turner s type molded -~ TFR 1785 were
recovered +rom the entire site. Scratch EHlue decorated white
salt-glazed stoneware — TFPE 1744, is also absent. These ware
types, particularly clouded creamwsre and scratch blue stoneware,
are not uncommon and are frequently encountered on Atlantic
Seaboard 18th Centurvy sites.

Buff-bodied slipware is present on the site, however, the
frequency is always low, and no vessels were reconstructable.
Although the TFRR is 1680, this ware was produced until the end of
the 18th Century, and is generally a marker for Briticsh Colonial
sites just prior to the Revolutionary War. &t Hariﬁan Landing,
also a "warehouse" site, the freqguency of this type was as high
as 67.2% in undisturbed deposits dated to the mid-i8th Century
(Myers in Grossman:198BZ, Figure V.1.1 - 13 Ceramic Graphs).

This "gap" has also been cbserved at other NYC sites,

notably the Stadt Huys Rlock, a comparable 17th Century fast iland
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site (Janowitz pers. comm). A discussion of the evidence for
this anomaly in other artifact types and possible reasons for its
existence i=s presented here in the CONCLUSIONS section of this

report.

ORIGIN DISCUSSION

Aalthough it is difficult to attribute country of origin to
the bulk of unmarked vessels, it was possible to provenience
certain ceramic ware tvpes. FPajolica is from Holland as well as
some isplated delft vessels and the one rimsherd of Bergen-—-op—
Zoom redware. Berman ceramics include Weser red—bodied slipware,
Westerwald, Rhenish Hohr and Steinzug stonewares. British
ceramics inciude Midlands Earthenware, buf+-bodied slipware,
North Devon Gravel-Temper, isoiated delft vesseis, Fuiham
stoneware, Nottingham stoneware, white sait-glazed stoneware,
Buckley ware, creamware and pearlware. Chinese ceramics are
represented by i'ang Hei and Canton/Nanking porcelains. Spanish
delft was also recovered +rom the Broad Street cite. In many
instances i1t was only possible to provenience sherds to "The
Continent Europe", particularly the vast majority of delft
sherds. A few sherds of pocssible French faience were recovered.
They were, however, not the debased Rouen faience (TFL 1773 that
appears on South’'s typolegy and were given this general Ewrope
code, dated the same range as all other deltft. "Fossibly
faience" appears in the comments section. The majority of red-
bodied slipware was also coded in th;s WAV .

in plotting the percentages of attributable ceramics toc a

Ve
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particular country of origin, a number of trends became

apparent {(see Figure X3). In the 17th century assemblages, the
vast majority of sherds are of Continental /European origin (&8%
and 80%). In the 1640 Group is seen the highest percentages of
German and Dutch sherds (104 and 14%). Throughout the 18th
century and culminating in 1844, the percentages of continental
German and Dutch sherds steadily decline. The English sherd
percentages rise steadilv throuagn time, beginning with an 8%
percentile in 1&40 and climbing to 40% by 184&. This rise i1s no
doubt iillustrating the technological innovations of the British
ceramic industry during the i8th centurvy. As Miller (19807 has
stated, by the end of the i13th century, England dominated the
world ceramic tableware production. Chinese porcelain increases
through time, +rom 3% in 1680 to 3I2%W by 1844. While this high a
percentage may well reflect the nature of the sample of Temporal
Group 1844, the gquantities of Chinese ewport porcelain is

increasing from 179% onward.
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ARTIFALT ANALYSISE: GLASE

13. 4%) of the

43,318 artifacts were glass. Of these, 5400 om

INTRODUCT 10N

At the Broad Street Financial Flaza site,.

stratigraphically defined Components withi)

O+ the total analyred glass (

bottle glass, 8.1% were tabl ‘ .. were window glass,

and 15.8% were classed as "other" X 0f the 5400, 706
fragments or 13.1% were fa i 8.5% béing dated
#nst—lb?b based on lea
(TP = date after which) \or le s weres provided by 119

The analysis of the glass was

undertaken to i : i of information. These'

2) dating s i s stylistic and technologically

ttributes and 3) dividing the glase,

In addition, source of manufacture

tables by wal stratigraphic Component units. This

facilitated cross-mending and made inter-component relationships
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clearly visible. In many cases, howevef,the absence of
crossmends provided the opposite effect ie: showed a lack of
relationships. As. a form of evidence, the latter is particularly
important, since this may represent or reflect secondary or

tertiary deposition.

ANALYSIS

Although recent literature in the stylistic and
technological analyses of historical glass have indicated several
fruitful approaches for appropriate collections, they were not
applied in this instance because they were inappropriate toc the
time range of this mid-17th Century collection. These could be
viewed as theoretical constructs or hypotheses. Orie would be
Roenkes’' (1978) use of window glass as a dating tool. However,
since Rpoenkes’' study dealt with tigh&ly dated_l?th Ceﬁtury
samples based on a different technology, neither his variables
nor his temporal range were adopted.

A second approach which was alseo not applied in this case
was Qarrilln's (1974) statistical study of wine bottle stylistic
attributes as an aid in dating. Carrillo’s approach included
several problems. First, Carrillo did not use actual
measurements from bottles, but rather took angle measurements
from Noel Hume's "A Guide to Artifacts of Colonial America”.
Second, he views each bottle measurement as representative of a
specitic year without regard to variation within that year.
Last, he wrongly assumes that angle measurements from a 2-—
dimensional drawing will fullvy describe and represent the

inconsistencies of a hand—made mouth—-blown bottle (Raker 1976).

Vi-Z
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For these reasons, combined with the fact that the majority of
wine/ligquor bottles were extremely fragmentary, this researcher
by—passed Carvillo’'s method in favor of comparisons which may

more fully reflect the temporal range of a specific form.

Due to the fragmentary nature of the majority of the glass
artifacts, cross—-mending was often not achieved. This was not
because they did not exist, but was due instead to glass
conditian. (For example, glass devitrification pressure
fractures. See components 53 and 354). Glass devitrification,
particularly on 17th and early 18th century bottlie glass,
obscured clean fractures and surtaces. Devitrification inhibits
the identification of crossmends in two ways: first, the original
surface area of the edges may be missing altogether, leaving
very liétle adhesion surtace to matchy secondly, the change of
character or complete loss of the original swface means the loss
of striations or scratches which can be uzed toc establish the
reliability of crossmends. Fressure fractures are small
concoidal fractures located along edges of the glass fragment.
These fresh edge fractures caused by the physical impact of heavy

equipment immediately above the deposit distert the fracture edge

to such an extent that finding a match is unlikely.

THE GBLASS DATA BASE

The computer data base contains the following in+orﬁation:
context number, component, vessel type, quantity, MNV, TFO,
origin, decorative technique, wear, tolor, base characteristics,

lead ve. non-lead, finich or lip treatment, mold marks, end date,

comments, published references and diagnostic key numbers {(see

VI-35
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Table VI-3). All diagnestic glass artifacts were given
diagnostic key numbers {ie: G24)to insure ease of reference at &
later date. This information was tabulated by Context number and
entered into a files representing each Component. Each Component
was tabulated in its entirety before beginning another. The data
is available on disk both as individual Component files and as
one large file representing the entire data base (all Components
tabul ated). Wherever possible the codes used are the same as
those at the 175 Water Street site, (Diamond in Geismar:1983).
In many cases, vessel numbers are added to the 175 Water Street
typology because the vessel types from the Broad Street site are
earlier or represent variations not observed at 175 Water Street.
Like the 175 Water Street analysis, a short-wave ultra-—
violet light was used to determine the presence of leaded glass.
In this analysis the presence of lead glass, particularly in the
17th Century deposits, provided a firm TFQ of 1676 (Jane Schadel
Spillman 1984: Fers. Comm:; See also Charleston 1768). Iin other
17th Century Contexts, the lack of lead glass can be considered

negative evidence for a terminus ante quem of 1676.

The glass was divided into four broad categories: bottle,
table, window and other. Bottle glass encumpasses the functional
categories of vial, wine/liguor, case bottle, beverage,
pharmaceutical , figqured flask, etc. It must be noted here that
although wines/liguor bottles are considered part of the & or
bottle glass group, they could also have functioned in the table
glass group (E). it is conceivable that in poorer households

common green glass winesliquor bottles served for storage as well

VI—4
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as decanting the liguor.

Ihe table glasz group (E) is composed of various forms of serving
vessels. In most if not all cases, these are of fine guality,
i.e. leaded glass. Common among this group are several kinds of
stemmed drinking glasses, tumblers, decanters and cups. Included
in this group.are approximately 25 fragments of Waldglas. This
category has been broken down into four possible types: Romer,
Fassglas, and two general categories of Waldglas.

Ihe window glass group (L) is composed of several types of glass:
crown, broad, safety, plate glass, ridged glass and melted glass.
For dating purposes, the best chronological indicator in this
group was safety glass. Bince safety glass postdates 1891
(Lorrain 19&8:44), this artifact tvype provides a solid TPG for
late 19th.and early Z2Uth century disturbances.

Group Dy the "other” glass makes up the last category. This
group includes lamp chimney, mirror, melted as to be
unidentitiable glasgsg, glass tubing and totally unidentitiable

glass (D99).

BOTTLE GLASS

The bottle glass category is composed of 14 functional
types. Within certain functional types, for example wine/liguor,
there are several groupings based on key technical or
chronological elements, or a combination of several. In ‘most
functional types, however, there is only ocne key diagnostic
element. This may be either stylistic or technological.

AD7 Vial: WVial glass was distinguished by its small diameter and

convex cross section. The finish most commonly found on vials is
finish type 1 of the typology (175 Water Street). This is a

[~
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plain drawn-out everted finish. Vial glass fragments at Broad
Street were represented in both common ‘green’ glass and
tolorless leaded glass.

Al0 Wine/Liguor: The term ‘wine/liquor’ bottle is an attempt on
my part not to presuppose that the common wine bottle contained only
wine. In fact, these olive—green-black utilitarian bottles may

have contained any number of alcoholic beverages.

Wine/liquor bottles were distinguished most readily by color.
They appear green or olive green to black in reflected light and
have a cylindrical cross—section. As a result, fragments have a
fonvex cross—section with a characteristic increase in glass
thickness near the bottom half of the vessel due to basal sag-

The wine/liquor bottles from the site were dated in several ways.

The most reliable method consisted of comparing whole bottles
(where applicable) to similarly dated or sealed examples (Noel Hume

1976:63-68, 1761). This method made it possible to compare
neck length, finish treatment, body and shoulder angles as well
as kick——up shape and depth. However, this is still somewhat
subjective, since measurements were not available. HMore
importantly, this method should ke used to form a range of
possible manufacturing dates rather than matching a specific
bottle shape to one sealed example, to produce a single date for
a specific bottle.

English wine/liquor bottle shapes and attributes were compared
with dated evxamples from Noel Hume. McNulty (1971,1972) provided
the best reference for Dutch wine botties, although to the
authors knowledge no fragments of clearly attributable Dutch
origin were found.

Another method of dating wine/liquor bottles is throuwgh a
detailed comparison of finish attributes. Through comparison of
dated examples it has been observed that a number of changes have
occurred 1n English string-rims in the periocd 1650-1820 {Noel-—-Hume
1974: 195) . Al though Noel Hume has presented cross-sections of
the main finish treatments, he warns that "there are enough
exceptions to obscure the rule" (1274:195).

With this in mind, the wine/liguor finishes were divided
into ten dateable categories and one un—-typed category. The
latter were primarily from one context, and were too fragmentary
to type. All were +from component 28, the builders pit for the
stone pier at N70, The examples (B30, cxl197, cmp28; G479, cx197,
cmpX8; G52, cx1%97, cmpZB; 651, cx197, cmpl28; G54, cxi97, cmpz8)
were not wused for dating purposes. See Plate VI-19.

Soda/Mineral water (A18): This category is designed for those
fragments or bottles which may fit into either category, but due
to small size or lack of embossing, may not clearly be assigned

a specific function.

Drugstore/fApothecary bottles and jars {A32): This category

VI-&
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comprises fragments of late 19th century bottles similar to those
in Putnam (1965).

Wine/Liguor with seal (ASC): This category consists of
wine/liguor bottle seals. In many cases, when wine/liquor
bottles break, the seal remains intact. I¥f the seal cannot ke
reattached to the bottle, then it is tabulated and dated

separately.

Mustard {(A42): One fragment of a “"London" mustard was found

(G133, cx S¥0.03, cmp 15).

Specig Jar (AS54): Several fragments of one specie jar were

recovered (G132, cx 320.03, cop 15). This vegsel was of
colorless leaded glass.

Figured Flask (AS8): Figured flasks were whiskey flasks embossed
with patriotic or pictorial themes. One fragment (G104, cx587,
cmp S54) representing a Cornucopia and Urn flask was found

(Mckearin and Wilson 1978).

Soda {Al6): Soda bottles were, for the most part, extremely
fragmentary. Several characteristics used to assign function to
the late i19th-early 20th century bottles was the used of the

crown closure. On 20th century examples a stippled surface was

commen .

Snuff (AZ5): UOnly one snuff bottle wasz found (Giid, cxS20.03,

cmp 13). This olive—-green bottle was rectangular with four sides
and chamfered corners.

Ezse bottle (A45): Case betiles were recognized as clive green
flat glass fragments. However, since some window glass may be of
a deep green other criteria were also used. When a case bottle
is blown the glass usually remains thick near the middle of the
sides. As expansion occcurs, the glass thickness decreases at the
corners of the mold. Viewed in cross—section a body fragment
will appear thin at both ends (near the corners) and thick near
the middle. In addition, the occuwrrence of a 90 degree angle in
the glass can also be used as a diagnostic trait. The latter
applies only when the analyst is certain that the corner fragment
does not represent a square snuff, blacking or utilitarian
bottle.

Pharmaceutical (860D): This categorv was used to describe early
20th century pharmacy bottles. For the most part, these were of
brown glass with stippled bottoms and Automatic Bottle Machine

marks.

Beverage (A&l): This category is a general one, designed to

encompass those fragments that cannot be assigned a specific
function such as beer, soda or mineral water.

Unidentifiable Bottle Blase (A22): This category comprises those
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fragments of bottle which are too small to be assigned a specific
function.

TABLE GLASS

The table glass group is composed of 25 categories. Some of
these have diagnostic technological or stylistic elements that
are useful for dating.

Flain drawn gtem wing glass (BO03): Drawn stem wine glasses are a
kind of stemware associated with the second, third and last
quarter of the 18th centuwry and continuing into the early 1%th
century. However, there appears to be a stylistic break between
the 1720-1760 group, which is characterized by stems with tears
and trumpet or waisted bowls (Noel Hume 19&48b:18, Fig. 8), and
the 1780-18B0% group which are characterized by funnel or cup
bowls and usually lack tears. The stem of the vessel is drawn
out from the bowl so that the stem and bowl represent one piece.
The foot element i1s then added, thus forming the vessel in a two
part process. The fpot can be either solid, conical or folded.

A solid iron bar pontil is almost always used. This kind of wine
glass stem if similar to those found archaeologically at the New
Bremen Glassmanufactory site circa 1784-179% (hoel Hume

1974:190; 19464:118). Dates for this kind of stem are 1780-1805
{Noel Hume 19746:190-91), and "177% through early 19th century”
(McNally 1982:9&). For analytical purpeoses, Noel Hume's date
(see above) was used. '

Hexagonally cut faceted stem with bridge fluting (EQS): This
kind of wine glass stem is characterized by eight cut facets
extending from the foot/stem junction to a point partially up

the bowl. it has been dated 1760-1770 (Noel Hume 1974:190-93),
1770~1800 {(Davis 1964:25) and 1760-1810 (Havynes 1970:284-8%), and
"after 1760-ca. 1800) (McNally 1982:76, fig. 48). For analytical
purposes, this stem has been dated 1760-1800 based on Noel Hume’'s

(1976) TFR and Davis® (192&4) terminal date.

Air twist stem (BO7): One air twist stem was found
(669, cx199, cmpZ7). This vessel was of colorless lead glass and
had a splid iron bar pontil mark. It was dated according to

Noel Hume (1976:190-91) as 1735-17&60.

Waterglass or tumbler (B1Z2): This vessel is characterized as
non—-lead glass with a typical tumbler shape with cut sides and
beveled lip. McNally (1979:73) attributes this style to EBohemia

or Germany and dates it only to the 18th century.

This category is a general ocne, designed to encompass small
fragments that cannot be assigned to specific stems.

Vi-g
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(B25): This category is a general one, designed to encompass

fragments of unpanelled tumblers.

Jumbler with ILynp rings” (B26): Only one fragment of this kind
of vessel was found (G128, cxS20.03, cmpiS). It was composed of
lead glass. Lynn rings are faint horizontal striations arocund
the body of the vessel. This vessel was not included in the
plates because the striations were clearly defined in the

photographs.

Decanter (HZ8): 0One decanter finish was found (G131, cxS20.03,
cmplil). This fragment was similar to a decanter illustrated in
McNally (1982:81, fig. 53) and attributed by McNally, to England

in the second half of the 18th century.

Unidentifiable wheel-engraved fragments (B230Q): This category is

a general one, and may include fragments of stemmed wine glass or
tumbler.

(B35): This category is a very general one, and includes

undecorated fragments that may not be specifically assigned.

(B40}): This category is a general one, and includes small

fragments that cannot be associated with a stem.

Footed tumbler (B6S5): This cateqgory is only represented by one
vessel (Gab, cxiEB54.01, cmpid). It is of leaded glass and has
little or no bowl extant. (This wvessel may be a jelly glass

rather than a tumbler).

Eleven—sided hand blown tumbler (B67): This category.is
represented by one vessel {(G6B, cu3b0, cmpzZ9), & hand blown
tumbler with eleven cut sides and large dish-—shaped finished

pontil.

inverted baluster-stem wine glass with tear (B&B): This category
is characterized by & number of colorless lead glass vessels all
of which have solid iron bar pontil scars. All have tears and
one (BB1, cxi02Z.03, ecmpdb3) has vertical +ibbing on the bowl.
Unlike the drawn stem wine glass (BO3) which is manufactuwred in a
two part process, the balustered stem wine glass is made in a
three part process. On close inspection it will be observed that
the bowl, stem and foot are three distinct elements. The dates
given to baluster stem wine glasses vary. Haynes (1970:207) and
Davis (1964:24-23) date the period 1685-1725, and 14685-1735
respectively. The date used here though, is Noel Hume's date of
1690-1710 {1976:190-91).

Unidentifiable fopted vessel (Be?): This category consists of
two vessels (GA3, cx254.07, cmpld4; Bbb, cx254.01, cmpl4) both of
colorless lead glass. Although I did not feel comfortable

attributing function to these fragments, it appears that 863
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which has a gadrooned base, may be a jelly glass.

"Silesian® stem wine glass (B70): Only one vessel of this type
was found (G78B, cxl10Z.03, cmpé&3). It 1s four sided with rounded,
undecorated shoulders and & single large tear. It is of
colorless lead glass (See Flate VI-8). Similar vessels are
illustrated in Haynes (1970:plate &3, fig. B) and hNoel Hume
(1968-9:28-29, no. 39). Dated 1710~1720, based orn Noel Hume

(1976:190-91, 19468:28).

Handled cup (B71): This category is represented by two vessels
from cx520.03. FBRoth are of colorless non-lead glass with applied
handles and wheel engraved decoration near the rim. These

vessels were not assigned dates. (See Flate VI-12).

Tumblier (B72): This category encompasses tumbler fragments,

bases or vessels, Unlike the Water Street breakdown into three
sizes, no size is implied here.

Centrally knopped wine glass stem (B73): This category is

represented by one vessel (G117, cxS20.03, cmpliS). The vessel is
a centrally knopped stem, the knop being rounded rather than
bladed or angular. The bowl is probably an incurved bucket bowl,

and the foot is seolid. The vessel is composed of colorless lead
glass and displays a solid iron bar pontil on its base. See
McNally (1982:106, fig. Bl) for a similar if not identical
vessel. He attributes thics vessel to Britain in the "late 18th
or early 19th century”.

Wine glass stem (B76): This cateqgory is represented by only one
example (GB2, cx 102.03, cmpbdl). A similar example is
illustrated in Noel Hume (196B-9:13, fig. 4; 20, no. 5) and is
best described in his words: "Wine or ale glass with the stem
comprising a double knop with two flattened knops of increasing
sire above, topped by a bladed knop and flat cushion collar"
(1968: 20, no. S5). Our example, though, lacks the flat cushion
coallar at the top. 682 is composed of colorless lead glass.

(See Flate VI-B). Although Noel--Hume mentions a possible origin
of the Netherlands for his example, I have not attributed origin
to ocur example, I have dated it 1690-1695, based on Noel Hume
(1968: 1353, +ig 4; 20, no.S5S).

WALDGLAS

The site produced a number of fragmente of Waldglas ("forest
glass"). This glass is characterized by its greenish aquamarine-
green—amber color, and is associated with 1&6th, 17th and 18th
century glassworks in Europe. "The main EBEuropean regions of

Waldglas were Holstein, the areas around Hanover, Hessen,

Mi=-140



ARTIFACT ANALYSIS: GLASS

Thuringia, Franconia, Saxony, the Bohemian and Bavarian forests,
the Tyrcl, Bohemia and Silesia. Forest glassworks also existed
in the Netherlands in the valleys of the Meuse and the Sambre, in
France in Normandy, Lorraine, Picardy, Vendee, Burgundy and in
Scandinavia in the province of 8maland" (Drahotova 1983:71). For
purposes of analysis, Waldglas origins were labelled "possibly
Germany".

Four categories of Waldglas were recovered {from the Broad

Street site. In decreasing order of specificity they are:

B64 Romer fragments were characterized by a greenish agua to
light green glass. The only fragments definitely attributable to
Romers are those with raspberry prunts, coil wound feet,
hemispherical bowl, and milled decoration at the bowl stem
junction. A conservative stance was taken when attributing
function. In order for a Romer to be classed as such, it had to
display several of the above elements. For example, G3, cx3I12,
cmp » although it did not have attached prunts, did display a
small section of milled decoration at the bowl stem junction in
addition to a significant section of bowl curvature. Similarly
G115, cx 180, cmp 24, displayed the same atiributes as G3 with the
addition of a raspberry prunt.

B74 - FPassglas. Several fragments mending to form were
recevered, (G7, Cx447, cmpié). These fragments consist of the
wall of a vessel with two horizontal strips of milled glass,
applied 19mm apart (see Plate VI-4). In published references it
is very similar to a Fassglas from the Jerome Strauss collection
{1955:40-41, fig. 94) and an example in Honey (1%4&:plate 40F).
The Passglas is a tall cylindrical vessel encircled by milled
bands of glass dividing the glass into equal parts. This was
passed from one perscon to another requiring the guest to drink
exactly the amount between the bands before passing the glass.

Waldglas -~ General

I
G
3
T
-
e
3
rt
b3
[
ri
=2
3
113
it
[1n]
1o
Im
I~
I
s
| =
Ji=-
13
m
5
i}
n
n
b
a]
3

Drawn out with nipple

Lax)
I~
1n
T
-
[l
3
r+
-3
s
ina
T
0
8
(ns
-5
[11]
n
8]
o
m
b
]
a4
[ =
[y
3
a
i
m
in
n
s
0
2

or plain.
Categories Bb6bS and B75 represent prunts which may have

belonged to several different kinds of vessels. Although each
are commonly found on Romers, I took a more conservative outlook.
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Raspberry prunts, in addition to occwring on Romers, may also
occur on Stangenglas and HEeaker forms. I could find no published
references of raspberry prunts on the "Berkemever ‘'s" form.
Similarly, plain prunts occur not only on Romers, but also on
Stangenglas, Berkemeyer, and Beaker forms. With this fact in
mind, I could not assign form or function without more attributes
being present. This was a direct result of the poor condition
and fragmentary nature of the sample. Both B&6 and B7S, then,
represent a general category of Waldglas.

Unidentifiable table glass (B99): A category encompassing those

fragments of table glass that cannot be assigned a more specific
function.

WINDDW GLASS
The window glass was broken down into nine categories, the
most temporally diagnostic of which was C04, safety glass;

Safety glass has a TPE of 1891 (Lorrain 1968:44).

Gheet or broad glass (CUl): Window glass made by blowing an

ETSEEaEEd—EGEE1e ot C;I;;aer, cutting the ends, and splitting the
cylinder. The surface usually has irregularities, some being
linear striations.

Crown glass (COZ): Crown glass was recognized by semicircular

striations and bubbles, or by finding a curved edge fragment.

Flate glass (CU3): Flate glass can be distinguished from

ordinary window glass by its thickness. Fragments from
Broad Street usually measwed /4 inch or more in thickness.

Safety glass {(Cl4): Safety glass is aguamarine glass with

embedded witre mesh. As stated above, it dates to post-1891
(Lorrain 19&6B:44).

Acid-etched window glass (E08): This category includes glass

that has been acid treated to make it translucent.

Window gengral type-unspecified (C07): This category includes

all fragments of window that camnot be assigned to other
categories.

Star pattern window glass (Cl): This category is composed of

fragments that have a raised star pattern on them. The effect is
to make the glass tramnslucent.

Grid pattern window glass (C11): Similar to CO5, this glass has
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a cross—hatched design embossed on it.

OTHER GLASS

Lamp chimney (D04): Lamp chimney fragments were recognized by
their being either thin aguamarine or colorless glass. Usually
one of the ends of the chimney was present.

Mirror (D0O35): This category was characterized by thick flat

glass with a silver backing (usually decaved).

Melted unident glass (DO&): This category consists of any melted

VI-13
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MNV:  MINIMUM NUMBER OF VESSELS

As an analytical category, minimum number of vessels was
ascribed to each Component as follows: In features MNV was
assigned to bases or unique finish elements or body fragments
that could not possibly he associated with the bases. For
example, 4 wine/liquor bottles and one vial finish would be given
an MNV of 5. In larger strata, such as cmp34 and cmp3S, the same
was also true. However, body fragments of common vessels such as
wine/liguor or vial that did not mend to bases were not assigned
an MNV due to probable duplication. This method, although of
limited utility (Orton 1980:156-1467), can be taken as an

extremely conservative minimum vessel count.

DECORATIVE TECHNIGQUE

01 - milkglass trailed on rim

02 - milled decoration

03 — applied handle

o4 - cut

05 - mel ted

06 -~ applied rigaree

Q7 - internal air twist

o8 - wheel engraved decoration

09 - moalded fluting on bowl

10 — embedded enamel rods

11 - wheel engraved and cut

12 - " molded gadrooning

13 - prunt shaped with plunger (Drahotova 1983:73)
14 - combination of raspberry prunt and milled decoration on

ane fragment

E
m
)
A

(derived from the Water Street site)

- very heavy wear

- heavy wear

- slight wear

no wear

- waterworn or vrolled

- wear on inside of vessel

- n/a due to devitrification

SN AW -
|
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COLOR

The following codes were used to define color. i1t should be
poted that at 175 Water Street the number ¢ referred to olive
green/bl ack. At the Broad Street site, this was changed to #13.
{Note: When zero occurs in the color column this means that the
color is obscured by heavy devitrification. This is common both

on window and Waldglas).

1 - brown/amber /honey

2 - Emerald/teal

3 - Cobalt ’

4 - Aguamarine (all hues and tones)

S - milkglass

& — clear or colorless, commonly referred to as "white"
among glassmakers

8 - clear with amethyst tint

? - oclive amber

10 - greenish aqua

11 - light grass green

12 - burgundy

13 - olive green/black

14 - smokey grey

18 - red, white, blue and colorless

BASE

The base characteristic of bottles, in this case, refer to
the empontilling technigue, snap case or machine cut-off scar.
These attributes are technological features that are useful for
dating, particularly for a TFPG.

i. Blowpipe pontil scar: A circular ring of glass on the base

of the bottle from the use of a blowpipe as a pontil.

2. Seolid iron bar pontil or glass tipped pentil: This kind of

pontil leaves a solid circle of glass on the base of the vessel.
It is most common on tablewares and on later examples is usually
polished or ground (see #&6).

4. Sand pontil: (In the 173 Water Street report this kind of
pontil was #0). "The ‘sand’ pontil consists of a gather of glass
on the pontil which has been shaped to conform to the basal
profile and then dipped in sand” (Jdones 1971:4%). The resulting
mark is a large circle of glass chips and sand. The interior of

the sand pontil often has a pebbled surface.

VI-—-135
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3-  CGuatrefoil kickup with sand pontil: When the base of the
bottle was to be formed, a four pronged instrument was inserted
and used to indent the base. This left a quatrefoil mark at the
deepest point of the kickup. This was then followed by the use

ot the sand pontil to hold the bottle for finishing.

&. Bround pontil: A ground or “"finished" pontil may occur as
two forms. On lead glass tableware, the ground pontil is
characterized by a shallow to very deep dish—shaped area on the
base of the vessel. UOn soda-lime tableware, the grinding is more

coarse and usually lacks polishing.

7. The snap case: The snap case "had a short central

post...ending in a heavy cup which encircles the bottom of the
bottle...and two parallel matching side bars that extend beyond
the cup several inches, ending in two right-angled wings,
slightly curved. They spring ocutwards, and are compressed
together by a sliding sleeve which is pushed along the bar toward
the cup, so as to sgqueeze the side bars together and toward tHe
central part” (Toulouse in Mckearin and Wilson 1978:14). The
snap case was patented in the U.5. in 1857 (Mckearin and Wilson
1978:14). 1 have therefore used 1857 as a TPE for this device.

8. Machine cutoff scar: This scar "is a distinctive, circular
3

mark with ‘feathery’' edges, and is caused by the shears that cut
off the gob of glass in the suction machines" (Miller and
Sullivan 1981:15). It postdates 1903,
LEAD/NON-LEAD

A shortwave ultraviolet light was utilired to test for
leaded glass. Leaded glass glows a deep ice blue color under the
shortwave UV light, whereas non-lead glass does not. The use of
lead oxide in glass, although used as far back as 1400 B.C.
(Frank 1982:B3), did not become widely used until its re-—
introduction into the glass industry in 14676 by George
Ravenscroft {(Charleston 19683 Jane Schadel Spillman 1984, Pers.
Comm). This technological addition to 17th century glassmaking
provides a firm archaeoclogical terminus post quem, or in some
cases, a terminus ante quem. Throughout the report, wherever
leaded glass cannot be dated by other manufacturing or stylistic

attributes, it was dated post-146746. Although this date may be
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useful in some instances, for example, the 1640, 14680 and 1710
temporal groups, it becomes useless after the 1710 temporal
group. After 1710, lead is an extremely common metal additive
and probably constitutes the most common metal used for table
glass. Therefore, when post-16746 dates are used in the 1795 and
1844 temporal groups, they simply refer to fragments that are

lead glass.

FINISH TYPOLOGY

The "finish" constitutes the lip or collar of the bottle. Most
bottle finishes at the Broad Street site were madé using a pontil
rod, ring iron or pucellas. Several were manufactured using a
clamp-on tool.

#1 - flared or everted finiéh, common on vials

#23 - similar to finish type #1. However, instead of being

simply drawn vut, this type is drawn out and folded back over to
the inside.

#27 — wetted off (sometimes sheared)

#54 - crown closure

#5358 — flared or everted +finish. On decanter.

#5359 — Wetted off and hand tocoled lip. Specie jar.

#64 — Rounded collar "blob teop". Soda, minerzl water or beer.

#65 ~ applied string-rim on and over wetted off lip. (CxS529)
#66 - flared finmish (CxS29)
#47 — snuff finish (See G114, cxS20.03, cmplS).

Type &8: Finish type 48 is characterized by a rounded string-rim
applied below a plain lip. The average height of the string-rim
to the lip is Smm. Above the string-rim there is, in all three
cases, a slight indentation from the pucellas or tool used to
form the lip. The average neck height is S.4é6cm, compared with a
width {(at the shoulder) of S5.43cm. Thus the neck height/neck
width ratio is almost 1 to 1. The bore diameter is consistently
2cm.

OF three examples (522, cx. 102.03, cmp 63; G422, cx. 422, cmp
697, cx. &04, cmp 53) the range of variation in dimensions are as
follows:

Lip Diameter: 2.7-3.0 cm

Bore Diameter: Z cm

String-Rim toc Lip: 3-7 mm

String—Rim diameter: 3.4 cm (one ex.!’
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Neck Height: 4.4-7 cm
Width of String-Rim: 4-6 cm

This finish is similar
(19261: 103, no. 8) and dated
(1974:195) finish for 1689,

dated by seals az circa 1684-1713
1685-1710 based on Noel Hume

Iype 70:
string-rim applied and then

average lip diameter is 2.733cm.

ARTIFACT ANALYSIS: GLASS

to those illustrated in Noel Hume
1683-1715. Also Noel Hume's

and similar to those finish elements
{(Noel Hume 197&:63). dated

(1961, 1974, 1976).

This finish type is characterized by a v-section

toocled downward onto the neck. The
The average bore diameter is

2.0em. The average height of string-rim to lip is .Slcm.
0f eight eramples (G105, c»58B7, cmp 54; G106, cxSB7,cmpS4; G99,
ex35%6, cmp 53; G698, cxb04, cmp 533 B33, cx618, cmpl4; G4, cxbIS,
cmp34; G233, cx273, cmp3d4; G322, cxS516, cmp 34) the range of
variation in dimensions are as follows:
Lip Diameter: Z.7-2.8 cm
Bore Diameter: 1.9-2.1 cm
String-—rim to lip: 1-8 mm
Thickness of string-rim: 4-10 mm
String-rim diameter: 3.6 mm (1 example)
Neck Height: &.2-6.4 cm (2 examples?
Neck width: 5 mm (1 example)
Width of string—rim: 3-7 mm
Similar to a Noel Hume (1973:%, No. &, 8-10) dated 1700-1720, but
dated based on I. hoel Hume (1961:99, no. 9, 103) as 1705-172Z0.

Ivpe 71:

section string-rim below a plain lip.
string—-vrim to the lip is 4mm.
Orn one example the measurable neck height

string—rim is 5.3%cm.
was 8.6cm.

Finigh type 71 is characterized by & well-tooled v-—

The average height eof the
The average thickness of the

Of three examples (G573, cxl1%7, cap2B; G548 cxl197, cmp2B: G665,
cx403, cmp 17) the range of variation is as follows:
Lip Diameter: 2.6-2.7 cm
Bore Diameter: Z.0-2.1 cm (1 example)
String-rim to lip: 3-& mm
Thickness of string-rim: 4-7 mm
String-rim diameter: 3.3. cm (1 example)
Neck Height: 8.& cm (1 example)
Neck Width: 5.0 cm (1 example)
Width of string-rim: 3-5 mm
Similar to lip description in Noel Hume (1961:103 no. 11) and

dated at about 1710-1730.

finishes from the Roma site,

1732-1745. Her wine/liquor
basis for dating this type.

See Alvyluia

{(1981:465-75) for similar
an English/French settlement circa
finishes date 1725-1730, and are the
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Iype 72: This finish type is characterized by a round (in cross-
section) string-rim applied below a plain lip. {The string—rim
may have been v-sectioned, however, since devitrification has
caused minor exfoliation).

This type is composed of one erxample (G644, cx124.02, cmp 33), the
dimensions of which are as follows:

Lip Diameter: n/a

Bore Diameter: n/a

String-rim to lip: & mm
Thickness of string-rim: 4-3 mm
String—+im diameter: n/a

Neck Height: n/a

Neck width: n/a

Width of string-rim: 2Z—4 mm

This finish is similar to those illustrated in Noel Hume
(1974:1%93) for circa 1730-1770. See alsoc Noel Hume (1961:105,
no. 20) dated 1750-1770. On the basis of these dates and
examples, this finish type was dated 1750-1770.

iype 73: THis finish type is characterired by the mouth of the
bottle being thickened and tooled downward over a flattened v-—
section string—rim. There is & marked ‘pinching’ below the
string—-irim.

This type is composed of one example (G44, cx294, cmp 26), the
dimensions of which are as follows:

Lip Diameter: 3.2-3.5 cm

Bore Diameter: 2.7 cm

String—-rim to 1lip: & mm

Thickness of string-rim: approx. 7 mm
String-—rim diameter: 3.2 cm

Neck height: 9.7 cm

Neck width: 3.2 cm

Width of String-rim: 4.0 cm

Noel Hume (1961:105) notes that the pinching below the
string-rim is characteristic of bottlesz of the late 18th and
early 1%th centuries. He dates a similar example at
approximately 1770-1780. Smith (1983:35, fig. ZLC) illiustrates a
neck and finish similar to this example. Her example dates from
the 1760°'s to the 17%0's. Harris (1981:137, fig. 4A) illustrates
a similar example. The date of 1770-1800 is taken from Noel Hume
(1961:108) .

- Type 74: This finish type is characterized by a thickened mouth
that has been tooled downward over a flattened string-rim.
Uniformity varies, some are neat and well-tooled. others are
extremely sloppy. The average lip diameter is 3.6%cm. The
average bore diameter is 2.32, and the average height of string-
rim to lip is .8lcm.
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Of eight examples (G631, cx5ié, cmp 34:; G35, cxS13, cmp3b;
627, cxS1lé6, cmp 34; B30, cx51é6, cmp 34; Gii8, cx520.03, cmp 15;
G136, cx103, cmp 77; G755, cxb20, cmp 11; G135, cxl0, cmp77) the
range of variation in dimensions are as follows:

Lip diameter: 3.4-3.9 cm

Bore diameter: 2.1-2.4 cm
String-rim to lip: .6-1.3 cm
String-rim diameter: 3.0-3.6 cm
Nect height: 7.5-8.5 cm

Neclk width: 4.2-5.0 cm

In Noel Hume (19461:105, no 2Z1) a similar bottle and finish
is dated 1770-1800. Also, see Harris (1981:137, fig 4B) and
Smith (1983:35, fig. 2D) for similar examples. Noel Hume has twe
lip finishes similar to these in "All The Best Rubbish®
{(1974:195), dating 1780~-182C. I prefer to use these two as TFR
and end date.

Iype 753: This finish type is characterized by a flattened
string-rim below a rounded lip. A lipping tool (ie: clamp) was
used. Only one very fragmentary example (G225, cx625, cmp 34)
makes up the sample. Its only quantifiable dimensions are as
follows:

String-—rim to lip: 12 mm
Thickness of string-rim: 7 mm

This finish type is probably post-1820, based on the use of
clamp-on lipping tool rather than the use of pucellas {(Jones,
pers. comm. in Heaudet 1981:87, 102, Mckearin and Wilson,
1978:217).

Iype 76: Finish type 76 is characterized by a thick string-rim
tooled into the lip to form a solid band around the neck.  The
string-rim is slightly beveled with a down-tooled v-section.

This +inish type was represented by only one example (G671, cxbél4,
cmp 11). Its dimensions are as follows:

Lip Diameter: 3.0 cm

Bore Diameter: 2.0 cm
STring—rim to lip: n/a
thickness of string-rim: 1.1 cm
String-rim diameter: 3.2 cm
Neck height: n/a

Neck width: n/a

Width of string—-rim: & mm

Although this finish type seems to be associated with wine
or even champagne bottles dating from the late 18th to the early
1%9th century, it was not given a date.

Iype 77: This finish is characterized by the mouth being

flattened and tooled downward over a flattened string-rim.
dJudging from its appearance, it also seems to have a very long
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neck., The lip diameter averages 3.é4cm, and the bore diameter
averages 2.2%cm. The height of the string-rim to lip is 5.5cm.

Of two examples (G641, cx 420, cmp 323 6137, cxlb, cmp 25),
the range of variation is as follows:

Lip diameter: 3.4-3.9 cm

Hore diameter: Z.1-2.4 cm
String-rim to lip: S5-6 mm
Thickness of string—rim: 4-8 mm
String-rim diameter: 3.3-3.4 cm
Neck height: 10.5 cm (1 example)
Neck width: 4.5 cm (1 example)

Identical to finish in Smith (1983:35, fig 2D) dating from

1760's to 17%0's. Dated according to Noel Hume (197&:&7-58) as
1760-1790.

MOLE TYPES:

1 - Freeblown

2 — Dipmold

3 — Mold blown (type indeterminate)
11 - Automatic Bottle machine

13 — Free bBlown and cut
14 - Turn mold
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STRATA GROUF IA

Strata Group 1A, the Building A structural elements, yielded
a total of 2IT7 glass fragments. These fragments were divided
into the following percentage groups: 24.9% bottle glass; 2.5%
table glass; 12.7% window glass and &0% other glass. OFf the
other glass, 141 fragments or 59.49%4 of the total strata group
‘were classified as unidentifiable due to their small size and
lack of diagnostic attributes.

Gf the Total glass, 7.56% were dateable. OFf this, 6.3% was
dated post-1676 due to lead glass composition. These fragments
of lead glass may be intrusive, since they occcur where cobbles
wére missing (CX 312}, or where the cobbles were cut by a brick

drain (CX 127).

total of 17 glass fragments. These were divided into 8Z.35%
bottle glass, 11.76% window glass and 5.88% other glass. glass.
‘No dateable fragments were found.

Lomponent 5 the building A builders trench, vyielded only one

fragment of glass — a piece of a wine/liqguor bottle. it was not
dateable.

Component & the building A cobbled floor, vielded a total of
18% glass fragments. These were divided into 13.22% bottle glass,
3.17% table glass, 12.14% window glass and 71.42% other glass.

Of 189 fragments, 12 or 6.34% were dateable. 9 or 4.76% were
dated post-16745 based on their lead glass composition. Four

raspberry prunte were recovered.

Raspberry prunt (Cx 640, G2). 6Greenish aguamarine below
devitrification. This example may be from a Romer ot
Stangenglas. Dated post-1630, based on Drahotova (12983:72). See
Flate VI-1.

Romer fragment (Cx 312,63). Greenish aquamarine glass. Applied
milled decoration at junction of bowl and stem. Not dated. See
Flate VI-1.

Raspberry prunt (Cx 312,54). Color indeterminate, due to

devitrification. Dated post-14630, based on Drahotova {1983:72).
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See Flate VI-1.

Raspberry prunt (Cx 361, Gl). Color indeterminate due to
devitrification. This example represents a poor impression — it
appears that the stamp slid somewhat. It may be from a Romer or
Stangenglass. Dated post-1630 based on Drahotova (1983:72). See
Flate VI-1.

Component A4z the interior dividing wall Building A, yielded a
total of 30 glass artifacts. These were divided into &3.33%
bottle glass, 14.66% window glass and 20%Z other glass. &
fragments of unidentifiable glass (D99) were dated post—14&76
based on their lead glass composition (Jane Schadel Spillman

pers. comm. 1984).

STRATA GROUF IC

Strata Group iC, the substrates, vielded a total of 11 glass
fragments. These were divided into 34.4% bottle glass; 27.3%
window glass and 36.4% other glass. None was dateable. 7 or

63.637% were unidentifiable fragments.

Component 1 the yellow silt, yielded five fragments of glass.
By category these were 40% bottle glass, 20% window glass and 40%
other glass. No dateable glass was recovered. The small sample
size of this component makes it difficult to state anything about
its contents.

Lomponent 37 - The silt surface behind building A, vielded 1
glass artifact - an unidentifiable bottle fraament. It was not
dateahle.

Component 44 the silt surface north of building A, vielded a

total of 5 glass fragments. These broke down into 20% bottle
glass, 404 window glass and 40% other glass. None were dateable.

STRATA GROUP ID
Strata Group 1D, the 17th century construction/destruction
debris, vielded a total of 61 glass fragments. These were

divided into S0.8% bottle glass; 9.B% table glass;: 19.7% window
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glass and 19.77% other glass. 18% were dateable, 14.8% of which
were dated post-166467, based on their lead composition. One
fragment of table glase (CX 598, G77) of circa 1680, with applied

decoration provided the only date.

-

Component 3 the construction debris north of building A,
vielded & total of 14 glass fragments. These were divided into
?2.85% bottle glass, and 7.14% other glass. No dateable fragments

were found.

Component 4 the yellow brick debris, vielded a total of 41
glass fragments. These were divided into 36.58% bottle glass,
14.63% table glass, 29.26% window glass and 19.51% other glass.
Of 41 fragments, 8 (19.51%) were dateable. Six were dated post—
1676, based on lead glass composition (Jane Schadel Spillman,
pers. comm. 1%84), and two fragments were dated by comparison to
a 17th century vessel. This vessel (cx 498, G77) was represented
by two fragments of colorless lead glass with blue milled trail
and clear milled trail decoration, which mended (see Flate VI-Z).
Functionally, these fragments may represent a beaker or flute.
See Haynes (1970:plate S6) for a similar example dating ca. 1680.
For dating purposes, Hayne's date of 1680 was used since it is
very similar to our example.

Component 40 the fill of the trench, vielded & glass fragments.

These were divided into 50% bottie and S50% other glass. Dateable
glass (3 fragments of leaded glass) comprised S0% of the sample.

STRATA GROUF 11IA

Strata Group 2A, the mid-17th century features, vielded a
total of 63 fragments of glass. These were divided into 14.3%
bottle glass; 9.5% table glass; S0.8% window glass and 25.4%
other glass. 0Of the 63 fragments, 4.B8B% were dateable and these
consisted entirely of Romer fragments which were dated post—-1630
based on the use of Raspberry prunts as decoration (Drahotova
1983:72). No lead glass was fnynd in these components,

indicating a date of pre-14676 based on negative evidence. In
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addition only & or 9.52% of the glass is wine/liguor bottle
fragments. Noel Hume (1976:62) states that the globular bodied
dark green glass wine bottle made its first appearance around the
mid-17th century. This date is corroborated by Mckearin and
Wilson, who date its beginning as "1430-50-1665" (1978:206-08).
The small number of wine/liguor bottles in these deposits points

toc a probable date-mf pre—1450.

Component 8 the builder ‘s trench for the north bérrel vielded 9
fragments of glass. 66.66% was wine/liquor bottle fragments, and
33.334 was window glass. None were dateable.

Compongnt 2 the builders trench for the south barrel (cmp 14)
contained 18 fragments of glass. 0OFf these, 5.55% were bottle
glass, 16.66% were table glass, 55.55% were window glass, and
22.23% were classified as "other glass". Overall, the fragments
from the builders trench did not provide any dates. There was
also a lack of lead glass in the sample. One fragment of glass
(cx 354, B13B) is a piece of wine glass bowl with rim. it is
composed of light green bottle glass with bubbled and is very
delicate. Under longwave UV light, the fragment glows pea green.
MchNally (1979:21) notes similar characteristics for ‘verre
commun’ glass of French origin.

cistern, contained one fragment of glass. This was coded as an
unidentifiable fragment. The small sample size makes conclusions
somewhat meaningless, although it can be stated that the absence
of glass may reflect the paucity of artifacts in 17th century
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Lomponent 12 the pit associated with the north barrel, vielded 4 wasol o

Component 10 the builders trench for the oval yvellow brick

fragments of glass. 75% of these were window glass and 25741 were d&ml

table glass. The table glass fragment consists of a raspbercy E
. X VPQS,«Q(/J
prunt (cx 259, (G14) of green glass (see Plate VI-3). This has
been dated post—-1630 based on Drahotova {1983:72). gl ao
Valued
tews Y

Component 13 the north barrel in Lot 8, yielded 2B fragments of ~aie

glass. Of this total, 7.14% were bottle glass, 7.14% were table Show

glass, S0%L were window glass and 35.71% were other glass. Both Q&Q‘“F“h
fragments of table glass were Romer glass and all glass labelled )

other were unidentifiable fragments. Two fragments or 7.148% of Quchoatlege
the totals were dateable. Other fragments found in the barrel decﬁwh
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are as follows:

One Raspberry Prunt (cx 144, G&). Heavily devitrified, color
indeterminate. This fragment appears to represent a vessel with
extremely thin body walls {see Plate VI-3). Dated post-1630
(Drahotova 1983:72).

One Romer base (cx 529, GS), with two applied raspberry prunts
and coil wound foot; green glass with slight kickup with solid
iron bar pontil {(see Plate VI-3). For similar example see "Glass
Drinking Vessels from the Jerome Strauss Collection (1955:41-2;
fig.97). See also Theuerkauff-Liederwald (19&68) for many 17th
century examples that are similar to this example. Dated post-—
1630, based on raspberry prunts (Drahotova 1983:72).

Two window glass fragments (cx 529, G70), which is probably a
fragment of a quarrel from a casement window, in light green
glass. One angle is 104 degrees. This is probably a diamond-
shaped piece. See Davies (1973:7%9a) for an illustration that is
similar to this fragment.

Bottle finish (cx529, G73): flared finish of greenish agua

glass that is slightly devitrified. This bottle finish was given
an unidentifiable function, though it may be a vial (see Plate
VI-3).

Unidentifiable finish (cx 529, G76). This fragment appears to be
a light burgundy colored glass although this may be the result of
devitrification.

The associated components 8, 12 and 13 provide some interesting
insights. Like component 9, the builders trench for the south
barrel, the components associated with the north barrel do not
tontain leaded glass. The lack of leaded glass as a
technological "type artifact" may imply a terminus ante quem
(=date after which) of 1676 for these deposits.

Leaded glass may be viewed as a technological “"type artifact"
since it was developed in 1676 by George Ravenscroft in England.
Therefore, the presence of leaded glass implies a TPQ of 1&676.
The opposite of this argument concerns the lack of leaded glass
in certain deposits. Does the lack of leaded glass provide an
adequate form of negative evidence to base a TFPG of 16767 It
might be argued that the rapid sptread and immense popularity of
the new metal makes the concept of a diagnostic type artifact
very attractive. However, a caveat must always be present, since
cultural factors may have affected the nature of the evidence.
For example, the artifacts from these associated components may
reflect the household of a Germanic or Dutch household, a group
that might be more disposed towards cld world forms (Waldglas)
rather than the new leaded glass. In this case, even backyard
debris used to fill a feature or builders trench might lack
leaded glass fragments.
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Component &1 the builders trench for the Lot 14 barrel, vielded

a total of 3 glass fragments. These were divided into 66.646%
window glass and 33.33% other glass. None were dateable.

When one considers that &3 fragments represent the fill from
7 features (all of Strata Group I1IA), it is possible that
several explanations may account for this. The first concerns
preservation and to what extent 17th century glass may devitrify
to the point where it is ne longer a visible part of the
archaeclogical record. This is improbable, however, since most
of the Components contained window glass and Waldglas, both of
which are composed of common 'green’ glass which devitrifies
easily. Rather, the paucity of glass in these Components may'
reflect the lack of glass artifacts, particularly tabléwares in
Nieuw Amsterdam in the mid-17th century. It is interesting to

note, that within this strata group window or architectural glass

comprises 50.79% of the total glass. ;ZZ’/“LL &f'éme MC@lQéﬁm$ A
ﬁﬁaotuaiz Gluclowt & Aegcanch Yo docem_en Aednd Yo
o e florm.
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Strata Group 2B, the late 17th century features vielded =

total of 255 glass fragments. This was divided intoc 27.45%
bottle glass; 21.17% table glass; 45.09% window glass and &.27%
other glass. 0Of 71 dateable fragments, 56 of these, or 21.96% of

the total glass were dated post-1676 based on their lead content.

Component 14 the south barrel in Lot B produced a total of 27
glass artifacts. OFf these 224, 29.01% were bottle glass, 21.87%
were table glass, 45.08) were window glass and 4.01% were
classified as other glass. Within the other category 44.44% (N-
4) were mirror fragments. Within the table glass tategory, 1007
of the glass was leaded glass. With the exception of 254.02,
lead glass occurs throughout the feature. This implies a
deposition date later than 1674. The leaded glass fragments
comprise 55 of the 69 dateable artifacts from the feature.
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Dateahle artifacts represent 30.80 of the sample, with leaded
glass comprising 24.55% of the total sample.

A bar graph of percentages by group shows bottle glass
occurring in all levels and ranging from 9.09% (254.07) t0O 100%
(254.02). The table glass group is lacking in the .02, .03 and
to 35.71% (254.05). The window glass group comprises the largest
category within the feature. Window glass occcurs in all contexts
except cx 254.02. It ranges from 31.57% (ex 254.01) to &8.18%
{ex 254.07). The "other" group is the smallest represented. It
does not occur in the .02, .06 and ,08 contexts.

A comparison of the barrel and its builders trench brings
cne interesting fact to light. The builders trench does not
contain any leaded glasc whereas the fill of the feature does.
From a sample of fragments of glass from the builders trench, an
argument could be proposed (based on negative evidence) that the
lack of leaded glass implies a terminus ante quem of 14676.

The vessels from the barrel are as follows: One
unidentifiable vessel base (254.01, G&&) of colorless lead glass
(see Flate VI-S5). The base shows a solid iron bar pontil. This

vessel may be a jelly glass or footed tumbler. Since it is
composed of lead glass, it postdates 1676 (Jane Schadel Spillman
pers. comm. 1%84).

One wine/liquor bottle {(cx 254.06, G43) in 14 fragments, olive-
green in color, with a sand pontil was recovered. This bottle
was dated 16B5-1700 based on Noel Hume (1976:463). See Plate VI-
S.

One unidentifiable vessel base (probably a jelly glass) (ex
234.07, G63), of colorless lead glass with solid iron bar pontil
scar (see Flate VI-5). It has a molded gadrooned base above a
solid foot. This vessel is similar in some respects to those
illustrated in Thorpe (1929: Flate 36, bottom right; Flate 35,
No. 3). The first is a jelly or posset glass, the second a
posset glass. Thorpe dates both as circa 1685. Attributed to
England, it is dated post—-1674 based on its lead composition.
The use of gadrooning at the base area of tableware appears to
have a long temporal span, extending from the late 17th Century
(Thorpe 1929:Flate 36) to approximately the late 18th century.
McNally (1982:65, fig. 37) illustrates a gadrooned tankard of
colorless lead metal attributed to England ca. 1750 or later.
Brown (1971:170~71:fig. 14b) shows a similar vessel from an
archaeological context post dating 1768. & later example is
shown by Hughes (195B:pl. 39) having a 1785 coin enclosed between
the foot and bowl! of the mug.

Component 16 the semi-circular yellow brick cistern in Lot 8,
vielded a total of 15 glass fragments. Of these 33.33% were
bottle glass, 246.44% were table glass, and 40% were window glass.
No leaded glass was found in this feature. One vessel type of

particular interest was found, a passglas (see Flate VI-4). The
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passglas fragment (cx 447, G7) is part of a cvlindrical vessel
with two rows of milled decoration around the body. In color, it

is greenish aquamarine with heavy devitrification. See Waldgl as
in Tableglass section.

Component 38 the contents of the basket, yvielded & fragments of
glass. These were divided into 1é&.66% window glass and 83.33%
cther glass. The latter is composed entirely of unidentifiable
fragments. No dateable fragments were found.

Component &2 the barrel displayed a paucity of glass artifacts.
The barrel fill (cmp 62) comprised 10 fragments of glass which

were further broken down intoc 10% table glass, 70% window glass
and 207 other glass. The only dateable artifact, a table glass
fragment (B99) of lead glass composition provides a TFQ of 1&676.

Component 76 the Fear]l Street cut produced no glass. Thie may

have to do with preservation. The artifacts from the cut appear
to date from approximately the early to mid-17th century. Since
leaded glass, which preserves very well, was not developed until
1676. The majority of the glass in the deposits was probably
common bottled glass. This common glass devitrified easily and
if it was in this deposit at one time, by 1983/84 it had
completely decomposed.

Strata Group ZEB represents the first strata group that sees
the introduction of leaded glass. As a technologically
diagnostic attribute, the use of lead glass provides a firm TFPQ
of 1676, Except for a Fassglas dated post-1550, and a'wine
bottle dated 1685-1700, lead glass provided the majority of dated
for this strata group.

It is interesting to note that in Component 1&, the fill of
the 1/2 yellow brick cistern, no lead glass was found. Although
the sample size is somewhat small (15), this lack of leaded glass
may imply a filling episode close to the beginning of the fourth

gquarter of the 17th centwrvy.
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STRATA GROUF 111

Strata Group 3, the early 18th century deposits, yielded a
total of 1154 glass fragments. These were divided into 41.33%
bottle glass; 7.45% table glass; 35.44% window glass and 15.77%
other glass. 0Of the 1154 fragments, 118 were dateable, with 71
dated post-1676 based on their lead content.

Several intrusive artifacts were represented in this group.
These fragments were probably pushed down by backhoe pressure.
The fragments included one piece of a Cornucopia/Urn flask fcmp
34, cx 587, G104) dated 1B20-184%, and four unidentifiable AEM
bottle fragments post dating 1903.

Within this strata group were several temporally diagnostic
artifacts that reoccur throughout. These included inverted
balustered stem wine glass and squat dark olive g?een wine/liqguor

bottles, both of which are probably English in origin.

Component 51 the subswcil in Lot 11, yielded % glass artifacts.
66.66% were bottle glass with table, window and other glass each
representing 11.11%. Only one fragment was dateable, that of a

piece of leaded glass dating post—-1676.

Component 52 the construction debris in Lot 11, yielded a total
of 14 fragments of glass. Of the 14, 7.14% was bottle glass,
71.42% was window glass, and 21.42% was other glass. There was

no table glass, nor were there any dateable artifacts.

Component 53 the lower fill in Building D, yvielded 3450
9 s

fragments of glass. These were divided inte 34.44% bottle glass,
1.33% table glass, 33.77% window glass, and 30.44% other glass.
100% of all the bottle glass was wine/s/liquor. MWithin the table
glass category, & fragments or B3.33% were undecorated wine glass

fragments and 16.466% was facon de Venise.
0+ 450 fragments 15, or 3.33% of the total component, were

dateable. Of these, 4 or .88% were dated post 14674, based on
their lead glass composition.
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Glass fragments of importance are as follows:

One wine/liquor finish in seven fragments {cx 604, G?7), olive
green, heavily devitrified. Finish type 68 (see Flate VI-&).
Similar to Noel Hume (1%61:103, No 8; 1974:195, finish for 1685;
1976:463). Dated 1785 based on these references.

Bottle finish in three fragments (cx 604, (6}, wetted off or
sheared and then fire polished. Aquamarine. Similar to finish
type #27.

Wine/liquor finish in three fragments (cx 604, $598), olive
green. Finish type #70 (see Flate VI-6). Dated 1705-1720 based
on Noel Hume (i1961:9%, no. 9, 103).

One fragment of facon de Venise (c» o992, G101). Colorless, non-
lead glass matrix with red, white and blue decoration. The
precise technical term for this kind of decoration is vetro
fili, "in which all the canes are blown and become embedded in
the glass itself, forming a series of parallel lines” (Tait
1979:50). Convex cross—-sectioned vessel which may be either a
beaker of vase (see Flate VI-9). Tait (1979:50) illustrates a
vase of late 17th or early 1Bth century date (no. 125) that
incorporates pink thread or canes with an inner core of white.
This is very similar to the excavated fragment. He notes that
many of the products thought to be Venetian glass need not be
from Murano, "but of an Antwerp or Southern Netherlands glass
house established by Venetians in the middle of the 16th century
and producing glass a facon de Venise" (1979:50). Similarly,
Drahotova states that "when Antwerp fell intoc the baclground
after the Thirty Years War, its place was taken by Liege. Here
the Bonhomme brothers opened their works in 1638, and in two
glass houses with Venetian and Germanic styles. They soon
extended their works and were able to cover cansumption in the
Netherlands and western France" (1983:66-7). A beaker with red,
white and blue threads is attributed to the Netherlands circa
1600 (Drahotova 1983:57, no. 32).

One wine/liquor base (cx 596, Gl00), olive green with sand
pontil was recovered. Since no bhody curve was present, this
fragment was not assigned a date.

One wine/liquor finish (ecx 596, GY9). Olive green. Finish type
70 (see Flate Vi-é6). Dated 1705-1720 (Noel Hume 1961:99, no. 9,
103y .

Component 5S4 the Building D upper +ill, vielded a total of 477

glass fragments. By category, their percentages are: 65.19%
bottle glass; 3.56% table glass; 23.48%Z window glass and 7.75%
other glass. The largest single functional group in this
component is wine/liquor (AL0) fragments. Wine/liquor comprises
?6.78% of the bottle glass category and 63.10% of the total

component. By'cmmparison, case bottle, another liguor oriented
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functicnal type, only represents 1.28% of the bottle glass.

The amount of dateable glass from this component can be
viewed two ways. Materials consistent with the date of the
deposit (late 17th and early 18th centuries) represent 37
fragments or 7.73% of the total dateable glass. One dateable
fragment representing a 19th centuwry intrusion comprises .2% of
the deposit. This intrusion is a cornucopia‘urn flask fragment
which postdates 1820.

Glass fragments of importance are as follows:

One wine/liquor base (cx 471, G113). Olive green with sand
pontil. Dated 1690-1715 based on combination of attributes such
as body shape and kickup. {Noel Hume 1976:463-43 1961:99, 102-
03},

Two fragments of a wine/liquor finish (cx =87, Gi0%), Finish
type 70 (see Flate VI-4). Dated 1705-1720 based on Noel Hume
(1961:99, no. %, 103).

Dne inverted balustered stem wine glass (ecx 588, G10%). Tear
inside stem. Colorless lead glass. Solid iron bar pontil (see
Flate VI-6). Dated 16901710 based on Noel Hume (1976:190-91).

Two fragments of a wine/liquor bottle finish {(cx sB7, Blos).
Finish type 70 (see Flate VI-&4). Dated 1705-1720, based on Noel
Hume (1961:99, noc. 9, 103).

Wine/liquor base (cx 587, G107). Dark green. Mollette mark with
sand pontil. Dated 1690-1715, based on Noel Hume {(197&:63—
643 19461:1%9,102-103) .

Unidentifiable table glass fragment (cx 587, G10B), Colorless
leaded glass. Molded with ribs and open circular or oval panels
between ribs (see Flate VI~7).

Cornucopia/Urn flask (ecx 5B7, G104). Olive green. Small
fragment shows roped foot of urn. Frobably a GIII-4,5 or &. See
McKearin and Wilson (1978:109-111, SBB-5S89) for date of ca. 1870~
1847,

Wine/liquor base (cx 588, G111). Dark oclive green, sand pontil,
heavily devitrified (see Flate VI-7). Dated 1690-1715 based on
kickup and body form (Neel Hume 1976:63-4; 1961:99. 102-03).

Unidentifiable table glass fragment (cux =588, G6110). FProbably
mends with GIi0O8 in context S87.

Wine/liquor base {(cx 588, Gi12). Olive green, sand pontil. Dated
1670-1715 based on Noel Hume (1976:63-64;1961:99,102~103) .

Compenent &3 the red brick cistern in Lot 14, produced a sample

of 204 glass fragments. These were 1.946% bottle glass; 30.39%
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table glass; 65.68% window glass and 1.94% other glass. 0OFf the
204 fragments, &0 or 29.41% were chronologically significant. OFf
these 60, 9 fragments or 4.41i% were assigned dates and S1 or 25%
can be dated post 1676 based on their lead glass composition.

Of the dateable material, six inverted baluster stem wine
glasses make up the majority, with a single "Silesian stem” wine
glass providing the TFR. Considered as a whole, the deposits
reflect a consistent late 17th to early 18th century assembl age
revolving around the consumption of alccholic beverages. This
includes eight wine glass stems, one almost whole wine/liquor

bottle and the fragments of another, in addition to a case bottle
fragment.

The glass evidence suggests that there may be a break
between 102.01/.02 and 102.03/.04. The glass in contexts 102.01
and 102.02 consists totally of window glass (40 firragments) and 4
unidentifiable fragments. Considering the matrix of the deposit,
this probably represents destruction refuse used as fill. This
may explain the large guantity of window glass and the
fragmentary nature of the other glass artifacts. In contrast,
context 102.03 and 102.04 consisted primarily of whole or almost
whole vessels and fragments of vessels. Rather than secondary
debris, cx 10Z.03 and 10Z.04 appear to be a primary deposit. The
glass, as stated above reflects the consumption of alcohol.

It should be noted that Context 10Z.01 was considered as a
separate entity for the quantitative analysis. It is a slightly
later deposit and does not crossmend with the rest of the
feature,

Artifacts given glass numbers and dates are as follows:

Wine/liquor bottle (cx 102.03, G22). Sguat, olive green, low
domed kickup with sand pontil. Strong shoulder, probably English
(see Flate VI-8). This bottle was dated approximately 1690-1710,
based on MNoel Hume's (1976:43~4) line drawings of sealed
examples.

"Silesian stem" wine glass {cx 10Z.03, G78). Long tear inside
sloping stem. Colorless lead glass (see FPlate VI-8). Dated
1710-1720 based on Noel Hume (1974:190-%1), Haynes (1970:217)
dates these ca. 1715-1765. He assumes that the series started
with the four sided and admits the possibility of their being
earlier — even from the late 17th century. Similarly, Hughes
(1956:73) dates the flat—-faced Silesian stem ca. 1705-1720.

Inverted balustered stem wine glass (ex 102.03, 679). Colorless
lead glass with tear. Dated 16%90-1710 based on Noel Hume
(1976:120-91).

Unidentified footed vessel, possibly a jelly glass of salt (CX
102.03, GBO). Colorless lead glass (see Flate VI-9). PFost-1476
(J. Schadel-Spilliman 1984, pers. comm.).
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Inverted balustered stem wine glass with ribbed bowl (CX 102,03,
G681). Colorless lead glass (see Flate VI-B). Dated 1690-1710
(Noel Hume 1976:190-91).

Stemmed wine glass {(cx 102.03, G82). Double knop with two
flattened knops of increasing size topped by a bladed knop.
Colorless lead glass (see Plate VI-B). Dated 1690-1695 based on
Noel Hume (1%94£8a3:20, fig. 8, no. 5.

Inverted balustered stem wine glass (cx 10Z2.03, GB3). Colorless
lead giass, melted. Dated 1&690-1710 based on Noel Hume
(1976:190-91) .

Unidentifiable undecorated wine glass stem (cx 10Z.03, G84).
Colorless lead glass.

Wine/liquor bottle base fragment (cx 10Z.04, GBT). Heavily
devitrified dark green glass. Dated to late 17th or late 18th
century based on Noel Hume's (1976:633 1961:99-100) bottle shapes
which were dated according to attached seals.

Inverted balustered stem wine glass with tear (cx 102.04, GB6).
Colorless lead glass with solid iron bar pontil scar (see Flate
Vi-8). Dated 1690-1710 based on Noel Hume (1976:1%0-91).

Inverted balustered stem wine glass with tear (cx 102.04, G87).
Colorless lead glass. Dated 1690-1710 based on Noel Hume
(19276:190-191) .

Inverted balustered stem wine glass with tear {cx 102.04, G88).
Colorless lead glass with folded foot. Solid iron bar pontil
scar . Bowl type indeterminate (see Flate VI-8). Dated 1&20-1710
based on Noel Hume (197&4:1%90-191:. '

Possible case bottle (cx 102.04, B8Y). Fewter screw top. Dark
green glass, heavily devitrified. No date assigned (see Flate
VIi—2).

0f the associated components, 51, 52, 53 and 34, the closest
relationship in terms of glass artifact densities and percentages
between 33 and T4. Each have approximately 450 fragments, the
same kinds of vessels and more importantly, there are cross—mends
between the two components. In each component, wine/liquor
bottlies make up a large percentage of the total artifacts. In
fact, combining the two shows the percentage of wine/liguor
bottles to be almost half (49.19%) of the total. This is
followed by the next largest category, window glass, which makes
up 28.47% of the two components combined.

When interpreting these components, it should be noted that
the deposit was located immediately below the 19th Century
basement floors and as a result was subjected to pressure from
the backhoe mounted jackhammer which broke up the basement floor
itself. Only glass fragments sustained fresh breaks. #As
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previously mentioned, the fractures resulting from this activity
have probably inflated the raw counts somewhat, particularly with
respect to wine/liquor bottles. It was noted during the analysis
that many of the fractures on wine/liguor bottles were fresh
breaks. Curved objects, such as the body fragments of wine
bottles are probably much more likely to break under vertical
pressure than flat fragments such as window glass.

STRATA GROUF IVA

Strata Group 4A, the 18th century destruction debris,
vielded a total of 248 fragments of glass. These were divided
into 68.14% bottle glass, 4.83% table glass, 17.33% window gl ass
and 9,&47% other glass. Of the total, only 11 (4.43%} were
dateable, with 4 (1.61%) being dated post-1676 based on their
lead composition.

Mixed in with the 18th century destruction debris were a
number of 17th century glass fragments. In Component 11, two
raspberry prunts and an unidentifiable Waldglas fragment were
found. Similarly, Component 23 yielded four Romer fragments.

Of the 248 glass fragments, only two could be dated to the
18th century. In Component 11, a wine bottle finish (cx &20,
G75) was dated 1780-1B20 (Noel Hume 1974:95), and a finish in
Component 20 {(cx 6416, G&67) was dated 1760~-1i800 (Noel Hume

1976:67-8) .

Component 11 the Building A robbers trench, yielded 188
fragments of glass. These were 78.19% bottle glass, 3.72% table
glass. 10.10% window glass and 7.97%Z other glass. OFf 147
tragments of bottle glass, 138 or 93.87% were wine/1ligquor
fragments. These wine/liquor fragments made up 73.4% of the
total glass from the component. 0OFf five dateable fragments, two
{1.06% of total) were dated post 14674 based on their lead

composition.
Descriptions of specific examples of glass are as follows:

Raspberry Frunt (cx 480, G10) greenish glass dated post—-1630
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based on Drahotova (1983:72).

Raspberry Prunt (Cx 480, Gil). Heavily devitrified. Dated Fost—
1630 based on Drahotova (1983:72). See FPlate VI-10.

Flain undecorated prunt (cx S5&1, 69). Thin thread citrcuit over
prunt. This may be a fragment of a Romer at the junction of bowl
and stem, or it may be a fragment of a Stangenglas near the top of
the vessel (see Flate VI-10), See "Masterpieces aof Glass"

(1968: 136, plate 175) for an example dating teo the early 16th
century. This fragment may also represent part of a "Berkemeyer "
(ibid: 137, plate 177), or a Romer similar to one illustrated
from the Strauss collection (1955:40-41, pl.94) and attributed to
the Dutch in the 17th century. This drawn out prunt may also
represent a kKrautstrunk of "cabbage stalk" beaker, common during
the 16th century. See "Jerome Strauss Collection" (1955:39, pl.
92-93) for two examples that date to the early 1é6th century. See
also Theuerkauff-Liederwald (1968:131-38) for Romers with this
kind of applied prunt. {Tabulated as unidentifiable Waldglas;

no date assigned).

Tumbler (cx 614, G6&1). HNon-lead glass, cut sides with beveled
lip. MecNally (1979:73) attributes this to Eochemia or Germany in
the 1Bth century. This fragment was not dated.

Bottle base (cx 614, G6&2). Sguare cross-section. Deep
aguamarine, sand pontil. Similar to type 1 flacon in Harris
(1979: 125-27). May be French, although it was not assigned as
such in the data base.

Wine/ligquor finish (CX 614, G71). Olive green (see Plate VI-11).
Not dated.

Wine/liquor finish (CX 620, 675). Olive green. Finish type #74
(see Flate VI-11). Dated 1780-1820C based on Noel Hume
(1974:95). '

Component 20 the Building B robbers trench, vielded 23
fragments of glass. By category they were 69.56% bottle glass,
4.34% window glass, and 26.08% other glass. Two dateable

fragments were present, representing 8.469% of the sample. One

was leaded glass.

Wine/liguor bottle base (cx 614, G467). Low domed kickup with
sand pontil. Dark olive green. Devitrified glass. Dated 1760-
1B0OO0 based on Noel Hume (1974&6:67-8).

Component 21 the fill of the circular red brick cistern,

vyielded 20 glass fragments. By category, these were broken down
into 20% bottle glass, 5% table glass, 60% window glass and 15%
cther glass. No fragments were dateable.
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Component 23 the fill of the rectangular vellow brick

structure, yielded 17 glass fragments. By category these were
11.76% bottle glass, 23.52% table glass and &4.7% window glass.

Of 17 fragments 3 or 17.647 were dateable. All were Romer
fragments.

Romer fragment {(cx 451, G18). Small piece of coil from coil-
wound foot. Color indeterminate. Heavily devitrified. Large
coil above smaller one, probably near junction of foot and stem
(see Flate VI-10}). Dated post-—-1620 based on presence of coil-
wound foot {(Drahotova 1983:72).

Romer fragment (c» 451, $517). Color indeterminate, heavily
devitrified. GSection of base with large coil attached. Slight
kickup evident. Follows standard Romer shape of slight kickup
with coil wound foot (see Flate VI-10). Dated post—-1620 based an
presence of colil-wound foot {(Drahotova 1983:72).

Romer fragment (cx451, G19). Section of coil near junction of
foot and stem. Color indeterminate (see Flate VI-10). Dated
post~14620 based on presence of coil-wound foot (Drahotova

1983: 72)

Romer fragment (cx 451, G20). May be associated with G177, G18 or
G19. Color indeterminate due to heavy devitrification. This
fragment represents the pontil mark on the Romer with resulting
slight kickup inteo the vessel. The pontil appears to be a solid

iron bar (glass tipped) pontil. Fragment not assigned a date
{see Plate VI-10j.

STRATA GROWF IVH

Strata Group 4H, the 19th century destruction debris,
yielded a total of 659 glass fragment. These were divided into
30.50% bottle glass; 33.83% table glass; 25.18% window glass and
10.47% other glass. Of 659 fragments, 253 or 38.39% were
dateable. OFf these, 219 were dated post-1676 due to their lead
content. For the strata group, the number of fragments

representing TFRA's is 24 of 3.64% of the total.

Component 7 the Building C beam slot fill, vyielded 17 fragments

af glass. These fragments were divided into 58.82% bottle glass
and 41.17% window glass. No dateable fragments were found.

Component 1% the fill of the oval yellow brick cistern, was

divided into three levels. Contexts 520.01 and 520.023; context
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J320.03 was deemed a separate level and contexts S520.04 through
S520.11 were put together.

Context 520.01 - 520.02 was comprised of S0 glass fragments. OF
this total, 14% was bottle glass, 48% table glass, 64 was window
glass and 32% was other glass. 0Out of the S50 fragments, only 29
were dateable, as post-1&676.

Context S520.03%, the next level , was represented by 395 glass
fragments. 0Of these, 23.29% were bottle glass, 48.6% were table
glass, 21.01% were window glass and 7.08Y% were other glass. Of
395 fragments, 185 are dateable. 177 of these are lead glass.

Specific examples of glass from context S20.03 are as
follows:

Snuff bottle (cx 520.03, Giid), Eight sided light olive green.
Solid iron bar pontil {(see Flate VI-12). Finish #&7. Dated
iate 18th-early 1%9th century (Mckearin and Wilson 1978:361).

Cup with wheel engraved decoration (cx 520,03, G115). Non-lead
glass. Finished pontil. Fossibly a punch cup of Bohemian
origin (see Flate VI-1Z).

Drawn stem wine glass (cx 520.03, Gl16). Fossibly a cordial.
Cup bowl. Solid iron bar pontil. Folded foot. Colorless lead
glass {(see FPlate VI-12). Dated 1780-1820. TFE based on Noel
Hume (1976:190-91). End date based on Lanman (1969:38, 40, fig.
19-20) .,

Centrally knopped stem wine glass (cx 520.03, BG117). Colorless
lead glass. Incurved bucket bowl. Solid ircn bar pontil. Solid

foot {(see Plate VI-12). Identical to vessel in McNally
(1982: 106, fig. 81). McNally attributes this form to the British
and dates it "late 18th or early 19th century". This vessel was

not assigned a date on the computer sheet.

Drawn stem wine glass (cx 520.03, G121). Ribbed molding on bowl.
Solid iron bar pontil. Coleorless lead glass (see Flate VI-13).
Dated 1780-1820. TFE and end date based on Noel Hume (197&:150-
191) and Lanman (19469:38,40, fig. 19-20) respectively.

Wine/Liguor bottle (cx 520.03, G118). Dark olive green, sand
pontil, dipmolded (see Flate VI-13). Finieh #74. Dated
according to hNoel Hume as 178B0-1B10 (1976:48).

Vial (CX S20.03, G120). Colorlese lead glass. Dipmolded (see
Flate VI-13).

Flain tumbler (CX SZ0.03, G123). Colorless lead glass (see Flate
Vi-i4).

Fluted tumbler (cx S20.03, G122). Colorless lead glass.
Finished pontil.
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Tumbler fragment with "Lynn rings" (cx S520.03F, Gi2Z8). Colorless
lead gl ass. "Glasses bearing this decoration are called Lynn
glasses by auvthorities on English glass. The motif is presumed
to identify pieces from the Lynn or Norwich areas in the 18th
century, but few writers suggest dates of any precision’” (McNally
1982:91, fig. 64). Hughes (1954:334) states that ribbed tumblers
were made about 17740, but he gives no terminal date. Dated by
Hughes as post-1770. See also Brown (197112122, 166, fig 12e).

Apothecary vial (cx520.03, Gi29). Colorliess lead gl ass. "DE" or
"DF" in serifed letters engraved in the glass (see Plate VI-14),

Lamp chimney (cu S20.03, Gi130). Colorless lead glass,

Decanter or carafe (cx320.03, Gi31). Finish slightly everted.
Colorless lead glass. Finish #58.

Specie jar {(cx S520.03, BI132). Lip finish #59. Ground lip.
Colorless lead glass.

"London" mustard fragment {(cx 520,03, G133). Aguamarine. Two
sections of embossed lettering. Dated post—1800 based on Jones
(1983az:81).

Contexts 520.04 through 520.11 yielded 74 fragmentes. OFf these,
S51.35% were bottle glass, B.10% were table glass, 31.084% were
window glass and %.45% were other glass. O+ 74 fragments, only
29 or 12.16% were dateable. Seven of these are fragments of lead
glass. Specific examples of glass from this level are as
follows:

Wine/Liquor bottle base (cx 520,08, B127). Sand pontil. dated
1770-1800 based on Noel Hume (1976:67-8).

Bridge-fluted wine glass (cx S20.10, GI1Z4). Hexagonally cut
stem., Colorless lead glass. Conical solid foot. Sclid iron bar

pontil. Bowl indeterminate, but probably a bucket (see Plate VI-
125, Dated 17&60-1800. TFE taken from Noel Hume (1976:190-%91,
193). Davis (1964:25) dates these 1770-1800. This reference
provides the end-date for the artifact.

Lomponent Sé the stone filled pit in Lot 11, yielded 6%
tragments of glass. By category, these were: S6.45% bottle
glass, 1.61% table glass,40.32% window glass and 1.61% other
glass. Of the bottle glass, 14.51% was wine/liquor and 62.85% of
unidentifiable fragments of ABM manufacture. The latter provides
a TFE of 1903 (Munsey 1970:40G) and comprises 35.48% of the total

glass in this component.

Component &5 the pit at N3IB EZ7, vielded a total of 31
fragments of glass. By category, these were 45.16% bottle glass
and 34.38% other glass. All the other glass consisted of
unidentifiable fragments. Four dateable fragments were found:

three of these are leaded glass. -
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Turn mold wine/liquor bottle {(cx 230, G%1). Olive green. Dated

1880-1910 based on Munsey (1970:40). Munsey'’'s date is probably a
conservative estimate of Toulouse's (1969:part 2, p. 532) date of
1870-1920.

Lomponent &6 the pit at MN6S EZS, yielded 30 fragments of glass.

These were 16.46% bottle glass, and 83.33% window glass. No
fragments of glass were dateable.

Component 77 the Bridge Street Cut, vielded a total of 386
fragments of glass. These fragments are listed in the Artifact
Inventory but were not considered in the quantitative analysis
because they were recovered under uncontrolled conditions as a
result of utilities work under EBridge Street. The dateable
artifacts were either wine/liguor base fragments or finishes, or
wine glass stems. Two type 74 finishes provide a TFO of 1780
(G135, B136) for the glass sample. In addition, a hexagonally cut
and bridge fluted wine glass stem (CX10, $72) provides a

beginning date of 1760 {(Noel Hume 1976:190-91, 193). Twelve
fragments or 3.10¥%, were dated post-1676 based on their 1ead

glass composition.

STRATA GROUF VA

Strata Group SA, the Building E structural elemerits, vielded
a total of 35 glass fragments. These were divided into 40%
bottie glass, S5.71% tablé glass, 40% window glass and 14.28%
other glass. Of 35 fragments 6 or 17.14% were dateable, with 7
or 8.57%4 being dated post-1676 based on their lead glass
composition. The TPG was provided by 1 fragment {(Z.8%% of total)
of a winesliquor finish.

Component 17 the Building E builders trench, yielded 32 glass
artifacts. These were 43.75% bottle glass, &.25% table glass,

37.53% window glass, and 12.5% other glass. 0OFf the 32 fragments,
4 or 18.754% were dateahle. Information on specific fragments is

as follows:

Romer fragment (cx 25%, G12Z). 12 rows of ccil representing
section view of coil-wound foot. Applied and crimped glass added
to coils. Greenish aquamarine glass with heavy devitrification.
I can find no photos of a similar decoration on the foot of a
Romer (see Flate VI-15). Dated post-1620 based on presence of
coil wound foot (Drahotova 1983:72).
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Romer fragment (cx 255, G13). Green glass. Section of coil-wound
foot with five coils (see Plate VI-15). Dated post—1620 based on
presence of coil wound foot (Drahotova 1983:72).

Wine/liquor finish (cx 403, (G65) (see FPlate VI-15). Finish type
#67. Olive-green. Dated 16B0-1710 by Noel Hume (1976:6&3~4).

Component 18 the building E wall matrix, yvielded only three

fragments of glass: two window glass and ane unidentifiable
fragments. None were dateable.

STRATA GROUP VE

Strata Group SE, the Building B structural elements, vielded
a total of 4 glass fragments. These were divided into S0% bottle
glass; 25% table glass and 25% window glass. 8+ the 4 fragments,
only one (25%), a wine glass fragment was dateable and this piece

was dated post—1676 based on lead composition.

Component 19 the Huilding B cobbled floor, yielded fouwr

fragments of glass. These were 50% bottle glass (2 fragments);

25% table glass (1 fragment):; and 25% window glass (1 fragment).

A wine glass fragment of lead glass composition provided the TFO
of 16764,

STRATA GROUP VI

Strata Group &, the 19th century interface deposits, vielded
a total of 156B glass fragments. These were divided into 41.83%
bottle glass; 1.33% table glass; 36.03% window glass and 20.79%
other glass. Of 1348 glass fragments, 146 were dateable, 35 of
which were dated post-1676 based on their lead composition. The
TPR of 1905 was based on 12 fragments of bottle fragments
manufactured by an automatic bottle machine (Munsey 1970:33).

Eomporient 34 the sand and silt below the trubble, vielded a
total of 729 glass fragments. These were divided into: S52.8%
bottle glass, 2.3% table glass; 19.5% window glass and 25.4%

other glass. Of 385 bottle glass, 323 or 83.8%% were wine/liquor
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bottles. Wine/liquor fragments also comprised 44.3% of the total
glase in the component. Of 183 fragments classed as ‘other ', 3&6
or 1%.45% were unidentifiable fragments. 21 were dateable based
on their lead glass composition (post-1676), while an additional
13 were dated based on other characteristics.

Wine/liquor finish (cx 273, 623). Dark olive green {(see Plate
VI-17). Finish type #70. Dated 1705-1720 based on Noel Hume
(19651:99, no.9, 103).

Wine/liguor finish {(cx S51&6, G3I2). Dartk olive green (see Flate
VI-17). Finish type #70. Dated 1705-1720 based on Noel Hume
(196199, No. 2, 103).

Wine/liquor finish (cx 516, G30). Dark olive green {(see Flate
VI-17). Finish type #74. Dated 1780-1820 based on Noel Hume

(1974:195) . '

Wine/liquor finish (cx 516, BGF1). Dark clive green (see Flate
VI-17). Finish type #74. Dated 1780-1820 based on Moel Hume

(1974:195) .

Wine/liquor base {(cx 514, G2Br. Dark olive green. Sand pontil.
Dated 1770-1800 (Noel Hume 19746:467-8). See Brown (1971:1534-5%%,
fig.C) for a similar vecssel.

Wine/liquor base (cx 514, BR9). Dlive green. Sand pontil. Dated
17701800 (Noel Hume 197&:&7-8).

Wine/liquor finish (cx 516, B27). Olive green (see Flate VI-17).
Finish type #74. Dated 1780-1820 based on Noel Hume (1974:1%95).

Wine/liquor base (cx 544, G26). 0Olive green. Sand pontil.
Dated 14%0-1720 based on body curve and kickup (Noel Hume
1976: 6343 1961:99-100, 10Z-03).

Wine/liquor finish (cx 618, G33). Olive green (see Plate VI-17).
Finish type #70. Dated 1705~1720 based on Noel Hume (1261:99,
no.%, 103).

Wines/liquor finish (cx &25, G25). Dark olive green {(see Flate
Vi-17). Finish type #75. Dated post—1820 based on the use of a
clamp—on lipping tool (EBeaudet 1981:87,102; Mckearin and Wilson
1978:217).

Wine/liquor fimish (cx &35, G24). Olive green {(see FPlate WVI-17).
Finish type #70. Dated 1705-1720 (Noel Hume 19&61:99, no.?, 103).

artifacts. These were divided into: 32% bottle glass, .5% table
glass, 49.9% window glass and 17.6% other glass. Thirty—two
fragments (or 7.42%) were dateable. Eighty wiﬁe/liquor fragments
comprised 37.974 of the bottle glass and 18.546% of the total
glass. Unidentifiable glass fragments amounted to S3 fragments

Component 3% The stone rubble, yielded a total of 43t glass
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or 12.29% of the total component. Safety glass, which dates
post—18%1 (lLorrain 19468:44) comprised 23 fragments or 5.33% of
the total component. One fragment of AEM pharmaceutical glass
provided the TFR of 1903 (Munsey 1970:33). Specific fragments
are as follows:

Unidentifiable bottle finish (cx 122, B39). Agquamarine. Frobably
1?2th century. RNot dated.

Soda/Mineral water "blob” finish {cu 238, G40). Aquamarine (see
Flate VI-16). Mends with G90, cmp 47, cx 315.01. Dated ca.
1830-1870 (Mckearin & Wilson 1978) although it may date to as
early as 1840,

Wine/liquor fimish {(cx 507, 638). 0Olive green. Finish type #76.
Not dated. .

Component 48 the olive silt, yielded a total of 74 gl ass
fragments. These were 44.59% bottle glass, 47.29% window glass
and B.10% other glass. Of 74 fragments, 14 or 1B.91% were

dateable. Dateable examples are as follows:

Wine/liguor base (cx 204, GB92). Dark olive green Sand pontil.
Dated by body form to 1770-1800 based on Noel Hume (1976:67-8).

Boda (cx 205, G93). Clear glass. Automatic bottle machine (see
Flate VI-16). Dated 1903-1984 (Munsey 1970:33) based on the use
of ABM,

Wine/liguor fragment (cx 205, 594). Light clive agreen. Three
piece mold mark. Frobably three piece mold with dip mold body.
Dated 1821-1910. TPQ taken from Mckearin and Wilsom (1978:21i&-
18} and based on documentary evidence of patent date for 3 piece
mold (Jones: 1983%b). Terminal date taken from Munsey (1970:39).

Unidentifiable bottle (cx 205, G95). Brown glass. Automatic
bottle machine. No machine cutoff scar or valve mark is visible.
Dated 1903-1984 (Munsey 1970:33).

Component 75 the interface with the concrete floor, vielded a
total of 8 fragments of glass. These were divided into 3I7.5%
bottle glass, Z5% window glass, and 37.5% other glass. Of the B8
fragments, aonly 2 or Z5% were dateable. (ne frragment was the
base of an aguamarine bottle (cx 005, Gl134) that lacked a pontil
mark. The use of a snap case instead of a pontil on this vessel
implies a date of post-1857 (Toulouse in Mckearin % Wilson
1978:14). The other dateable fragment was a piece of lead glass
that post dates 1676.

Component 57 the upper debris in lot 11, yielded a total of 326

fragments of glass. These were divided into 29.75% bottle glass,
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0f the 326 fragments, 64 or 19.63% were dateable. Dated examples
are as follows:
Unidentifiable dark green/emerald bottle (cx 305, Gl1o2) .,
Produced by Automatic EBottle Machine and dates 1903-1984 (Munsey
1270:33) .
Beverage bottle (cx 508, Gio3). Hlue—-green. Crown closure.
Blown—-in-mold (see Flate VI-1&). Dated 18%91-1903 (Munsey
1970:150, 33) based on crown closure (18%1) and beginning of AEBM
ca, 1903, it should be noted, however, that this bottle may date

intc the 1920's, since small runs of blown—-in—mold bottles were
still being made at that late date (Miller and Sullivan 1981).

STRATA GROUF VI

Strata Group 7, the 19th century structural elements,
yielded a total of 141 fragments of glass. These were divided
into 60.28% bottle glass:; Z.83% table glass; 26.24% window giass
and 10.63% other glass. Of 141 fragments, 14 or 9.92% were
dateable with 10 or 7.09% being dated post—1476 based on lead
composition. The TPR for this strata group was provided by i1

fragments or 7.80% of the total fragment count.

vielded 84 +fragments of glass. These were 44.04% bottle glass,
S3.57% table glass, 2B.09% window glass and 14.28% other glass.
Df B84 fragments nine, or 10,71% were dateable. Eight were dated
post-1676 based on their lead composition.

Component 24 — The builder ‘s trench for the Lot 8,710 party wall,

Romer fragment with Raspberry Frunt (cu 180, 613, Greenish
aguamarine glass, devitrified. Band of milled glass iust above
and intersecting prunt. By the body curve, this appears to be a
fragment from the junction area of the stem and bowl (see Flate
VI-18). Dated post-14630 based on TF& for raspberry prunt
{(Drahotova 1983F:72).

Component ZI the builders trench for the Lot 10/11 party wall,
vielded 42 glass fragments. These were divided into 92.85%
bottle glass, 4.76% window glass and 2.38B% other glass. 0OFf the

42 fragments, only 2 or 4.76% were dateable.
Two fragments (mend) of wine/liquor finish (cx1é6, GiI37). Olive

green. Assigned to finish type #77. Dated 17460-1790 based on
Noel Hume (1976:467-8).
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Component 2& the builders trench for the Lot 8/7 Clearing House
Wall, yielded a total of 14 fragments of glass. These were
divided into 57.14% bottle glass, 7.14% table glass, 21.42%
window glass and 14.28% other glass. Of the 14 fragments, 3 or
21.42% were dateable. Two were dated post-1674 based on lead
composition.

Wine bottle finish (cu 294, G44). O0live green {(see Flate VI-18).
Dated 1770-1800 based on Noel Hume (1961:105).

Component &7 the builders trench for the Lot 12/13 party wall
vielded ! fragment of a winesliquor bottle. It was not dateable.

STRATA GROUF VIII

Strata Group 8, the 19th century pier pit fill in Lot &,
vielded a total of 710 fragments of glass. These were divided
into B&4.90% bottle glass; 1.54% table glass; B.87% window glass
and Z.67% other glass. Of 710 fragments 21, or 2,95% were
dateable. 12 fragments, or 1.6%% were dated post—1676 based on

their lead composition. The TRE was provided by 5 fragments or

Component 27 the builders trench for the pier at N&OD, yielded
39 fragments of glass. These were 3B.46% bottle glass, 12.82%
table glass, 2B.20% window glass and 20.51% other glass. Of 39
fragments, 9 or 23.07% were dateable. Six of these were

fragments of lead glass.

Bottle finish {(c¢cx 189, G34). Flared finish, type #1. Greenish
aquamarine glass. Not dated.

Wine glass stem (ox 199, G&9). T fragments. Air twiset stem.
Colorless lead glass. Solid iron bar pontil (see Plate VI-Z1).
Although Haynes (1970:254, 261) dates this type 1745-1770, 1 have
chosen to use Noel Hume date of 1735-1760 (1974:190-91).

Component 2B the builders trench for the stone pier at N7O,
vyielded a total of 620 glass fragments. These were 91.93% bottle
glass, .B0% table glass, 4.13% window glass and 1.12% other
glass. OF &20 fragments only 8 or 1.29% were dateable.
Wine/liquor fragments comprised 94.21% of the bottle glass and

B6.6% of the total glass. Dateable fragments are as follows:
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Plain prunt (cx197, B21). Greenish aquamarine glass. Stem or
body extremely thin. Neot dated. (See Flate VI-Z1).

Wine bottle seal (cx 197,, G45). Dark olive greern.. Embossed
"Ar Kenned 172&6" readable on seal (see Flate VI-Z20). Wine
bottle seal of Archibald kKennedy.

Wine bottle seal (cu 197, G46). Embhossed "Sa 17". Other
fragmented letters cannot be discerned (see Flate VI-Z0).

Wine/liquor finish (cx 197, G48). Dark olive green (see Flate
Vi—-19). Finish type #71. Dated 1728-1730 (Alyluia 1981:&65-75).

Wine/liquor base (ex 197, 656). Dark olive green. Dated 1700-
1730 based on Noel Hume (197&:635-64).

Wine/liguor base (cx 197, $G57), mends with G58. Dark oclive
green. Dated 1700-1730, based on Noel Hume (1976:463-64).

Wine/liquor base (cx 197, G58). Mends with GS57. Dark olive
green. Sand pontil. Dated 1700-1730, based on Noel Hume
(1976:63-64) .

Wine/liquor base in two frags {(cx 127, B3%). Dark olive green.
Sand pontil. Dated 1700-1730 based on Noel Hume (1976:43-64).

Wines/liquor base {(ex 197, G&O). Dark olive green. Sand pontil.
Dated 1700-1730 based on Noel Hume (1974:63-44).

Bottle finish (cx 197, G49). May be wine/liquor. Dark olive
green. Not typed (see Flate VI-19).

Wine/liguor finish (cx 197, G30). Dark olive green. Not typed.
(See Flate VI-19).

Wine/liquor finish {(cx 197, G51). Dark olive green. V-tooled
string rim. Not typed (see Flate VI-19).

Wine/ligquor finish {(cx 197, GSZ). Dark olive green. Not typed.
(See Flate VI-179).

Wine/ligquor finish (cx 197, 653). Dark olive green. type #7131
finish (see Plate VI-19). Dated 1725-1730. (Alyluia 1981:65—
73) .

Wine/liquor finish (cx 197, G54). Dark olive green. Uptuwrned v-
sectioned string rim below somewhat -destroyed lip. Not typed or
dated (see Flate VI-19).

Wine/liquor base (cx 197, BGS5). Dark olive green. Sand pontil.

Dated 1700-1730 based on Noel Hume (19746:463-464).

Lomponent 29 the builders trench for the pier at N8O, vielded
31 glass fragments. These were 62.74% bottle glass, 1.96% table
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“glass, 27.43% window glass and 7.84% other glass. Of the S1
fragments, 14 or 7.84% were dateable. Wine/liquor bottle
fragments comprised 84.37% of the bottle glass and S2.94% of the
total glass. Specific dateable examples are as follows:

Fanelled tumbler base (cx 360, G&8). Colorless lead glass.
Finished pontil. 11 sides {see Flate VI-21). Dated post 1800
(lane Schadel Spillman pers. comm. 1984).

Wine/liquor base (cx 360, G74). Sand pontil. Olive green-—
heavily devitrified. dated 1690-1715, based on Noel Hume
(1976:63-64) .

STRATA GROUF IX

Strata Group 9, the 19th century pier pit fill in Lot 194,
vyielded a total of 113 fragments of glass. These were divided
into 48.467% bottle glass; .88% table glass; 37.16% window gl ass
aﬁd 13.27%4 other glass. Of the 113 fragments of glass, 16 or
14.15% were dateable, with 11 or 4,73% béing post—-1676 ﬁasad on
their lead composition. The TPQ was provided by = fragments
representing 2.65% of the total.

Component 32 the pit for the stone pier at NPG, vielded a total
of 107 fragments of glass. These were divided into: 46.72%
bottle glass, .93% table glass, 38.31% window glass and 14.01%
other glass. Of 107 fragments, 16 or 14.95% were dateable (this
includes leaded glass as a general category). 0OFf the sample,
wine/liquor fragments comprised 48 or 96% of the bottle glass and

44.85% of the total glass. Dateable fragments re as follows:

Wine/ligquor bottle base (cx 353, G36). Dark olive green. Sand
pontil. Dated 1760-1800 based on Noel Hume (197&:467-8).

Wine/liguor finish {(ex 420, G41). Dark olive green {(see Flate
VI-22). Finish type #77. Dated 1760-1790 (Smith 1983: 35, fig.
2D; Noel Hume 1976:467-8).

Wine/liguor finish (cx 422, G42). Dark olive green {(see Flate
VI-22). Finish type #48. Dated 1683-1715 {(Noel Hume 1961:103,
Ro.8; 1974:195; 1976:63).

Raspberry prunt (cx 423, Glé). Greenish aquamarine glass with
devitrification (see Flate VI-22). Dated post-1430 based on
Drabhotova (1983:72).

Wine/liquor bottle base (cx 423, G3I7). Dark olive green. Sand

pontil. Low domed kickup. Dated 1760-1800 (Noel Hume 197&6:67-8).
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STRATA GROUF X

Strata Group 10, the 19th century brick drain system,
yielded a total of 68 glass fragments. These were divided into
63.27% bottle glass; 8.82% table glassy 19.11% window glass and
8.82% other glass. Of the 68 fragments, 12 or 17.64% were
dateable, with 9 or 13.23% dated post—-14676, based on their 1éad
glass composition. The TPE was provided by 3 fragments or 4.41%
ot the total,

- —p

Component 33 the fill of the brick drain system, vielded a
total eof 20 glass fragments. These were divided intoc the

following groups: 40% bottle glass, 20% table glass, 20% window
glass and 20% other glass. 0f the 20 fragments, 7 or 35U were

dateable, six of which were leaded glass.
Wine/ligquor bottle finish (cx 124.02, G&4). olive green. Finish

type #7%. Dated 1750-1770, based on Noel Hume (19461: 105, no.20).

Component 47 the brick drain system, vielded a total of 48

glass fragments. These were: 72.91% bottle glass, 4.16% table
glass, 18.75% window glass and 4.16% other glass. Of 48
fragments, % or 10.41% were dateable.
Soda/mineral water in two fragments (cx 315.01, G99).
Aquamarine, embossed with "R" and "EB". Mends with 540, a blob-
top, in cx 238, cmp 35. Dated 1850-1870, based on approximate
beginning of the use of ‘blob-top’ finish.
STRATA GROUF X1

Strata Group 11, the ZOth century intrusions, yielded a
total of 91 fragments of glass. These were divided into 7.69%
bottle glass; B83.51% window glass and 8.7%9% other glass. Only
one fragments (1.0%9%) was dateable and this provided the TPG for

the strata group.

Component 36 the disturbance cutting the stone rubble, yielded 91
fragmente of glass. These were divided into 7.69% bottle glass,
83.51% window glass, and B.79% other glass. Of 91 fragments, S

or 5.4%9% were dateable. Four of these were lead glass fragments.

Wine/liquor bottle finish (cx 513, G35). Olive green. Type #74
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finish., Dated 1780-1820, based on Noel Hume (1974:195).

TEMFORAL GROUFS

Temporal Group 1640 is composed of Strata broup IA, the
Building A structural elements and Strata Group IIA, the mid-17th
century features. The sample consists of 111 glass fragments
which are broken down as follows: bottle glass 38.73%; table
glass 5.4%; window glass 35.13% and other glass 20.72%.

Several patterns appear in this group which are not apparent
in later temporal groups. First, there is a total lack of leaded
glass in these deposite (see Table VI-4), Since lead glass post-
dates 1676, this lack of lead glass provides negative evidence
for a pre—1674 deposition. (This argument is based most strongly
on Strata Group I1A, and less o on IA, since the fill of
construction/destruction debris associated with building A may
reflect disuse of the building or filling in of 17th century
structural elements with fill bearing lead glass. In this case
CMP & has been excised, leaving only CX 495 in CMF 47 @ith six
fragments of lead glass).

A similar argument could be made for wine/liquor bottles.
Noel Hume states that the globular bodied wine/ligquor bottle made
its first appearance circa 1650 (197&6:62). In this temporal
group, particularly Strata Group 2A, wine/liquor fragments only
constitute 9.52% of the total sample for the strata group. This
percentage is extremely low compared to 21.87% {for the 1480
group (see Table VI-2).

Another pattern is evident only in Strata Group IIA within

this temporal group. Within the table glass category, Waldglas
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comprises S0% of the sample. Since most Waldglas was produced
in Germany or the Netherlands, this may reflect the utilization
of trade items or glass vessels brought over as personal
belongings. In a request‘of permission to import goods dated May
6th 1670, several Dutch merchants list among their goods the
following: "rummers and glasses" and "Holstein and Mecklenburg
glassware" (Bemeente Archief Amsterdam, Notarial Archives: No.
2233, pp F4-34). It is very possible that these descriptions
refer to Romer, Fassglas, Krautstrunk, Berkemeyer, and other
forms of Waldglas popular as tableware during the 1&4th and 17th
century.

The last characteristic of this temporal group is the 1 arge
percentage of glass that is unidentifiable (see Table VI-3Z). Of
the sample, Z1.33% of the glass is not identifiable past the 99
level. That is, fragments may be identified as unidentifiable
bottle {(A99) or totally unidentifiable fragments of glass (D99).
The large percentage of unidentifiable fragments in this temporal
group may relate to the kind of deposit it waz in and how soil
conditions affected the glass.

Origins assigned to vessels from this temporal group
included 1 wine glass bowl from France, 2 raspberry prunts and a

Romer, all three of which are probably German.

Temporal group 1680 is composed of Strata Group ID, the
construction/destruction debris from the 17th century, Strata
Group IIB, the late 17th century features, and Strata Group VH,

the building E structural elements. The sample consists of 320
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glass fragments which were broken down into 32.18% bottle gl ass,
19.06% table glass, 40% window glass and B8.75% other glass, OF
320 fragments, 83 or 25.93% were datable with 66 (20.62%) being
dated post 14676 based on lead composition. The TPO consists of

24 fragments or 7.50% of the sample.

Temporal Group 1680 represents the first temporal group in
which lead glass is useful as a dating tool for a TPQ. @&s stated
above, lead glass comprises Z0.62% of the total sample and 79.51%
of the datable glass (see Table VI-4).

The origins for glass vessels from this group (although
there were few assigned) include one each from Europe, England,

and possibly Germany.

Temporal Broup 1710 is composed of Strata Group III, the
early 18th century deposite. The sample consists of 1154 glass
fragments which were broken down inteo 41.33% bottle glass, 7.45%
table glass, 35.44% window glass and 15.77% other glass., OFf 1154
fragments, 118 (10.22%) were datable, with 7! or 6.15% being lead
glass. The TFG was provided by 10 fragments or .8&6% of the
total.

This temporal group includes a large number of English glaés
vessels. Seventeen vessels are English or probably English,
while 1 fragment of Facon de Venise is attributed to Euwrope. 0One
fragment of a Cornucopia‘Urn flask from the 1B20°'s is probably

intrusive. Its origin is probably Coventry, Connecticut.

Vi—-51



ARTIFACT ANALYS1S: BLGSS

Yemporal Group 1795 is composed of Strata Group IVA, the
18th century destruction debris and Strata Group VA, the building
E structural elements. The sample consists of 252 glass
fragments which were divided into &7.85% bottle glass, 5.15%
table glass, 17.46% window glass and 9.52% other glass. Qf 252
fragments, 12 or 4.74&4% were datable with 5 or 1.98% being dated

post—-1676 based on lead composition. The TFE was provided by &

fragments or 2.38% of the sample.

a.total of 519 glass tragments., These were divided into 26.39%
bottle glass, 4Z.77% table glass, 21.00% window glass and 9.82%
other glass. {Of 519 fragments, 224 (43.15%) were datable, with
213 or 41.04% being lead glass. The TFE was provided by 1

fragment or .19% of the total sample.

OVERALL TRENDS

Within the glass data are several overall trends which are
easily identifiable. The first, as stated earlier, concerns the
relative percentages of wine/liquor fragments over time (See
Tables VI-1 anmd VI-2). In the earliest period (Circa 1640) the
percentage of wine/liquor fragments is 9.32% (this excludes
Strata Group 1IA). In Temporal Group 1680 this percentage jumps
to 21.87, followed by jumps to 41.02%Z in Temporal Group 1719, and
an increase to 59.71% in Temporal Group 1795. A drop—off occurs
in Temporal Group 1844 which may be due the to small size of the

sample.
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Another trend may be observed in the percentages of
unidentified fragments (see Table VI-3). Not surprisingly, the
largest amount of unidentifiable fragments is in Temporal Group
1640 (31.53%). This is followed by a drop to 157 in the 1680
group with another rise to 2Z.97% in the 1710 group. fAfter the
1710 group, the % of unidentifiable fragments drops off to 8;462
in the 1795 group and 5.58% in the 1844-grnup.

The last trend may be real or a result of the analysts
hesitation to assign origins to certain vessels. In the 1640
group most of the identifiable table glass originated in Germany
ar France. in the 1680 group this shifts to Z from Europe, 1
from England and 4 from Germany or France. The 1710 group
provides a substantial shift towards England as country of
origin. Although a preponderance of glass with BGerman origins
shows up in the record for the 1795 temporal group, Strata Group
IV, this collection is of very limited utility because the
depocsits Eeflect long term, multi-component mixture of 17th and
18th Centwry artifacts.

Temporal group 1844 provided only one origin (England? from

a tumbler with “Lynn rings".

GLASSMAKING IN NIEUW AMSTERDAM

Although this general chronoclogically based trend analysis
stresses a shift from German, or Low Country origins, to English
sources between 1650 and 1710 for the Broad St. sample, it is
possible that some of these glass specimens were, in fact,
manufactured in North America. There are several lines of

available documentary evidence suggesting that gl assmaking
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was attempted at least twice in 17th Century North America.

The first attempt was that of Jan Smeedes in 1654, Smeedes’
"glassworks” was at the corner of William and Stone Streets
{Hunter 1950:i40). The second attempt in 1655, was made by Evert
Duyckinck, & glassmaker from Burken in Westphalia {(Innes 1202: 158;
Hunter 1950:141). What kind of bottle glass these two small glassworks
produced is unknown, although it is probable that they remained
within the Germanic style (Waldglas) or Venetian style.

Duyckinck is known to have made "roundels of glass with coats of
arms burned on them in enamel paint and metal salts. These were
the first stained-glass images known to have been made in the
thirteen colonies” (Stwm 1982:13). Hunter (1950:141) notes his
attempt at recovering bottle or hollowware fraaments "from the
contractors who made the excavations for the New York Cotton
Exchange, and for the buildings at 20 and 22 South Williams

Street, but, as was to have been eupected, without results”.
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