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ABSTRACT

The Financial Square Project is located on New York City's Block
35, formerly the site of the United States Assay Office Building
(Figure 1.1). In order to comply with the City's environmental
quality review procedures, the Howard Ronson Organization, Ltd.
(HRO), the developer of the Financial Square Project, sponsored a
series of historical investigations and archaeological excavations
in consultation with the New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission (LPC). This historical research and archaeological
fieldwork were completed by Greenhouse Consultants, Inc. (GCI).
Diana DiZegera and Roselle Henn served as Co-Principal
Investigators for GCI.

The Cultural Rescurce Group of Louis Berger & Assocliates, Inc.
(LBA), was retained by HRO to prepare a research design and to
complete all further work on the project.

LBA's research focused on the landfill deposits and waterfront
structures of the site. Employing a comparative analysis of
published data on landfill and waterfront structures from sites in
New York City and other cities along the eastern seaboard, this
research, in part, addressed the question, "What have we learned
from excavations of landfill deposits and waterfront structures?"
This question was answered by considering several specific research
questions about the configuration and distribution of these
waterfront structures in the Northeast and Middle Atlantic states.

LBA also prepared the Assay Site artifact collection for future
researchers, providing specific guides suggesting how the artifact
collection can be used in the context of several different research
topics, with a discussion of the theoretical and methodological
problems that are involved with each of these areas.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Financial Square Project is located on New York City's Block
35, formerly the site of the United States Assay Office Building
(Figure 1.1). 1In order to comply with the City's environmental
quality review preocedures, the Howard Ronson Organization, Ltd.
(HRO), the developer of the Financial Square Project, sponsored a
series of historical investigations and archaeological excavations
in consultation with the New York City Larndmarks Preservation
Conmissicon (LPC). This historical research and archaeological
fieldwork were completed by Greenhouse Consultants, Inc. (GCI).
Diana DiZegera Wall and Roselle Henn served as Co-Principal
Investigators for GCI. Because the LPC determined that the southern
portion of Block 35 had been disturbed by construction of the Assay
Office Building, the archaeclogical investigations were limited to
the northern portion of the block, an area encompassing eight of
the block's original 21 lots (Figure 1.2). Greenhouse Consultants
completed the fieldwork segment of the Assay Site project in August
1284,

The project was initiated by GCI with a historical overview of
Block 35 based on deeds, tax records, buildings department records,
maps, plats, and city directories (GCI 1983aj). The historical
overview was augmented by a discussion of relevant archaeological
literature and an assessment of the archaeolcgical potential of the
bleock.

The overview concluded that landfill within Block 35 had been
accomplished in a sequence of fill episodes which occurred before
1804, The first of these episodes had occurred by 1790: Six
structures, including two blacksmith's shops, two cooperages, and
two unspecified houses (not necessarily dwellings), defined the
Front Street frontage, and three wharves (Roosevelt's, Bache's, and
Gouverneur's) extended into the East River. Between 1804 and 1835,
the area was dominated by warehouses, commercial facilities, and
residences. There were also small industrial sites, such as the
cooperages at 40 and 41 South Street and a block-and-pumpmaker at
46 South Street (GCI 1983a:Table 2). The site was wholly destroyed
in the 1835 fire, and a series of four- and five-story brick
rowhouses replaced the earlier structures. GCI concluded that
between 1835 and 1930, the block consisted of "commercial and
residential structures serving workers and merchants of the port"
(GCI 1983a:21), although the East River docks were overshadowed by
the Hudson River facilities after the mid-nineteenth century. The
block's rowhouses were demolished in 1930 to allow the construction
of the United States Assay 0Office Building and adjacent parking
lot.

Based on historical documentation collected by GCI, it was
concluded that the ©block had the potential to contain
archaeclogical resources relating to its use as a waterfront area.

I-1
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As a result, two complementary archaeological testing progranms,
known as the deep testing phase and the backyard testing phase,
were carried out. The deep testing phase was designed to examine
the features and deposits related to the landfilling process and
the use of the area as a waterfront, while the backyard testing
phase was designed to identify features and deposits related to the
occupation of the block that occurred after landfilling had been
completed. The deep testing program involved the excavation of two
large machine-excavated trenches, together with a few hand-
excavated test cuts. The two deep test trenches, known as Test
Trench West (TTW) and Test Trench East (TTE), were placed so as to
cross-cut the middle portions of the lots. The backyard testing
was limited to a relatively narrow strip of the block comprising
the extreme rear portions of the lots. Both machine excavations
and hand-excavated units were employed during the backyard testing.
While the two testing programs had separate goals and were
implemented in different areas of the site, the results were, in
a sense, mixed. That is, archaeological resources related both to
the landfilling of the block and to the occupation of the block
were identified throughout the areas tested.

Archaeoclogical data recovery was subsequently carried out, as a
result of the identification of a number of archaeological features
and deposits during the testing program. The principal foci of the
data recovery excavations were three stone-lined privies (Lots 6,
7, and 8), two wooden box-like structures (Lot 7 and Lots 6/44),
two barrel cisterns (Lots 42 and 43), warehouse floor deposits
(Lots 8 and 9), and a number of wharves, bulkheads, pilings, and
spread~footer complexes. Extensive excavations were carried out
in the rear yard of Lot 7. This lot seemed to have the best-
preserved yard deposits and contained two features (a privy and a
stone wall). A large trash pit was also excavated in the rear of
Lot 9. In addition, excavations were carried cut at selected
locations within the landfill in order to obtain information on
the sequence of filling and the content of the fill itself.
Fieldwork was completed in August 1984.

Concurrent with the archaeclogical excavations, GCI carried out
preliminary 1laboratory processing tasks. These laboratory
activities included conservation of fragile materials, flotation
processing, washing of artifacts, sorting of the collections into
"rough sort" categories (i.e., curved glass, ceramics, other
diagnostics, non-diagnostics, pipes, faunal, and macrofloral/
shell), some artifact labeling, and tabulation.

GCI also initiated some tasks related to preparation of the project
report. These included drafting of composite base maps of the
excavated areas and features, developing stratigraphic
interpretation, and preparing summaries on selected aspects of the
fieldwork.

I



1~=~.r e

Greenhouse Consultants was unable to” prepare a research design for
the analysis and report segment of the project that was acceptable
to HRO and the LPC. For this reason, the Cultural Resource Group
of Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. (LBA), was retained by HRO to
complete the project. All material pertinent to the project
(artifacts, field records, research notes, proposals, reports,
etc.) were turned over to LBA in mid-January 1986. Terry H. Klein
and Charles LeeDecker supervised LBA's laboratory analyses and
report preparation efforts.

‘LBA's first task was to determine the exact number of artifacts

among the site's various contexts. This task involved conducting
a preliminary artifact analysis of all contexts within the site.
This analysis placed artifacts into "rough sort" classes such as
curved glass, ceramics, pipes, faunal, etc. The majority of the
classes employed were the same as those used by GCI in their rough-
sort cataloging. Features, such as privies, cisterns, and the box-
like structures, were subjected to a more detailed artifact
analysis at this time. This "intermediate" stage of analysis
involved tabulation of ceramic sherds by general ware type and
descriptive subtypes. Glass artifacts were placed into functionally
distinct groups. These preliminary and intermediate stages of
analysis were completed in July 1987.

Based on the results of these preliminary and intermediate
analyses, and the results of GCI's fieldwork, LBA was to develop
a proposal to complete the project. This proposal was submitted and
approved by HRO and the LPC in September 1987. A major component
of the proposal was a new research design for the analysis and
interpretation of the site's deposits, features, and structural
elements.

The research design, described fully in Chapter II, focuses on the
landfill deposits and waterfront structures of the site. Employing
a comparative analysis of published data on landfill and waterfront
structures from sites in New York City and other cities along the
eastern seaboard, this research design was structured, in part, to
answer the gquestion, "What have we learned from excavations of
landfill deposits and waterfront structures?" This larger question
is addressed by considering several specific research questions
about the configuration and distribution of these waterfront
structures in the Northeast and Middle Atlantic states.

GCI staff had developed a series of research topics for the
analysis of non-landfill artifact assemblages from the 51te These
topics pertained to the emergence of the family consumer economy,
the separation of home and workplace, and the emergence of the
"cult of domesticity" among New York City households. HRO, LBA,
and the LPC discussed whether these and other related research
topics should be explored as part of the completion of the Assay
Site study. One concern raised by all was whether these topics
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could be addressed in the context of the project. Several of the
major archaeological excavations in New York City (e.g., Geismar
1983; Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. 1987; Rockman, Harris, and
Levin 1983), which were conducted pursuant to the stipulations of
the City Environmental Quality Review Act, were unsuccessful in
addressing similar, large-scale research topics. In retrospect,
the research designs that guided excavations were not suited to a
contract-archaeology endeavor, but were more applicable to long-
term research in an academic context. In addition, there were
several methodological problems with major components of these
research designs, problems which are not unique to the New York
City excavations.

Researchers have recognized that there are many theoretical and
methodological difficulties with the research domains in use by
historical archaeologists, particularly in terms of urban sites
(cf. Beaudry 1987; Brown 1987; Henry and Klein 1987; LeeDecker et
al. 1987; Leone and Crosby 1988). The major problem is that few if
any historical archaeological investigations have been able to
"build the bridge" between the artifacts recovered from sites and
the broad, sweeping historical events and processes that
characterized America in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
(cf. Beaudry 1987: Brown 1987; Henry and Klein 1987). A prinmary
reason for the failure to make this connection may be that
researchers generally do not understand the "historical context"
of the artifacts they are using to examine these processes and are
therefore unable to correctly interpret the results of their
artifact analyses (cf. Henry and Klein 1987). Another reason is
that certain classes of artifacts are not the correct "tools" to
be used in attempting to describe and explain these social and
economic processes.

Given (a) the problems with the research issues posed by GCI, (b)
the unsuccessful research endeavors of other urban archaeologlcal
projects in New York and other eastern cities, (¢) the expense and
the level of effort required to conduct studles of the large-scale
processes that were the focus of these urban archaeological
projects, and (d) the concerns raised by researchers on current
appreoaches used in historical archaeological studies, LBA and the
LPC decided not to include the research domains posed by GCI as
part of the Assay Site project's research component. However, LBA
prepared the artifact collection for the use of future researchers,
providing spec1f1c guides to suggest how the artifact collecticn
can be used in the context of various research topics.

To address the final project research design (which focused on the
landfill deposits and waterfront structures) and complete the Assay
Site study, LBA performed further historical research, organized
all field data, and conducted additicnal, ‘detailed artifact
analyses on selected features and deposits. The goal of the
historical research was to provide an introduction to the
collection and assemble material collected by GCI in a way that
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would make it accessible to future researchers Thus, LBA's efforts
addressed the overall development of the’ block and then provided
information on the uses of each of the lots. These lot histories
will be important to future interpretations of historically
assignable deposits and features. Additional historical research
involved, primarily, research into deeds and federal census records
as well as verification of some of the information contained in
GCI's notes on their historical research and the data they
collected from the tax lists.

The additional artifact analyses focused on two major features,
and on the landfill deposits within the block. One o©of the two
features included a box-like structure (Feature 18) in Lot 6/44,

containing a huge quantity of ceramics, glass, and bone. Analyses
of the feature's assemblages consisted of ceramic cross—mendlng,
minimum number of vessel counts for glass and ceramics, and
compilation of a detailed ceramic and glass catalog. Faunal and
floral materials were analyzed in terms of species and element.

Additional analyses were performed on the floral and faunal
materials within Feature 26, the burnt warehouse floor in Lot 9.
These analyses involved 1dent1f1cat10n of faunal and floral species
and elements, and a distribution study of these materials within
the floor area.

Analyses of landfill deposits involved examination of artifact
class frequencies among the various landfill contexts within the
block. The artifact classes used were comparable to those employed
in other investigations of landfill sites in New York City- (e g.

Geismar 1986), thus, it is hoped, facilitating future comparlsons
among these sites.

During the construction of the slurry wall into landfill and
riverbottom soils, the building contractors encountered and removed
five complete and partial cannons. The cannons were from the
southwest portion of the site, along Front Street. Archaeological
monitoring was implemented for the balance of the slurry wall
constructicon, but no additional cannons or associated materials
were Trecovered. The cannons were shipped to the Underwater
Archaeclogical Research Section of the Florida State Museum, in
Tallahassee, for conservation.

During GCI's preliminary laboratory processing, a number of items
were pulled from the collection for conservation. Conservation had
been completed for the majority of these items, but some still
required treatment when LBA obtained the collectlon LBA treated
these latter materials in a manner comparable to that used for the
items already stabilized.

LBA's other laboratory tasks included preparing the entire artifact
collection for final disposition at the South Street Seaport Museum
in Manhattan and developing twe type collections from non-
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provenienced contexts within the site. These collections were sent
to the LPC and the Seaport Museum.

The following chapters of this report describe in detail the
results of GCI's and LBA's historical, field, and analytical
efforts. Chapter I1 presents the project research design. As noted
earlier, this discussion reviews the research approaches
recommended by GCI and explains why these and related research
concerns were not addressed in this report. The subject of Chapter
ITT is the historical background of the block, and Chapter IV
provides an overview of the excavations. The latter chapter
presents the results of the more detailed artifact analyses of the
assemblages from the box-like structure in Lot 6/44 and the burnt
warehouse floor in Lot 9. Chapter V discusses waterfront technology
in the context of wharf, pier, bulkhead, and piling constructions
within the block and other waterfront sites along the eastern
seaboard. Chapter VI examines the question, "What have we learned
from archaeological research of landfill sites?" and Chapter VII
discusses the additional research potential of the Assay Site's
features, structures, and artifact assemblages.




II. RESEARCH DESIGN

A. INTRODUCTION

At this Jjuncture, it is appropriate to review GCI's research
design, which provides a framework for the background research and
field program conducted by GCI. Their research approach was
presented in various proposals and reports, but was synthesized in
a 1985 proposal for completion of the laboratory work and report
preparation. In that document (B. Greenhouse to L. Wyman, December
11, 1985), five research questions were proposed. These five
questions addressed two principal areas of inquiry: the filling of
the block and the occupation of the block. GCI acknowledged that
it was unlikely that all of these questions could be answered by
the analysis of the Assay Site data (B. Greenhouse to L. Wyman,
December 11, 1985). -

Two research questions related to the filling of the block were
proposed. Question 1 concerned the content of the landfill and the
riverbottom deposits. Block 35 was considered unique

.++.in that it is the first late 18th century-early 19th
century landfill site in New York to be subjected to
large-scale excavation. The information retrieved
regarding the £fill itself and potential 1landfill
retention structures will relate to an as yet unstudied
period, the study of the landfill process in New York
City [Henn and Wall to Baugher, April 6, 1984].

The specific research issues to be examined with respect to
landfill archaeclogical resources were set forth as follows:

Artifacts from the fill samples may be considered to be
representative of general New York City material culture
at or before the time of the filling episodes. . . . The
different archaeological deposits from each of the fill
episodes will therefore permit comparisons of New York
Clty material through time. We intend to evaluate changes
in consumption patterns in terms of [the] economic trend
leading to the transition to capitalism in the United
States during the late Colonial and Federal periods. The
diversification of mass production industries in Europe,
primarily England, and to a lesser degree New York,
created new categories of consumer goods. Historians have
documented this process from the perspective of
production and industrial workplace relations.
Archaeological information complements historical data,
providing insight intoc how and which of these goocds were
consumed in New York City. Samples from the fill may
indicate the acceptance of new kinds of items in the New
York market and should enable us to make statements about
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their impact on daily life through time [Henn and Wall
to Baugher, April 6, 1984].

Question 2 concerned the technology of the landfilling process, as
manifested in the construction of the variocus fill retention
structures, wharves, bulkheads, etc., with comparisons to other
landfill sites in New York City (Henn and Wall to Baugher, April
6, 1984). This qguestion was to have been addressed by preparation
of measured drawings of the various fill retention structures,
together with dating of the various features through artifact
analysis. Question 2 appears to have been considered by GCI as the
most readily answerable of the five questions, if not the most
important as well.

The research goals associated with these landfill structures are
discussed further in GCI's Interim Report (GCI 1984):

Block 35 is unigue in that four different kinds of
wharves and bulkheads have been found on the site. In
addition, as the mitigation phase of the archaeclogical
program will be implemented only after the installation
of the slurry wall around the perimeter of the block
(thus reducing the problem of water control), it will be
possible to record these structures and to document the
landfilling sequences in a way that has not been possible
on any other sites excavated in lower Manhattan. . . .
The presence of these wharves on the site provides the
opportunity to record the construction of two examples
of this kind of wharf. Although similar wharves were
found on the Telco Block and 175 Water Street sites,

their location (extending beyond the site perimeter on
the Telco Block and under the backyard area of the 175
Water Street site) precluded the possibility of
adequately recording their construction. These wharves
were made in a vernacular tradition that has not been
fully described in the literature. Therefore, the only
way to learn about the constructing technigques used in
building these structures is to record them in an
archaeological context. . . . In addition, the recording
of these construction techniques may also prov1de insight
into the craft traditions being practiced in New York
City in the 1700s and 1780s [GCI 1984].

The three research questions proposed by GCI pertaining to the
occupation of the block concerned the following: the emergence of
the family consumer economy, separation of home and workplace, and
emergence of the "woman's sphere" or the "cult of domesticity"
{Question 3); the organization of labor and workplace behavior
(Question 4); and warehousing practices (Question 5) Question 3
was to have been dealt with by an analysis of a series of domestic
deposits, focusing on changes in the representation of artifacts
associated with the "cult of domesticity" and the emergence of the
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"woman's sphere." Specifically, GCI was posing the following
question: '

. . can we see the emergence of the family consumer
economy, as denoted by a change in the quality of
domestic 1life (using, for example, Miller's economic
scaling of ceramics and the increase of certain kinds of
artifacts associated with the "cult of domesticity"™)
reflected in the domestic materials from these deposits,
or must we assume that this change occurred after the
separation of the home and workplace [GCI 1984].

Intensive artifact analysis was proposed to address this question,
and the possibility was acknowledged by GCI that considerable
analytical effort would be expended only to conclude that the
collection was not suitable for addressing this question
(Greenhouse to Wyman, December 11, 1985).

GCI's Question 4 concerned the organization of labor in the
workplace, and it was to have been addressed by examination of the
relative frequencies of alecheol, medicine, and food bottles within
commercial deposits, as a reflection of capitalist work discipline,
following research that had been done at the Telco Block Site
(Rockman, Harris, and Levin 1983). Again, GCI acknowledged that
extensive analysis would be required to approach this question,
with the possible finding that the deposits might not be suitable
to answer the question.

Finally, GCI's Question 5 was developed after the discovery of a
well-preserved merchant's floor and burnt deposits relating"to the
Great Fire of 1835. In order to provide information regarding
early nineteenth-century merchandise handling practices and to
record the variability and spatial distribution of the materials
in the warehouse at the time of the fire, a 50 percent sample of
the floor deposits was excavated in a checkerboard pattern (Henn
and Wall to Baugher, April 4, 1984; Wall and Henn 1984a). Answering
this question was considered a relatively straightforward
proposition involving identification of the materials represented
in the floor deposits and preparation of a distribution map
(Greenhouse to Wyman, December 11, 1985).

There are three primary reasons why HRO and the LPC, in
consultation with LBA, did not pursue all of these research topics
as part of the completion of the Assay study. First, the types of
artifact assemblages present within the site may not be suitable
to examine some of these research topics. Second, as has been shown
on many other urban archaeclogical studies, it is very difficult
to address these research concerns in the context of a "contract
archaeology”" effort. Third, current historical archaeological
research has identified numerous problems in using historical
archaeclogical data to describe and explain large-scale social and
economic processes. The validity of GCI's research design was also
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questioned, based on GCI's own statement acknowledging the
possibility that at the end of their artifact analyses it might not
be possible to answer some of the questions presented in the
research design.

GCI proposed to examine the emergence of the family consumer
economy by analysis of landfill deposits (part of GCI's Question
3). The landfill recovered from the Assay Site clearly represents
a mixture of domestic, commercial, and industrial refuse of unknown
historical association. Thus, it 1is not possible to state
confidently that the artifacts in the 1landfill soils indicate
household consumption patterns; nor can one assume that the
materials in the landfill constitute a representative sample of all
households in the city. It has not been demonstrated that the full
range of household types that existed in New York City at the time
of the filling of Block 35 is represented in the trash disposed of
within the block. Ignoring these systemic/archaeological context
issues (cf. Schiffer 1972, 1983, 1988) results in conclusions with
no solid foundation. Further, for a researcher interested in
examining city-wide consumer behavior, analysis of materials from
archaeological contexts is an inefficient approach. Documentary
sources such as custom records and advertisements lend themselves
better to the examination of this issue. These sources provide a
more complete description of the types of materials that were
consumed by New Yorkers. Such records document the availability of
both durable and non-durable goods (the latter of which made up the
bulk of what was imported through the city's waterfront).

As noted in Chapter I, major archaeological excavations undertaken
in New York City (e.g., Geismar 1983; Louis Berger & Associates,
Inc. 1987; Rockman, Harris, and Levin 1983) and other eastern
cities were not successful in answering research questions similar
to those posed by GCI for the Assay Site project. The absence of
appropriate deposits and features was often cited as the reason why
these topics could not be addressed (cf. Beidleman, Catts, and
Custer 1986; Honerkamp, Council, and Fairbanks 1989; Louis Berger
& Associates, Inc. 1987). In some cases, problems in answering a
research question were linked to the inadequacy of the standard
analytical methods used by all historical archaeologists (cf. Louis
Berger & Associates, Inc. 1985; Zierden and Hacker 1987).

In retrospect, it appears that some of the research issues that
these projects have attempted to address fall more within the
purview of academic institutions, where the institutional framework
allows researchers the time and resources to grapple with cchplex
methodological and theoretical concerns. Recent doctoral work by
Wall (1987) demonstrates this point. In order for Wall to
investigate how historical archaeological materials could be used
to measure the changing role of women in late eighteenth- and early
nineteenth-century New York City households, she had to re-examine
the ceramics assemblages from several sites in New York, sites that
had already been reported on by archaeological contracting firms.
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Her research resulted in a synthesis of ceramic data from these
projects. 1In addition‘&to her re-analysis of the ceranmic
assemblages, Wall conducted extensive, detailed historical research
on the households associated with the ceramic assemblages (Wall
1987). She also analyzed primary historical data on the city as a
whole in order to place these households in some sort of social
and economic context. Wall's dissertation topic required this type
of in-depth, focused research. Such work is not possible in the
context of a contract archaeological investigation, given time and
cost constraints. Rather, mandated archaeclogical work provides a
beginning point for the more in-depth research conducted by
scholars such as Wall. This is not to say that in carrying out
contract archaeology projects no attempt should be made to conduct
research on the social and economic processes that characterized
American society. However, these projects should not attempt to
examine topics that are beyond the reach of the artifacts and
features contained within a site and the methods readily available
to analyze these artifact and features.

The use of inappropriate research goals occurs not only in contract
work, but also in historical archaeoclogical research in general.
As observed in Chapter I, researchers have identified problems with
the research domains currently used by historical archaeologists
(cf. Beaudry 1987; Brown 1987; Henry and Klein 1987, LeeDecker et
al. 1987; Leone and Crosby 1988). Historical archaeoclogical studies
have generally failed in their attempt to describe and explain the
broad historical events and processes that characterized America
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. This failure is due to
the inability of these studies to construct a "solid methodological
bridge" between the artifacts recovered from sites and these
historical processes (cf. Beaudry 1987; Brown 1987; Henry and Klein
1987).

One way to solve these problems in historical archaeological
research is to reduce the scale of analyses that are used. That is,
instead of attempting to study large-scale social and economic
processes, historical archaeologists should focus their efforts on
variables that are more easily linked to the artifacts recovered
from sites. For example, some researchers recommend that the
household unit is the most appropriate scale to use when one is
dealing with domestic-related artifact assemblages (cf. Beaudry
1987). That is, each household "site" is studied to the fullest
extent possible, using current, standard types of artifact analyses
(e.g., Miller ceramic scaling, vessel counts, pattern analysis,
form/function analysis) and placing the archaeological materials
associated with the household in the social and economic "context"
of that particular household. Each household study, then, becomes
a building block to enable historical archaeologists to move to a
higher level of abstraction (e.g., a neighborhood, or an entire
social group) and to examine various social and economic processes
at these higher levels.
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Given the problems with GCI's research approach and the problems
that researchers have identified within the discipline as a whole,
LBA was asked by the LPC and HRO to develop research topics that
could be more readily addressed with the materials and structures
within the Block. 35 site.

B. LBA'S RESEARCH DESIGN

The Assay Site is one of a handful of sites in lower Manhattan
(Geismar 1983; Huey 1984; Louls Berger & Associates, Inc. 1987;
Rockman et al. 1983) where research has been focused on the
processes of landfilling; and it is the only project in lower
Manhattan in which intensive archaeclogical work was undertaken for
an area that was filled during the late eighteenth- to early
nineteenth-century perlod Not only does the site represent a
little-known period in the expansion of lower Manhattan's landmass,
but fieldwork at the Assay Site was carried out in a way that
allowed extremely detailed archaeological recordation of the
landfill retention structures. This detailed recordation was made
possible by the installation of steel sheet piling in Test Trenches
East and West and by the construction contractor's installation of
a slurry wall around the perimeter of the block; both of these
measures allowed archaeoclogical excavations to reach depths at
which flooding would have ©prevented work under normal
circumstances. Thus, LBA's research design focuses on the detailed
information collected by GCI on the site's waterfront structures
and landfill scils.

Research Question 1: Simply stated, the first research question,
as designed by LBA, asks:

How was the process of landfilling accompllshed in the
Assay Site block? Spec1f1cally, what is the technology
represented in the various fill retention structures,
bulkheads, and wharves, and how does it compare to the
techniques used in other American seaports?

While the sequence and bracket dates of filling are known from
historical sources, the field investigations have provided
important information on the technological processes that were used
to extend the shoreline of lower Manhattan. A number of structural
elements were recorded during the excavations, including pilings,
wharves,. and bulkheads. The technology and craftsmanship
represented in these structures were examined, with particular
reference to comparable structures found at other sites excavated
in New York and other cities.

The archaeological investigations at the Assay Site resulted in
important findings regarding landfill technology that have not been
fully evident at cother sites in New York City. A type of wharf
construction known as '"block and bridge" appears to have been
utilized in the construction of Bache's Wharf, the principal wharf
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built on Block 35. This type of wharf consists of a series of small
cobb-wharf "blocks" which are set at intervals and connected by
heavy timber spans or"*"bridges" thati~are placed above the
waterline. This type of structure is relatively unknown in the
United States (cf. Heintzelman-Muego 1983).

The addressing of the above research gquestion is basically a
descriptive process. Descriptions of the waterfront structures
within the Assay Site are presented in Chapter IV. Comparisons to
waterfront structures uncovered in other New York City sites and
sites 1in other eastern seaboard cities and towns are made in
Chapter V.

Using data from the Assay Site, Henn et al. (1986) examined
standardization of wharf construction. They state that in the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, the artisan system
changes as a result of the transformation of the social relations
of production. There is an increasing standardization of the work
process and a deskilling of labor. Henn et al. (1986) examine how
this process is manifested in dockbuilding, a trade not previously
studied. In their comparisons of several excavated wharves in lower
Manhattan, they observe that there was a great diversity in the
details of the solid log or platform kind of wharf construction
prevalent prior to the third quarter of the eighteenth century
(Henn et al. 1986). However, during the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries, the prominent construction type is a more
open, cell-like structure characterized by greater uniformity.
These observations suggest to them that, in the context of
dockbuilding, there is an increase in the standardization in wharf
construction in New York City.

The trade began to lose the characteristics of
an artisan craft as general carpenters began
to specialize in wharf production. The stand-
ardization of production, as indicated by the
analysis of the wharves themselves, suggests
that these master craftsmen may have become
entrepreneurs who no longer worked along side
their journeymen and apprentices, but rather
began to supervise large crews of relatively
unskilled laborers [Henn et al. 1986:11].

This research by Henn et al. moves through many different
analytical levels, often not making a clear linkage from one to
another. For example, they do not make the connection between what
appears to be a standardization in wharf construction and their
next level of abstraction: standardization of the work process and
the deskilling of labor, which in turn are linked to the higher
level process of changes in the social relations of production. LBA
proposes to test the initial observations made by Henn et al. with
data from sites along the eastern seaboard, thus demonstrating that
this standardization is not particular to the social and/or natural
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environment of the New York waterfront, but in fact may be
associated with an even higher 1level variable such as the
deskilling of labor during the initial phase of the American
industrial era.

Thus, LBA's Research Question 2 is as follows:

Is there a decrease in the diversity of methods of wharf
construction in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries along the United States' eastern seaboard?

For addressing this guestion, diversity will be defined by the
overall form of the wharves and the waterfront structures
associated with the wharves (e.g., bulkheads and pilings), the
types of Jjoinings that were used within the wharves, and the
materials used to construct the wharves.

In recent years, a numbker of the archaeological projects in lower
Manhattan have occurred within areas of made land. These include
the 64 Pearl Street, 175 Water Street, 209 Water Street, Cruger's
Wharf, 7 Hanover Square, Telco Block, Barclays Bank, and
Schermerhorn Row sites. Despite the number of separate studies of
landfill sites, a consensus has yet to be achieved concerning the
analytical utility of landfill material itself. Archaeologists in
many cities have given only scant attention to landfill contexts:
however, a number of archaeologists who have worked in New York
have emphasized the importance of landfill as a scientific resource
(cf. Salwen 1973, 1978). Geismar (1986), for example, has stated
that landfill content may provide information about public
attitudes toward sanitation. Huey (1984) has attempted to
reconstruct patterns of early trade, based on material recovered
from the vicinity of Cruger's Wharf. All of these studies are
problematical, however, given the inherent nature of these landfill
deposits.

Since a number of projects have been completed at landfill sites,
it is possible to study the landfill soils from the Assay Site in
the context of these other investigations, identifying patterns in
the content and distribution of landfill soils found among the
various sites. A recent study of several landfill sites, conducted
in the context of LBA's Barclays Bank Site investigation (Louis
Berger & Associates, 1Inc. 1987), suggests that the pattern
exhibited by New York City landfill sites is diversity; that is,
every site examined to date seems to exhibit somewhat different
soil types and contents. Also, it appears that these differences
are associated with the local waterfront environment, the time and
sequence of the filling, and the nature of commercial and
residential activities near the landfill site. Is this diversity
unigque to New York City? LBA thus poses a third question dealing
with landfill and waterfront techneclogy:
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Research Question 3

fg_:' a3 - - :"
Is the content and configuration of each eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century landfill site, along the U.S. eastern
seaboard, different; and is this diversity linked to
site-specific circumstances?

This question is addressed by comparing the content and soil types
of the landfill deposits within and among the various landfill
sites excavated to date, focusing on the Assay Site. Examination
of these landfill sites, and a consideration of the wvalue of
continued archaeological investigation of these sites will be
presented in Chapter VII.

C. OTHER RESEARCH ISSUES

Not only did the Assay Site contain extensive landfill deposits
and well-preserved waterfront structures, but the site had the in
situ remains of the floor of a warehouse that burned in December
1835. The research question to be applied to the deposits

associated with the warehouse is similar to the guestion suggested
by GCI. '

Research Question 4

What were the early nineteenth-century merchandise
handling practices along New York City's East River
waterfront?
This research question is addressed by simply describing the
content, frequency, and distribution of materials recovered from
the warehouse floor. These findings are discussed and graphically
portrayed in Chapter IV.

As noted above, researchers have recommended reducing the
analytical scales used in historical archaeology. Appropriate
scales would include individual households and businesses. Chapter
VII presents research topics, for the Assay Site collection, that
are at these and comparable scales of analysis. These topics are
not addressed in this report but left for future researchers.

D. LBA'S ANALYTICAL METHODS

LBA was tasked to complete the analysis of artifacts recovered from
the Assay Site. The purpose of this analysis was to (a) determine
the overall content and frequency of materials present, (b) address
the research questions outlined above, and (c¢) combine the field
data with artifactual data in order to reconstruct the depositional
history of the site. Also, the artifact ceollection was to be
prepared for curation and for use by future researchers. The
following sections detail the analytical methods used by LBA.
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1. Previous Work Completed by GCI

Prior to assignment of the project to LBA, Greenhouse Consultants,
Inc. (GCI) had already undertaken and partially completed the
preliminary processing of the collections. These tasks included
washing, sorting, marking, conservation, and flotation.

After washing the artifacts from each context, GCI sorted them into
seven major classes:

Class Contents

Curved Glass: bottle, jar, and table glass

Ceramics: table, kitchen, and household wares

Pipes: white clay tobacco pipes

Other Diagnostics: coins, buttons, beads, table
utensils, etc.

Non-diagnostics: coal, slag, architectural materials

Faunal: dietary bone, teeth, turtle
carapace

Macrofloral: seeds, nuts, crustacean shell

The washing, sorting, and conservation had been nearly finished by
GCI, but only a small portion of the collection was marked.
Artlfacts were marked using a bipartite number, consisting of the
site number (1284) and the context number, which indicated a
specific provenience within the site.

2. General Characteristiecs of the Collection

Prior to interruption of the project, an effort was made by GCI to
estimate the total number of artifacts in the collection, based on
the 1nspectlon of a 10 percent sample of the collection. In
conjunction with this exercise, excavation contexts were grouped
into 27 categories, which were representative of the major foci of
the excavations (Table 2.1). A 10 percent sample of the contexts
in each category was selected and rough-sort counts were made.
Subtotals for each category were computed from the rough sort
counts, and these sums were multiplied by 10 to arrive at an
estimate for the total number of artifacts in each category.

Alternate methods of estimating the number of artifacts were
devised by GCI, apparently because of doubts that the 10 percent
sample of contexts would yield an accurate estimate of the total
collection size. 1In an attempt to assess the validity of the 10
percent sample, a larger sample was drawn from one category. First,
a 25 percent sample, and later, a 35 percent sample of the Category
18 contexts was tabulated; then, based on the results of the larger
sample of Category 18 contexts, a "correction factor" was computed
and applled to the remainder of the contexts. Also, whereas the
initial estimation method was based on the average number of
artifacts per context, another set of estimates was based on an
average number of artlfacts per bag.
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TABLE 2.1

CATEGORIES OF GCI'S EXCAVATION CCONTEXTS

4

Category Description

1 landfill bulk samples--various lots
2 stratigraphically excavated units in landfill--Lot 9
3 stratigraphically excavated units in landfill--Lot 41
4 test cut in back yard of Lot 43
5 stratigraphically excavated units in landfill-Lot 42
6 stratigraphically excavated units in landfill--Lot 8
7 test cut in backyard of Lot 44

-8 stratigraphically excavated units in landfill--wharves
9

stratigraphically excavated

unit in Test Trench West

10 stratigraphically excavated units in Test Trench East
11 test cut in backyard of Lot 42

12 test cut in backyard of Lot 8

13 shovel test in Lot 43

15 test cuts in backyard of Lot 7

16 barrel (cistern?) in Lot 42

17 barrel cistern in Lot 43

18 wooden box in Lots 6 and 44

19 stone privy in Lot 7

20 stone privy in Lot 8

21 late nineteenth-century deposits in Lot 43
22 late nineteenth-century deposits in Lot 9
23 shovel test in Lot 8

24 shovel probes in various lots

25 bre-1835 floor deposits in Lot 8

26 pre-1835 merchants' floor deposits in Lot 9
27 stone privy in Lot 6

28 wooden box in Lot 7

Hote: No excavation contexts were assigned to Category 14.
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In addition. to the 27 formally defined excavation context
categories, there were approximately 378 contexts that were not
assigned to any Priority Group or Category by GCI. These contexts
are collectively referred to as "Category 0" in the GCI reports,
and they include selectively recovered materials, such as stray
finds and material not recovered from screened test cut soils.
This group also contains items that were selectively recovered
during the deep testing phase of the project, as well as wood
samples taken from landfill retention and waterfront structures
(Table 2.2).

It was estimated by LBA, based on information prepared by GCI, that
the total collection included approximately 561,000 artifacts. The
major components of the artifact collection are listed below,
together with an estimate of their percentage representation within
the collection.

Context Tvpe Estimated
Landfill and Riverbottom 36%

Yard Deposits 5%
Feature Contexts 40%

Other Contexts 19%

After LBA completed its own initial processing and tabulation, it
was determined that the collection included a total of 665,164
artifacts. It should be noted that numerous artifact types were
weighed but not counted (e.g., brick, shell).

3. LBA's Laboratory Procedures

LBA's laboratory processing and analysis were structured to provide
information on the range of materials present within the
collection, to assist in addressing the project's research design,
and to prepare the collection feor use by future researchers. The
various context types represented in the collection {closed feature
deposits, yard deposits, landfill/riverbottom deposits, selective
samples, and stray finds) were not viewed as bhaving equal
analytical value. Given the variety of context types, three
different levels of analysis were carried out for the various
components of the collection.

LBA's laboratory procedures were designed to be compatible with the
work previously accomplished by GCI so that LBA's work would
augment and complement, rather than repeat, tasks already
accomplished. The rough-sort tabulation scheme employed by GCI was
utilized, with minor modification, by LBA for the basic level of
analysis, and the excavation context categories (see Table 2.1)
were retained as a device for organization of the collections. The
three levels of processing and analysis completed by LBA are
described below.
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TABLE 2.2

GCI'S EXCAVATION CONTEXTS NOT PLACED IN CATEGORIES

Description : e

Approximate No.
of Contexts

Bulkhead wood samples and context numbers
assigned to bulkheads

Context numbers assigned to, and samples
taken from pilings and posts

Context numbers assigned to architectural features
{spread footers, stone walls, etc.)

Context numbers assigned to scill/flotation samples,
in addition to normal samples from excavation

Context numbers assigned to material collected
during backhoe excavation

Context numbers assigned to miscellaneous site finds

Context numbers assigned to material collected
during hand/shovel clearing

Context nunbers assigned to materizl collected from
arbitrary three-foot levels while exposing wharves

Context numbers assigned to material collected from
arbitrary three-foot levels excavated in Test Trench
West and Test Trench East

51

110

45

30

64

55
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a. Basic Processing

The landfill/riverbottom, yard, and miscellaneous contexts were
processed according to a rough-sort tabulation scheme. In addition
teo the seven major artifact classes used by GCI, one additional
class was added to include crustacean shell (clam, oyster, scallop,
etc.). (GCI had included shell with the macrofloral class.)
Tabulation consisted of simple counts of the number of items in
each excavation context according to the eight rough-sort classes.
Rather than counts, weights for the shell were determined.

Beyond simple rough-sort counts, it was desirable to provide some
~additional information on the materials from these contexts:
however, the extremely large number of artifacts from these
contexts limited the level of analysis that could be carried out.
Some form of sampling was necessary, and it was decided to focus
only on the ceramics. During the rough-sort tabulations, the
ceramics were sorted first on the basis of size into two
categories: (1) those greater than or equal to two inches in
maximum length and (2) those less than two inches in maximum
length. Ceramics smaller than two inches in maximum length were
not tallied by ware group, but simply tallied as "ceramics."
Ceramics greater than two inches in maximum length were then sorted
and tabulated according to the following major ware types:

Ware Group

Delftware Other Stoneware
Creamware Coarse Earthenware
Pearlware Oriental Export Porcelain
Whiteware Other Porcelain
Ironstone Other Wares
Yellowware
White Salt-glazed
Stoneware

Sorting the ceramics according to major ware groups provided a
basis for estimating the date range represented in these contexts.

The sorting according to size was employed for two reasons. First,
it provided a sampling scheme that permitted an equivalent level
of analysis for all contexts rather than a few. Second, sampling
based on sherd size provided a gross measurement of the level of
artifact (i.e., ceramic) completeness within a given deposit.
Artifact completeness refers to the level of fragmentation of
individual items. With such a measure, it is possible to determine
whether an artifact assemblage represents primary, secondary, de
facto, and/or displaced refuse contents (cf. Louis Berger &
Associates, Inc. 1985b and 1987). Definition of refuse types is
critical in determining how and if a given deposit can be applied
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to addressing a given research domain (cf. Schiffer 1972, 1983;
South 1977}.

b. Intermediate Level of Analysis of Feature Contexts
% Ll

P

The intermediate level of laboratory analysis for features was
oriented toward dating of the deposits, assessment of ceramic
vessel completeness, and basic. pattern analysis. The following
discussions consider each of the major artifact classes in terms
of these various intermediate analyses.

Ceramics

The intermediate level of analysis for the ceramic assemblages from
the features entailed tabulating sherds by general ware type (e.qg.,

"Creamware," "Pearlware," "Redware," etc.) and by descriptive
subtypes (e.g., "underglaze blue hand-painted," "green shell edge,"
"feather edged," etc.). Appendix 4 lists all of the identified

types and subtypes. Date ranges were automatically assigned by the
computer to temporally diagnostic types/subtypes. For instance,
"Pearlware transfer-printed with a design engraved only with lines
without stippling" (Code CRP56) is dated 1780-1815. Dates are
derived from a number of sources including, but not limited to, the
following: Archer (1973); Barber (1976); Cameron (1986); Coysh and
Henrywood (1982); Denker and Denker (1985); Gates and Omerod
(1982); Howard (1984); Miller (1980); Noel Hume (1969, 1970):
Quimby (1973); South (1977); and Towner (1978). Other types/
subtypes are simply descriptive and are undated (e.g., CERO3 -
"Redware with a yellow/brown to brown glaze").

Pates for identifiable makers' marks were written in for the
pertinent sherds. One of the most common marks was "DD & Co.,
Castleford," (maker's mark code number 650), for David Dunderdale,
who operated a pottery at Castleford, Yorkshire, between 1790 and
1820 (Godden 1964:224). Sherds which were less than two inches in

diameter were identified by the numbers 80-89 in the Comments
field.

Glass

The glass artifacts from contexts receiving an intermediate level
of analysis were broken down, for analytic purposes, into
functionally distinct groupings based on "Bottle," "Table,"
"Lighting-Related," and "Other" use categories. Window glass,
considered more functionally inclusive under an architectural group
of artifacts, was subsumed for analysis under small finds.
Identification and tabulation of the glass under this section
proceeded unit by unit according to LBA's standard Stage I level
of analysis. In addition to type/subtype, date, and count
designations, this analysis involved the recordation of select
descriptive attributes of the sherds. In addition to catalog and
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provenience information, a total of thirteen (13) fields of
discrete glass data were avallable for recordation on the computer

data entry sheets. Appendix 4 contains a breakdown of the codes

and their associated translations. A brief descriptien of coding
procedures fcllows.

Tabulation of the glass proceeded according to artifact codes
determined by function (type) and form (subtype). Codes are
alphanumeric, consisting of three letters and a two-digit number.
The designated count is simply the number of sherds in any given
category. Dating proceeded according to established diagnostic
criteria. These criteria, utilized either singly or in cembinatioen,
include various technological aspects of glass manufacture such as
finish types and mold markings, datable embossments, and various
stylistic elements associated with certain tablewares.

Sources used for dating include, but are not limited to, Geismar
{1983), Haynes (1970), O.R. Jones (1983a,b), Jones and Sullivan
(1985), McKearin and Wilson (1978), Mehlman (1982), Munsey (1970),
Noel Hume (1970, 1974), and Spillman (1982). Specific page
references are cited in Appendix 4 under the various typological
and attribute listings. In general, color was assigned purely for
descriptive purposes and 1s broadly defined. All shades of olive
green, for example, are included under "Light 0Olive/Dark Olive
Green." Finish types in the collection relate, for the most part,
te the shape (and sometimes characteristics) of the wvarying
elements comprising each finish. Base types refer to the marks on
the basal surfaces of both bottles and tableware, indicating the
mode of their finish manufacture. Manufacturing technique refers
to the distinctive mold seams and marKkings found on the bodies (and
sometimes on the basal surfaces and over the finishes) of completed
glassware. In the "Wear" field, "Melted/Burned" was used to dencte
artifacts subjected to fire. The majority of motif codes assigned
to the collection refer to the general decorative patterns
evidenced. Lettered embossments were assigned as encountered.
Comment codes were utilized at the discretion of individual
analysts to convey additional descriptive or explanatory data not
covered in the standard coded fields.

Pipes

The pipes from the Assay Site were included in the small finds
intermediate tabulation. The pipes from Feature 26, the Williams
and Winant warehouse floor, received an intensive analysis. For
this later analysis only the following types of pipes were
analyzed: whole bowls; partial bowls whose shape could be
determined or which were decorated; and decorated stems. Shape (as
described and dated by Noel Hume (1970}, Oswald (1961, 1967),
Sudbury (1980), Sudbury and Pfeiffer (1983), and Walker (1971,
1977), decoration or maker's mark, and extent of use or burning
were recorded on the computer data entry forms. Bore diameter in
sixty-fourths of an inch was measured on a 10 percent sample, or
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one pipe per context if there were fewer than ten coded pipes. The
10 percent sample was taken in order to measure the variability of
the assemblage and to see if particular bore diameters could be
correlated to specific bowl shapes or marks. It was not considered
necessary to measure all of the bores ‘bécause the date of the
deposit was already known and because bore diameter dating is not
accurate for the nineteenth century.

The computer generated a Pipes report for Feature 26 separate from
the pipes section of the Intermediate Small Finds report. The
numbers on the Small Finds report represent the total number of
pipes, but the numbers on the separate Pipes report include only
those coded in Feature 26.

Faunal Materials

The faunal material from Feature 26 were the only faunal remains
subjected to an intermediate level of analy51s Faunal materials
from Feature 18 in Lot 6 were examined in a more intensive level
of analysis (see Chapter IV). The coding system used for the
intermediate faunal analysis was an abbreviated version of the
standard Stage I analysis created and normally used by the LBA
Cultural Resource Group. This coding system allows for
identification of bone by species and element. Also, group and
class categories (cf. South 1977) are assigned to each species in
order to conduct a pattern analysis.

Tentatively identified species were assigned a general type/subtype
code and were recorded in the note field of the data entry form.
The type/subtype consists of a five-digit code composed of a three-
letter/two-integer field. The first letter is always Z and stands
for faunal; the second letter denotes class and the third letter
is used for distinguishing groups such as domestic and wild mammal.
The two integers identify species.

Each bone received a count of one. Whole shell and hinges received
a count of one, but shell fragments did not receive a count. Aall
shell was weighed. When possible each bone element was identified.
How much and which part of an element present was also recorded.

Small Finds

Feature materials were separated into three groups, including
curved glass, ceramics, and small finds/architectural. The small
finds/architectural group included faunal and floral materials.
One exception to this 'is Feature 26 where both the faunal and the
floral were separated out and received an intermediate level of
analysis (see above). Small finds/architectural artifacts were
identified and tabulated by feature, and within feature on a unit-
by-unit basis. Analysis of the small finds/architectural artifacts
consisted of a greatly abbreviated form of the standard Stage I
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coding system created by LBA. This coding system is based on a
modified version of South's pattern/function typology (South 1977).

The identification of artifacts by specific functional groups
provides the maximum level of identification for most of the small
finds/architectural materials subjected to the intermediate level
of analysis. Certain groups were expanded to include those specific
artifacts which might provide clues as to the date and nature of
a given deposit. For example, all identified twentieth-century
materials were coded as SBS00-Twentieth Century Debris Group
regardless of the artifact, whereas in the Personal Group different
types of coins were specified. The standard Stage I analysis allows
for a maximum of 10 fields of information for each artifact. These
fields include type/subtype, identifying group and class, unit of
measure (count or weight), and descriptive modifiers such as
material and maker's mark. However, in most cases the artifacts
were identified only by type/subtype and either counted or weighed.
Faunal material was coded ZAA00 and counted, and floral material
was coded FAAO00 and weighed.

All small finds/architectural artifacts were tabulated using codes
based on functional attributes broken down by group and class. The
type/subtype consists of a five-digit code. The letters and numbers
progress in alphabetical and numerical order in the codebook. The
three letters identify the group and class of an artifact. The
first letter is always S, and stands for small finds; the second
letter identifies the group; and the third letter identifies the
class (e.g., SAB: S = Small Finds, A = Architecture, B = Building
Materials). The two integers that follow type are the subtype. The
integers identify the artifact within a specific group and class.
For Assay Site artifacts, many subtypes are 00, indicating only the
presence of an artifact within a group and class without
specifically identifying the object (e.g., SCS04: S = Small Finds,
C = Clothing, S = Sewing Related, 04 = Scissors).

With certain exceptions all artifacts were counted. Cloth, leather,
heating by-products, shell, macrofloral, and artifacts in the Small
Finds Other group (with the exception of rock, rubber, and
unidentified glass) were weighed. Dates were recorded when a time
range for an artifact could be determined based on a diagnostic
feature, e.g., a dated coin. The material composition of artifacts
was generally not recorded; however, in certain cases, such as with
brass buttons, material was recorded in order to highlight its
importance. The form or method of manufacture was not generally
recorded. In certain cases where an unusual artifact would not be
accommodated by type/subtype, its form was described. Makers'
marks were recorded when present; however, this field was rarely
used. General comments about condition of the artifacts (e.g.,
burned, privy-stained) were more often placed in this field.
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c. Intensive Level of Analysis

In order to prepare the artifact collection for future researchers,
and to address Research Question No. 4, certain major contexts were
subjected to more intensive levels of analyses. These contexts
included (a) the materials from the box-like structure (Feature 18)
in Lot 6 that can be confidently linked to at least the Courtlandt
VanBeuren occupation of the lot, and (b) artifacts from the
warehouse floor (Feature 26) in Lot 9. This intensive level of
analysis included cross-mending, minimum number of vessel counts,
and calculations of artifact frequencies by functional categories,
in addition to general pattern analyses. The specific analytical
methods applied to each of these contexts are detailed in the field
discussions of these features, in Chapter IV.

d. Stratigraphic Analysis

Using the Harris matrix method (Harris 1975, 1979), stratigraphic
analysis was completed for all test cuts in order to achieve a
clearer understanding of the stratigraphy of the excavated
deposits. Harris matrices have been completed not only for the
features but for all test cuts that included more than one
excavation context. This method of analysis provides a two-
dimensional, graphic portrayal of the chronological sequence of
the deposits and architectural features that were excavated and
recorded at the site. This method is particularly useful for

reconstructing complex stratigraphy typically found at urban
landfill sites.

Beginning with the smallest unit of excavation and recordation,
which in the case of the Assay Site is the context, its spatial
relationship was determined by reference to plan drawings, spot
elevations, and profiles. Each context may have one of three
possible relationships with another: either (1) it is earlier than
or beneath another, (2) it is later than or above another, or (3)
it is equal to or contemporaneous with another. In many cases,
however, the gquality of the field records was insufficient to
re-establish a fully accurate stratigraphic sequence.

Data analyses (i.e., dating and pattern analysis) have also been
carried out according to depositional units (DUs) within features.
Depositional units serve as a device for combining separate
excavation contexts that relate to a single refuse disposal episode
or event (cf. Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. 1985b). For the
current study, depositional units have been defined sclely on the
basis of information provided in the field records, since intensive
artifact analyses (e.g., cross-mending) were not conducted on the
site's deposits and features (except for Feature 18, the box-like
structure in Lot 6; and Feature 26, the warehouse floor in Lot 9).
Therefore, these depositional units must be considered to be
provisional until these contexts are subjected to an artifactually
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based stratigraphic analysis. Depositional units have been
designated using a tripartite identifier, consisting of (1) the lot
nunber, (2) the deposit type, and (3) a unique identifying number
within each feature. All DUs for the features utilize the letter
"rpt +o designate the association with a feature.

e. Computer Artifact Cataleging and Coding

The computerized data management system developed by the Cultural
Resource Group of LBA was used to compile an inventory of artifacts
and soil samples. This system is written on an IBM PC-XT using
RBase System V, a relational data base development package. Three
major data bases were used for data management and manipulation:
Rough Sort, Intermediate, and Intensive level data bases. The
categories and codes used for these various levels of analyses are
presented in Appendix 4. The types of "computer reports" generated
by these analyses included calculation of TPQs, MCDs, and Pattern
Analysis,

In addition teo the artifact computer cataloging, LBA also developed
a data base for soil samples collected during excavation. These
samples were assigned a color, using the Munsell color chart. The
texture was also recorded. This information, along with any
comments noted on the provenience tags, was entered into the data
base. This system provided easy access to soil characteristics
necessary 1in setting up depositional units.

f. Conservation and Treatment of the Collection

All artifacts in need of conservation had already been segregated
from the general collection when LBA took over the project, and
treatment had been completed on a majority of these artifacts.
Treatment of wood and leather artifacts, however, was in process
when LBA received the collection. These artifacts had been placed
in net bags, marked with their provenience, and allowed to socak in
a solution of Mystox and Polyethylene Glycol (PEG). Before
transportation from New York City to LBA's laboratory in East
Crange, New Jersey, most of the solutien was removed from the
Nalagene Tanks and transported in separate containers from the
artifacts. This prevented both the spilling of the solution and
damage to the artifacts during the move. Upon arrival at LBA's East
Orange laboratory, the soclution was returned to the tanks and the
artifacts were left to continue soaking.

The artifacts were agitated and checked regularly. Once it was
determined that the treatment was complete, artifacts were removed
from the solution and allowed to air-dry slowly. During the drying
process the artifacts were checked regularly for signs of cracking
and warping. Several artifacts were wrapped and packed with gauze
to prevent cracking and warping. Once the artifacts were dry they
were wrapped in acid-free tissue and packed for storage in plastic
bags with holes punched in them to allow ventilation.
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g. Preparation of Study Collect}onsﬂN
The Assay Site artifact collection includes some material that was
recovered from general site contexts and thus has relatively little
analytical wvalue. This material was used to prepare type
collections for future researchers. These general site contexts
include what is described in GCI's notes as "stray finds,"
"material collected during backhoe clearing,” and "material
collected during shovel clearing." LBA's preliminary examination
of this "general" provenienced material indicates that it contains
mostly diagnostic artifacts, including ceramic and glass vessels
that are relatively complete. Since the materials do represent
relatively well-preserved and recognizable vessel forns, they are
appropriate for incorporation into an archaeological type
collection. Materials selected for incorporation into the type
collections were labeled so that the site provenience would be
preserved with the artifacts.

After completion of the sorting, 1labeling, tabulation, and
analyses, all materials (except those included in the study
collections), were placed in plastic bags with a tag indicating
provenience information (context number, test cut, 1level, and
stratum). Materials from the rough-sort categories were bagged
according to the eight rough-sort classes (ceramics, pipes, faunal,
etc.), and the context number was written on the exterior of each
bag as well. The materials were then boxed in standard cardboard
boxes, grouped according to rough-sort classes and the 28 context
categories established by GCI (see Table 2.1). Each box was
numbered, and an external label was applied to each box indicating
its contents. Finally, an index of box numbers and contents was
prepared to assist future data retrieval.
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III. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF BLOCK 35

A. INTRODUCTION

An overview of the historical development of Block 35 was prepared
by Greenhouse Consultants, Inc. (GCI), in September 1983 as part
of the evaluation of the block's archaeological potential. During
GCI's fieldwork and preliminary analysis, additional research was
undertaken, which resulted in a thorough investigation of surviving
tax records (to 1850) and city directories (also to 1850).
Historical research conducted by the Cultural Resource Group of
Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. (LBA), in the winter of 1987 was
directed toward resolving outstanding issues concerning the early
partitioning and occupation of the lots along Front Street.

The following sections summarize the coverview and histories of the
four lots subject to archaeological investigation. Specific lot
histories are detailed in tabular form in Appendix 2.

B. DEVELOPMENT OF BLOCK 35

GCI (1983a:21) defined five stages that characterized the
development of Block 35. These stages comprise the following:

Pre~-Landfill (1760-1790): The block contained a series of
slips and docking facilities serving commercial purposes.
Miscellaneous items associated with neighboring commercial/
maritime activities were either lost or discarded in the area.

Sequential Filling (1790-1804): Successive landfill episodes
resulting in the extension of the shoreline into the East
River to form new land and ultimately construction of South
Street. The Front Street frontage was completed and occupied
in the 1790s and the South Street frontage by 1804.

Early Nineteenth-Century Occupation (1804-1835): Prior to the
Great Fire of 1835, the block was occupied by a mix of
warehouses, commercial facilities, and residences, all of
which were destroyed in the fire.

Nineteenth-Century Commercial Use (1835-1930): Subsequent to
the nearly complete destruction in the fire, the block was
rebuilt with 21 four- and five-story brick rowhouses, which
were modified and reused as the nature of the port evolved.

Twentieth-Century Use (1930-Present): Fifteen nineteenth-
century buildings were demolished in 1930 to provide a site
for the United States Assay Office Building. The remainder
of the site was cleared and paved as a parking lot.
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Each of these episodes is described in further detail below. Unless
otherwise stated, all information has been taken from GCI (1983a).

1. Pre-Landfill (1760-1790)

"Making land" in New York City began under the Dutch and continues
today. The policy was motivated in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries by commercial, wmunicipal, and medical interests. The
value to trade, shipping, and commerce of control of the waterfront
and improved harbor facilities has been well documented (cf.
Rockman et al. 1983; Geismar 1983). City government profited
immediately from sale of riparian rights and expected to gain again
as a result of increased settlement and enhanced tax rolls. This
position was not without problems as charges of corruption
surrounded the process and the minimal control over development led
to repeated complaints of litter and filth on the wharves and in
the slips. The medical profession came to see draining and filling
of low-lying areas as a public health measure. The importance to
public health became very obvious in the wake of periodic yellow
fever epidemics, the worst of which occurred in 1795 and 1798.

In March of 1775, water lots were granted to a series of merchants
and politicians. These grants covered the shoreline and adjacent
river bottom in the vicinity of modern blocks 29 to 36, the area
now bounded by Stone Street, Coenties Slip, Wall Street, and the

East River. Parts of this area had previously been filled;
landfill in Block 31, for example, was begun before 1700 (Louis
Berger & Associates, Inc. 1987). Nine grants covered the study

block; these were subsequently partitioned into the small urban
lots characteristic of lower Manhattan.

2. Sequential Filling (1790-1804)

Little aside from pier and slip-related construction occurred
within the study block prior to the Revolution. Between 1783 and
1790, the Front Street frontage is believed to have contained three
wharves: Roosevelt's (east of 0l1d Slip), Bache's, and Gouverneur's
(approximately in the location of Gouverneur's Lane); with two

blacksmiths; one cooperage; and cne "store" (i.e., storehouse or’

warehouse). The problems of interpreting the 1790 tax list on
which this description is based are discussed below.

In April 1795, the Common Council reassessed their policy on the
development of the waterfront and concluded that some improvements
were necessary because of drainage and health-related problems.
The council ordered construction of a 70-foot-wide street to define
the limit of expansion; this became modern South Street. The only
development beyond the new street would be wharves and piers
necessary for trade. Municipal jurisdiction did not enable the
council to compel water lot grantees to comply and the city
appealed to the state for appropriate authority, which it received.
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Enforcing the new policy and constructing South Street took several
years, during which timewSevere bouts of:iiyellow fever in 1795 and
1798 fanned 1local support for completlng partially finished
landfill projects and building appropriate drainage systems. 1In
October 1797, the Council directed water lot grantees between
Coenties Sllp and Catherine Slip to complete the fill up to South
Street within the next 12 months. After some foot- dragglng, the
grantees between 0l1d Slip and Wall Street 31gned a petition in 1803
asking all property owners to participate in the landfill process,
which was complete by 1804.

3. Early Nineteenth-Century Occupation (1804-1835)

Shepherd and Walton (1976) argue that changes in the post-
Revolutionary trading patterns represent intensification of
patterns already clear in the late Colonial period. Eighteenth-
century commerce had consisted of two principal circuits,
transatlantic and coastal, and had served two major functions:

(1) redistribution of colonlal products for consumption within the
colonies; and (2) collection of commodities for export overseas via
the 'large centers (Boston, New York, Philadelphia, and Charleston)
and distribution of imports through these centers to their
respective hinterlands (Shepherd and Walton 1972: 785) . Desplte
dislocation immediately after the War for Independence, the major
part of the Atlantic trade was still with Great Britain by the
1790s, although pre-war levels were not regained. The reduction
of trade with Great Britain was partially offset by direct trade
with France and other northern European ports. Commerce with
southern Europe was re-established and trade with the West Indies
surpassed colonial levels. The principal difference was open
access to non-British islands, and the export of foodstuffs,
traditional items in the West Indlan trade, increased dramatically.

Exports from New York boomed, "reflecting the increased
agricultural output of that state" (Shepherd and Walton 1976: 412).

In the period 1790-1830, New York grew more rapidly than any other
American city and achleved a dominant position before the Erie
Canal opened in 1825 (Kammen 1982:123). Foreign immigration
remained high after 1790, accounting for a demographic increase of
295 percent between 1790 and 1820. The city's hinterland also grew
at an amazing rate, and bonds between the city and its regional
context were strengthened by the incorporation of 253 turnpike and
70 bridge companies between 1799 and 1823. Astute business created
specialized institutions, such as the Board of Brokers, that
accelerated economic growth.

The city had burned twice during the Revolution and at least part
of the late eighteenth-/early nineteenth-century boom was reflected
in new construction. Between 1786 and 1790, the number of
dwellings increased by 45 percent. Demand, however, exceeded
supply, and land values between 1785 and 1815 increased by 750
percent (Blackmar 1979:137). The elite benefited disproportionately
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from the changing real estate market, and working class tenants,
confronted with declining wages, declining prospects for upward
mobility, and increasingly constrained living conditions, responded
to the market by taking in boarders and creating other forms of
shared housing (Blackmar 1979:143).

Because proximity to work was still important in the era preceding
mass transit, the social gradients along a given street could be
guite steep. Still, rising commercial rents -and increasing
reluctance among the emerging middle classes to reside among the
laboring classes resulted in construction of enclaves such as
Greenwich Village, Gramercy Park, Union Square, and Yorkville in
the 1820s, 1830s, and 1840s (Blackmar 1979:143; Spann 1981:107).
Lower Manhattan, particularly along the East River, was
increasingly given over to commercial uses.

Albion (1939) argues that New York's eventual primacy among ports
was based on strategic decisions that occurred between 1815 and
1825. Principal among these were the initiation of packet lines and
consolidation of the city's position in the cotton export trade.
Duties were reduced substantially in 1825 and inauguration of
auctions placed New York in a competitive position. More recent
historians, notably Shepherd and Walton, suggest that the
antecedents of New York's commercial dominance extend further into
its eighteenth-century past. Additional support of this position
can be derived from A. Jones (1980), who argues that the creation
of reserves of liquid capital in the cities of the Middle Colonies
by 1774 was critical to their eventual economic success in the
industrial nineteenth century.

Regardless o©of the econometric debate, which addresses issues of
historical causality, New York's trade clearly expanded in the
early nineteenth century, the size and draw of ships increased,
and dock space was at a premium, ultimately adding to the clamor
for improved facilities. Durlng the initial expansion, the study
block was occupied by a series of merchants, grocers, and artisans
primarily associated with shipping (boot and shoe maker, block and
pumpmaker, cooper, sail and duck store). Mixed commercial/
residential uses can be definitively associated with Lots 6 and 7.

Lot 6 appears to have been exclusively commercial after 1812, and
Lot 7 ceased to contain a residential component after 1827.

Flnally, prominent members of New York's mercantile community were
scions of New England families. They acted as agents or
correspondents for New England-based firms so that the commerce of
the two competing regions was frequently controlled by a handful
of firms. For the project area, this is exemplified by Pelatiah
Perit (Perit and Lathrop), who was originally from New England as
was the Griswold family of Connecticut.
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4. Nineteenth-Century Commercial Use (1835-1930)

The fire of December 1535 provides a convenient point of reference,
given the.extent of destruction and the opportunity it created for
rebuilding. However, the rebuilding that ensued crystallized
changes already underway for some years. Well before the blaze,
the final conversion to exclusive use by commercial interests had
occurred within the study area as it had on other neighboring
blocks (Geismar 1983; Louls Berger & Associates, Inc. 1987). The
debate among historians, moreover, centers on whether the 1790s and
recovery after the Revolution or the period 1815-1825 represent the
critical transition in the city's economic future.

Association of individual streets with specialized functions or
businesses became a feature of lower Manhattan, although the
associations were fluid. By 1852, Wall Street was the financial
center, housing the capital markets as well as offices for broker,
banks, insurance companies and the Merchants' Exchange and Custom
House. South Street, the most intimately connected with maritime
activities, was lined with the principal shipping houses and the
offices of the packet lines. Pearl Street in the 1830s had been
the center of dry goods, but by the early 1850s, dry goods
emporiums had spread to William, Broad, Pine, Cedar, and Liberty
Streets. Mediating spatially between the two (i.e., South and
Pearl) Streets were Front and Water Streets, which contained
wholesale grocers, commission merchants and the artisans and
tradesmen who supported the shipping industry. Broadway was
already associated with retail establishments and personal services
(e.g., tailoring, millinery, etc.). The hardware trade was found
along Platt and Pearl Streets and the leather dealers were located
on Ferry and Jacob Streets (as quoted in Albion 193%:266).

The fire damaged virtually all of the block, which was rebuilt as
a series of four- and five-story brick rowhouses. In the period
between 1835 and 1850, the study area was characterized by
intensive use of space and occupation by grocers, commission
merchants, and merchants specializing in cotton, tea, wines, and
liguors. The packet lines were also represented by occupants of
the project area (Whitlock, Phelps) as well as the range of
associated industries (banking, insurance) and the practice of
appointing influential merchants. as consuls for foreign governments
(see Albion 1939).

In the second half of the nineteenth century, the Hudson River port
facilities outstripped the East River decks. In part this was due
to the increasing importance of the export commodities obtained’
from the interior, first via the Erie Canal and later by the
railroads. Important terminals for rail lines serving the intericr
were located on the New Jersey side of the New York harbor and the
focus of activity shifted from the East River and points north and
east to the Hudson River and points west. Increased size of the
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vessels and the steam technology, moreover, necessitated neéw and
larger facilities. Increasingly, lower Manhattan was given over
to office, banking, insurance, and finance and many of the older
rowhouses were abandoned or used as warehouses.

5. Twenfieth—Centurz Use (1930-Present)

The Assay Building was constructed as part of a 700 million dollar
federal buildings program. Fifteen 1lots, said to contain
structures almoest 100 years o©ld, were hought and demolished and
construction on the new building began in the summer of 1931. On
the eve of their demolition, the seedy, four- and five-story row
houses were used as lodging houses, warehouses, and for 1light
industry.

Originally conceived of as containing a mint, the "new" building
is a massive iron-and-concrete structure with steel vaults and a
27-ton vault door. It is five stories high with an attic and a
basement that extends about ten feet below grade. The wvault is
about 12 feet below grade. It was finished in mid-1932 and cost
2.1 million dollars. In March 1966, the remaining six lots
{subject to archaeoclogical investigation) were purchased and the
buildings razed to make way for a parking lot.

C. PARTITIONING AND USES OF THE STUDY LOTS

A substantial amount of historical data relating to the history of
the eight lots contained in the study area was collected by GCI.
Review of this material revealed that there was confusion as to the
sequence of addresses along Front Street in the periocd prior to
1818 and that this confusion may have resulted in failure to
collect all possible information from the city directories. LBA's
first objective was, therefore, to clarify the confusion over the
street addresses on Front Street,.

LBA focused on the deeds because these documents contain explicit
locational information. The sequence of owners and references to
occupants can be used to extrapolate associated data from other
records, such as tax lists and census lists, believed to reflect
routes. Neither tax lists nor census lists necessarily indicate
empty or vacant lots, so assigning lot occupation solely on the
basis of a sequence from either of these lists in the absence of
corroboration from a different type of source, such as a deed, is
problematic.

At the conclusion of the deed research, some additional work was
conducted in the federal census and the microfilm collections of
city directories at the Library of Congress where different
editions of directories from the same year are available. Use of
the federal census 1s wusually constrained by the absence of
information on street addresses prior tc 1880. However, the census
taker did follow a route, albeit with occasional exceptions, and
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the route can be extrapoclated by comparing the sequence of names
taken from the census, which reflects residence, with the sequence
taken from the tax 115t ‘which reflects property and location, and
with the addresses assoc1ated with those names as they are prov1ded
in the contemporaneous city directory. Given the high degree of
transiency and absentee ownership, only the 1810 federal census
yielded any relevant information, although this was extremely
valuable as it provided a benchmark for mixed-use properties as
well as for properties apparently dedicated exclusively to
commercial uses.

LBA has achieved mixed results with respect to the problem of
street addresses for the period prior to 1799. This problem may
reflect the historical reality of the waterfront in the late
eighteenth century. Thus, the ambiguity can be seen as a type of
historical evidence. The earliest deed found dates to 1805,
although information reflecting earlier occupations was contained
in the recitals that prefaced later transactions. In the next
section, the results of the deed research are discussed in detail.
This is followed by lot-by-lot discussions.

1. Results of Deed Research

Research conducted by GCI located a map of water lot grants in the
study area (Figure 3.1), which was produced in the context of a
late nineteenth-century lawsuit and which correlated with
information contained in the 1late eighteenth-century water 1lot
grants themselves. The earliest deed associated with Lot 6 (Bache
to McEvers et al., 1807, New York City Libers [hereinafter cited
as NYC] 76:505) indicates that this lot was in the occupation of
Courtlandt VanBeuren and that it was known as 91 Front Street.
VanBeuren bought this lot the following year (NYC 351:195). His
presence on the property is confirmed in both the directories and
in the tax lists, which indicate either the owner or the occupant
in the early nineteenth century.

There were four water lot grants the widths of which historically
correspond to the four lots along Front Street. Since 87 TFront
Street (Lot 6) was originally 21 Front Street, it might be thought
that the original addresses were 91 through 97 Front Street.
However, the 1807 tax list, which renumbered the street addresses
(89 Front Street corresponded to 91 Front Street, i.e., Lot 6, and
80 on), implied that two adjacent lots, corresponding to Lots 7 and
8, were both designated 91 (formerly 93 Front Street); the corner
lot was therefore formerly 95 now 93 Front Street. Comparison with
city directories, however, indicates that the numbering system of
the tax records between 1807 and 1818, when it was changed to the
modern system, was never implemented in the city directories. Lot
7, therefore, appears to correspond to 3 Front Street, as reported
in the city directories, and Lot 8 corresponds to 93-1/2 Front
Street, as listed in the directories. Thomas Delves, listed in 1807
as being at one of the 0ld 93 Front Street addresses, was in fact
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listed in the city directories at 93-1/2 Front Street. No. 95 Front
Street appears always to-have been the corner property, which was
re~-numbered 93 Front Street in 1818.

This system worked consistently for all data from the 1799 tax list
through 1850 and matched with data found in the city directories.
Two deeds to Lot 7 (Aymar to Whitlock et al., 1831, NYC 275:100;
Whitlock et al. to McCormick, 1833, NYC 295:115) refer to this
property as having been 93 Front Street. Mrs. Troup's boarding
house, mentioned in one of these (Aymar to .Whitlock et al., 1831,
NYC 275:100) was also listed in the city directory at this address.
No reference to Lot 9 as ever having been known as 97 Front Street
was found, nor was there any legal evidence of double lots along
Front Street, although all of the lots originally extended from
Front to South Streets and were later subdivided.

Interpretation of the late eighteenth-century tax lists remains
problematic. It is presently believed, however, that the sequence
in the lists prior to 1799 (i.e., 1789, 1790, 1791, 1794, and 1795)
reflects properties west of Front Street as well as any
improvements (i.e., wharves and structures on them) east of Front
Street. This is suggested by Thomas and John Ming's cooperage.
The cooperage is listed between Bache's and Gouverneur's wharves
although the earliest address for Ming's cooperage is "Front Street
near 0l1d Slip"™ and the second is as "86 Front Street,” i.e., on the
west side of the street. 1In 1795, Ming's cooper shop was described
as being "on wharf"; it is not clear whether this was Randall's or
Bache's Whartf. It is also likely that the shop was across the
street from his residence at 86 Front Street (New York Directory
and Register 1795:129). Bache, moreover, owned both Lots 5 and 6
and was a trustee of the Estate of Paul Richards, which owned Lot
7. Thus, "Bache's wharf" might conceivably refer to the section
of wharf along Lot 6 as well as the pier that projected into the
East River in the area now called Lot 5.

Gouverneur's Wharf is believed to be under Gouverneur's Lane. The
1795 tax list also refers to "Randall's wharf," a section of wharf
presumably associated with Thomas Randall, a blockmaker enumerated
in the tax lists from 1789 to 1795, although he was not identified
in the associated city directories. Randall is, however, mentioned
in an 1805 conveyance (Coster to Coster, 1805, NYC 72:167). The
wording is slightly ambiguous. The passage described a tract that
measured 23 feet, 3 inches, by 399 feet and was bounded:

Northerly by Water Street aforesaid Southerly by the said
East River in Harbour Easterly by a Water Lot granted to
Mr. Jacob Walton and Westwardly by another Water Lot
granted to Mr. Paul Richards late in the Possession of
Thomas Randall Deceased as in and by the said Indenture
of Release referenced thereto . . . (Coster to Coster,
1805, NYC 72:167).
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The property conveyed is clearly Lots 8 and 43; the question is,
does the phrase, "occupied by Thomas Randall," modify the adjacent
lot, that owned by Paul Richards's Estate, or does this modify the
lot herewith conveyed, that is, Lot 87 ©None of the descriptions
of the adjacent properties contains reference to occupants although
it was not uncommon for descriptions of conveyed properties to
refer to the occupant, particularly if the occupant differed from
the owner. Thus, the structure of the deed implies that Randall
was the occupant of Lot 8. A later deed to the same property of
the same literary construction indicates that Mrs. Troup was the
occupant, a conclusion confirmed by the information contained in
the city directories.

Further confirmation of the association of Randall with Lot 8 is
obtained by attempting to link the sequence of names taken from
the tax lists with the lots as they are believed to have existed
in the late 1790s. LBA's reconstruction of the occupations is
presented in Table 3.1. The significant feature of this
reconstruction is that it results in the placing of Abraham
Walton's water lot at Lots 9/41 and Gouverneur's water lot under
Gouverneur's Lane. This interpretation of the sequence in the tax
is, therefore, consistent with both the pattern of water lot grants
as discerned in the grants themselves and in the re-survey of these
grants in the late nineteenth century.

South Street properties presented less problem (Table 3.2). The
area was open until after 1802, and the earliest information found
relating to these lots dates to 1807.

2. Lot 6: 91/87 Front Street

This lot was contained in a water lot granted to Theophylact Bache
on March 21, 1775. Bache had been born in Great Britain but
prospered as a merchant in the New World. He attempted to remain
neutral during the Revolution, and was, for +the most part,
successful. Although briefly seized and held by the Americans in
Morristown, New Jersey, he was able to return to New York City,
then occupied by British troops. He continued the business that
he had begun prior to the war and revived his offices at 38 Hanover
Square. He built three buildings on Water Street (Nos. 85, 86, and
87) and two on Front Street (Nos. 212 and 213). He eventually
constructed two warehouses at the corner of South Street and
Gouverneur's Lane.

The earliest possible reference to improvements on this lot is the
reference in the 1789 tax list in which T[heophylact] Bache was
taxed for a "wharf," valued at £300 (Tax Lists 1789). The wharf
was again assessed at £300 the following year as well as in 1791
(Tax Lists 1790, 1791). In 1792, the wharf contained a cooper
shop, which Bache presumably rented; the total value of shop and
wharf was placed at £450 (Tax List 1792).
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. . TABLE 3.1 |
FRONT STREET LOTSkd
1789-1850
Year Lot 6 Lot 7 Iot 8 Lot 9
1789 Owned by T. Thomas Ming Thomas Abraham
Bache; pos- Cooperage; Randall Walton
sibly not possibly not Blockmaker Blacksmith
occupied resident
1790 owned by T. Thomas Ming Thomas Abraham
Bache; pos- Cooperage Randall Walton
sibly not Blockmaker Blacksmith
occupied
1791 Owned by T. Thomas Ming Thomas Abraham
Bache; pos- Cooperage Randall Walton
sibly not Blockmaker Blacksmith
occupied
1792 Cooper shop [Vacant?] No data Abraham
owned by T. Walton
Bache, pro- Blacksmith
bably rented
out
1793 No data No data No data No data
1794 Cooper shop No data No data Estate of Jacob
owned by T. Walton taxed for
Bache, pro- lot and wharf (con-
bably rented firmed by deeds)
out
1795 Bache paid John Ming's No data No data
taxes on a Cooperage
two-story "on wharf"
building
1799. William J.Elsworth [Missing A. Pentz
Bache Boarding Data] Cooperage
House T.Satterwaite
"Store®" [house]
1800 William [Missing [Missing A. Pentz
Bache Data] Data] Cocoperage
Attorney
1801 C.VanBeuren [Missing [Missing [Missing
Grocer Data] Data] Data]
1802 C.VanBeuren S. Miller T. Delves P.Cammann
Grocer Merchant Merchant "Store" [house]
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TABLE 3.1
FRONT STREET LOTS
1789-1850
Continued
Year Lot 6 Tot 7 Lot 8 Lot ©
1803 C.VanBeuren S. Miller T. Delves P.Cammann
Grocer Merchant Merchant Merchant
1804 C.VanBeuren S. Miller T. Delves [Missing
Grocer Merchant Merchant Data]
1805 C.VanBeuren [Missing T. Delves Cadle &
Grocér Data] Merchant Stringham
Merchants
W. Hill
Merchant
1806 C.VanBeuren Mrs. Troup T. Delves Cadle &
Grocer Boarding Merchant Stringham
House Merchants
W. Hill
Merchant
1807 C.VanBeuren Thomas Delves & Cadle &
Grocer Farmer Thompson, Stringham
VanBeuren & Merch'ts Merchants
Schoonmaker W. Hill
Merchant Merchant
G. Jackson
Merchant
1808 C.VanBeuren E. Wilkie T. Delves Cadle &
Grocer Br. Pilot Merchant Stringham
D. Fisher J.Hutchinson W. Hill
vVanBeuren & Commmission Merchant
Schoonmaker Merchant G. Johnson
Merchant Merchant
1809 C.VanBeuren E. Wilkie J.Hutchinson Cadle &
Grocer Br. Pilot Stringham
D. Hasbrouck Thomas W. Hill
VanBeuren & Farmer Merchant
Schoonmaker G. Johnson
Merchant Merchant
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. TABLE 3.1
*FRONT STREET LOTS
1789-1850
Continued
Year Lot 6 Lot 7 Lot 8 Iot 9
1810 C.VanBeuren G.Sickles Store[house] Cadle &
Grocer (R)* Boot/Shoe— owned by J.G. Stringham
J .Hasbrouck maker (R)* & H.Coster W. Hill
(R) * T.Hodges (R)* Merchant
D.Sickles G. Johnson
W. Nill Merchant
1811 C.VanBeuren G. Sickles Store[house] [Missing
Grocer Boot/Shoe- owned by J.G. Data]
J. Hasbrouck maker & H. Coster
Merchant
1812 C.VanBeuren** G. Sickles Storel[house] [Missing
Schoonmaker J.Dbuvall owned by J.G. Data)
& Hasbrouck Coster
1813 C.VanBeuren G. Sickles Store[house] [Missing
- Schoonmaker Boot/Shoe- by J.G. Data)
& Hasbrouck maker & H. Coster
1814 C.VanBeuren G. Sickles Store[house] W. Hill
Grocer Boot/Shoe- owned by J.G. Merchant
Schoonmaker maker & H. Coster
& Hasbrouck
1815 C.VanBeuren G. Sickles Henderson G. Johnston
M.Schoonmaker Boot/Shoe- & Cairns Merchant
naker Merch'ts
1816 C.VanBeuren G. Sickles Henderscn Hinton &
& Son, Boot/Shoe- & Cairns Moore
] Grocer maker Merchants Sail/Duck Store
1817 C.VanBeuren H. Thorn Walsh & Hinton &
& Son R.McCormick Gallagher Moore
Grocer/Home Sail/Duck Store
1818 Schoonmaker, H. Thorne Walsh & Hinton &
VanBeuren & R.McCormick Gallager Moore
Co., Merch'ts Grocer/Home Sail/Duck Store

——— T A — ik A T o e o el ok L ——" . e ok Ak T T e e S A A —— ——

* (R) dencotes residence known from the 1810 federal census and cross-
referenced against the city directory for that year.

*%*By 1812, VanBeuren had moved his residence to 22 Provost although the
business still functioned at 91 Front Street.
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TABLE 3.1
FRONT STREET I1.0TS
1789-~1850
Continued
Year Iet 6 Iet 7 Lot 8 Iot 9
1819 Schoonmaker, R.McCormick VanBeuren Hinton &
VanBeuren Grocer/Home Merchant Moore
& Co., Walsh &
Merchants Gallager
1820 Schoonmaker, R.McCormick Walsh & Hinton &
VanBeuren Grocer (R) Gallager Moore
& Co., G.Blair Merchants Sail/Duck
Merchants Watch- Store )
maker
E.Blair
Cartman
1821 Schoonmaker, R.McCormick Taxes paid ‘Hinton & Moore
VanBeuren Grocer (R) by Hinton Sailmakers/
& DeForest E. Blair & Moore Ship
Merchants Grocer (R) Chandlers
1822 Schoonmaker, R.McCormick "Vacant" A.V. Winans
VanBeuren Grocer (R) Grocer
& DeForest E. Blair (R)
Merchants T. Nevins
Cooperage
1823 VanBeuren R.M'Cormick "Vacant" A.V, Winans
& DeForest Grocer (R) Grocer
Merchants E. Blair
Cartman (R)
1824 VanBeuren R.McCormick Taxes paid A.V. Winans
& DeForest Grocer (R) by Walsh & Grocer
Merchants Gallagher H. Ginnel [sic]
Merchant
1825 VanBeuren R.McCormick H.Grinnell A.V.Winans
& DeForest Grocer (R) Merchant & Co.
Merchants Grocer
1826 VanBeuren R.McCormick C.Green A.V. Winans
& DeForest Grocer (R) "Store in & Co.
Grocers Rear"
1827 VanBeuren R.McCormick "Vacant" A.V.Winans
& DeForest Grocer (R) with "Store & Co.
Grocers G.P. Holmes in Rear" Grocers
& Co.
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) TABLE 3.1
+* FRONT STREET' LOTS
1789-1850
Continued
Year Lot 6 Lot 7 Iot 8 Lot 9
1828 VanBeuren Owned by W. Condit & A.V. Winans
& DeForest Chamberlain Richards & Co.
Grocers Grocers
1829 VanBeuren W.Chamberlain Condit & A.V. Winans
& DeForest Merchant Richards & Co.
Grocers Merchants
1830 VanBeuren W.Chamberlain Condit & A.V. Winans
& DeForest Merchant Richards & Co.
Grocers Merchants Grocers
1831 Oowned by (?) W.Chamberlain Condit & A.V. Winans
Voorhees Merchant Scott & Co.
Merchants Grocers
1832 Owned by S.McAllister Condit & A.V. Winans
Conovert Grocers Scott & Co.
& Labaugh Merchants Grocers
1833 Conovert "Vacant" Condit & A.V. Winans
& Labaugh Scott & Co.
Commission Merchants Grocers
Merchants
1834 Conover "Yacant" Condit & A.V. Winans
& Labaugh Scott & Co.
Commission Grocers
Merchants
1835 Smith Parker, Condit & A.V. Winans
& Rudd Howard Scott Grocer
Grocers & Co. Merchants
1836 Owned by Howard, Condit & Taxes paid by
Bulord & Co. Parker Scott J. Vanbenchoten
& Co. Merchants
1837 Bulord & Brittain Condit & J. Vanbenchoten
Caswell C. Woolley Scott Merchant
Merchants Merchant Merchants
1838 J. Caswell Brittain Condit & J.G. & E. Baker
Merchant C. Wooclley Scott Wine Merchants
Merchant Merchants
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TABLE 3.1
FRONT STREET LOTS
17859-1850
Continued
Year Iot 6 lot 7 Lot 8 Lot 9
1839 J. Caswell Brittain Condit & J.G. & E. Baker
Merchant C. Woolley Scott Wine Merchants
Merchant Merchants
1840 J. Caswell Brittain Condit & J.G. & E. Baker
Merchant C. Woolley Scott "Wines"
& Co. Merchants
Merchants
1841 J. Caswell Brittain Condit & J.G. & E. Baker
Merchant C. Woolley Scott "Wines"
& Co. Merchants
Merchants
1842 J. Caswell Brittain Condit & J.G. & E. Baker
Teas, C. Woolley Scott Importers of
Imported & Co. Grocers Wines & Liquors
Wines & Merchants
Liquors
1843 J. Caswell B.L. Wooley Ccondit & J.G. & E. Baker
Merchant Merchant Scott Importers
T.Marean Grocers
T. Marean
Commission
Merchant
1844 J. Caswell B.L. Wooley J.H. Brower J.G. & E. Baker
Merchant Merchant Insurance Importers
S.T.Caswell T.Marean Agent
Clerk Commission
Merchant
1845 J. Caswell & E.Wheeler J.H. Browver J.G. & E. Baker
Co., Grocers Grocer Insurance Importers
S.T.Caswell T.Marean Agent B.L. Woolley
Clerk Commission Brower & [sic]
Merchant Neilson Merchant
Commission
Merchants
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TABLE 3.1
. FRONT STREET LOTS
1789-1850
Continued
Year Lot 6 Lot 7 Lot 8 Lot 9
1846 J.Caswell & E.Wheeler J.H. Brower J.F. & E. Baker
Co., Grocers Grocer Insurance Importers
S.T.Caswell T.Marean Agent B.L. Woolley
Clerk Commission Brower & Merchant
Merchant Neilson
Commission
Merchants
Gill, Gillets
& Noyes
Teas
1847 J.Caswell & E.Wheeler Gill, Gillets J.G. & E. Baker
Co., Grocers Grocer & Noyes Importers
S5.T.Caswell T.Marean Teas
Clerk Commission
Merchant
1848 J.Caswell & E.Wheeler Gill, Gillets J.G. & E. Baker
Co., Grocers & Co. & Noyes Importers
S.T.Caswell Grocers Teas
Clerk T. Marean J.L. & N.L.
Commission Griswold
Merchant Merchants
1849 J.Caswell & E.Wheeler Gill, Gillets J.G. & E. Baker
Co., Grocers & Co. & Noyes Inporters
Grocers Teas
T. Marean J.L.. & N.L.
Commission Griswold
Merchants Merchants
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TABLE 3.1
FRONT STREET 1OTS
1789-1850
Continued
Year Lot 6 Ilot 7 Iot 8 Lot 9
1850 J.Caswell & E.Wheeler Gill, Gillets J.G. & E. Baker
Co., Grocers & Co. & Noyes Importers
Grocers Teas
T.Marean J.L. Griswold
Commission Merchant
Merchants J.S. Hill
Comnission
Merchant
C.H. Hill
Merchant
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Functional affiliation presumes business only
(R}). Daniel McCormick's business was located
exclusively residential occupation identified

period.

Sources: New York City Tax Books 1799-1850;
1799-1850; New York City Libers; U.S., Bureau
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TABLE 3.2 *°
SOUTH STREET LOTS
1807~-1850
Year Lot 41 Lot 42 Lot 43 Lot 44
1807 Vacant A.D.Duff Melick & Melick &
Merchant Burgher Burgher
T.H.Merry Merchants A.Coffin
Merchant J.D.Aymar Jr.
Merchant
1808 Marston A.D.Duff Melick & Melick &
& Osborn Merchant Burgher Burgher
T.H.Merry Merchants
Merchant J.D.Aymar
J.Hutchinson  Block &
Commission Pumpmaker¥*
Merchant
1809 Osborn J.Hutchinson  J.D.Aymar Melick &
& Willis Block & Burgher
Merchants Pumpmaker#* Goodhue &
Melick & ' Swett
Burger
Merchants
1810 W.O0sborn Gordon & J.D.Aymar Hoyt & Tom
Merchant Henderson Block &
Hubbard Pumpmaker#*
& Greene
Commission
Merchants
1811 W. Osborn D.L.Coit J.D.Aymar Hoyt & Tom
Merchant Merchant Block & Smith &
Henderson Pumpmaker Hubbell
& Cairns
1812 D.L. Coit Henderson J.D.Aymar Hoyt, Tom
Perit & & Cairns Block & & Co.
Lathrop J.Goddard Pumpmaker Smith &
Hubbell
1813 D.L. Coit March & J.D.Aymar Hoyt, Tom
Merchant Benson Block & & Co.
Merchants Punpmaker Smith &
Hubbell

*Aymar was at 46 South Street and Bache's Wharf. 1In 1810, he was taxed for
a house and wharf.
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TABLE 3.2
SOUTH STREET LOTS
1807-1850
Continued
Year Lot 431 Lot 42 Lot 43 Lot 44
1814 S.T. Coit R.Benson,Jr. J.D.Aymar Hoyt, Tom
Merchant Block & & Co.
Pumpmaker Smith &
D.Aymar Hubbell
Shipmaster :
1815 J.B. Murray March & J.D.Aymar Hoyt, Tom
Merchant Benson Block & & Co,
Merchants Pumpmaker Smith &
D.Aymar Hubbell
Shipmaster Merchants
1816 Taxes paid March & J.D.Aymar Hoyt, Tome
by J.& W. Benson Block & & Co.
Dunlap Merchants Pumpmaker Smith &
"Store™ Hubbell
Merchants
1817 Taxes paid March & J.D.Aymar Hoyt, Tom
by Hazard Benson Block & & Co.
& Williams Merchants Pumpmaker Smith &
"Store" Hubbell
Merchants
1818 J. Bulkley March & J.D.Aymar Hoyt & Tom
Ship Benson Block & Smith &
Chandler Merchants Pumpmaker Hubbell
Merchants
1819 J.Bulkley March & J.D.Aymar Hoyt & Tom
Ship Benson Block & Smith &
Chandler Merchants Pumpmaker Hubbell
Merchants
1820 J. Bulkley S.Robinson J.D.Aymar Hoyt & Tom
Ship & Co. Block & Smith &
Chandler Merchants Pumpmaker Hubbell
J.M.Robinson
Merchant
1821 J. Bulkley S.Robinson J.D.Aymar Hoyt & Tom
& Co. & Co. Block & Merchants
Ship Merchants Pumpmaker J.Smith
Chandlers Merchant
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TABLE 3.2
% ¢ SOUTH STREET LOTS
1807-1850
Continued
Year Lot 41 Lot 42 Lot 43 Tot 44
1822 J. Bulkley S.Robinson J.D.Aymar Hoyt & Tom
& Co. & Co. Block & Merchants
Ship Merchants Pumpmaker
Chandlers
1823 J. Bulkley T.Phelps J.D.Aymar Hoyt & Tom
& Son Merchant Block & Merchants
Ship S.Robinson Pumpmaker
Chandlers Merchant
1824 J.& H.D. T.Phelps J.D.Aymar Hoyt & Tom
Bulkley & Co. Block & Merchants
Merchants Merchants Pumpmaker#*
S.Robinson '
Merchant
1825 J.& H.D. T.Phelps J.D.Aymar Hoyt & Tom
Bulkley & Co. Block & Merchants
Merchants Merchants Pumpmaker*
1826 J.& H.D. T.Phelps J.D.Aymar Hoyt & Tom
Bulkley & Co. Block & Merchants
Merchants Merchants Pumpnmaker#*#*
E.& H.
Averill
& Co.
Merchants
1827 J. Bulkley T.Phelps J.D.Aymar Hoyt & Tom
& Son & Co. Block & Merchants
Merchants Merchants Pumpnaker**
E.& H.
Averill-
& Co.
Merchants
H.Coit
Merchant

*Aymar listed at 46 South Street and 105 Water Street.
**Aymar listed at 46 South Street and 21 Water Street.
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TABLE 3.2
SOUTH STREET LOTS
1807-1850
Continued
Year Lot 41 Lot 42 Iot 43 Lot 44
1828 J. Bulkley T.Phelps J.D.Aymar Taxes paid by
& Son & Co. Block & G Douglas
Merchants Merchants Pumpmaker** "Store"
E.& H.
Averill
& Co.
Merchants
H.Coit
Merchant
1829 J. Bulkley T.Phelps J.D.Aymar G.Douglass
& Son & Co. Block & & Co.
Merchants Merchants Pumpmaker#* Merchants
E.& H. '
Averil
& Co.
Merchants
H.Coit
Merchant
1830 D. Tuttle T.Phelps J.D.Aymar G.Douglass
& Co. & Co. Block & & Co.
Merchants Merchants Pumpmaker* Merchants
E.& H. Osborn
Averill & Young
& Co. Merchants
Merchants S.Whitney
H.Coit Merchant
Merchant
T.B.
Richards

Merchant

*Aymar at 46 South Street and 21 Water Street.
**xAymar listed at 46 South Street and 91 Water Street.
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TABLE 3.2
° SOUTH STREET LOTS
1807-1850
Continued
Year Lot 41 Lot 42 Lot 43 Lot 44
1831 D. Tuttle T.Phelps Osborn G.Douglass
& Co. & Co. & Youngs & Co.
Merchants Merchants Merchants Merchants
E.& H. W.Whitlock
Averill Jr.
& Co. Merchant
Merchants
H.Coit
Merchant
T.B.
Richards
Merchant
1832 D. Tuttle Phelps & Co. Osborn G.Douglass
& Co. Merchants & Youngs & Co.
Merchants E.& H. Merchants Merchants
Averill W.Whitlock H.Coit
& Co. Jr. & Co.
Merchants Merchant Merchants
H.Coit & Co.
Merchants
J. Otis
1833 D. Tuttle Phelps & Co. Osborn H.Coit
& Co. Merchants & Youngs & Co.
Merchants E.& H. Merchants Merchants
H. Averill W.Whitlock T.B.
Cheseboerough & Co. Jr. Richards
Grocer Merchants Merchant Merchants
J. Otis
1834 D. Tuttle H. & A. Osborn H.Coit
Merchant Averill & Youngs & Co.
H. & Co. Wine Merchants
Cheseborough Merchants Merchants T.B.
Grocer J. Otis W.Whitlock Richards
Jr. Merchant
Merchant
1835 H.Chesebrough A.Averill Osborn H. Coit
[sic] Merchant & Youngs & Co.
Grocer J. Otis Merchants Merchants
W.Whitlock T.B.
Jr. Richards
Merchant Merchant
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TABLE 3.2
SOUTH STREET LOTS
1807-1850
Continued
Year Lot 41 Lot 42 Iot 43 Lot 44
1836 Smith A.Averill Osborn C.A.& E.
& Town & Co. & Youngs Hecksher
Commission Merchants Merchants Merchants
W.Whitlock J.A.
Jr. Williams
Merchant Merchant
1837 Smith Taxes paid W.Whitlock C.A.& E.
& Town by T. Andrews Jr. Hecksher
Commission "Store" Merchant Merchants
Merchants
1838 J. Foulke T. Andrews W.Whitlock Hecksher,
& Sons Jr. Coster &
Merchant Matfield
Merchants
1839 J. Foulke T. Andrews W.Whitlock Hecker,
& Sons Jr. Coster &
Merchant Matfield
(Banker?)
1840 J. Foulke F.G.Thurston W.Whitlock Hecksher,
& Sons & Co. Jr. Coster &
Thompson Merchant Matfield
& Andrews - :
Commission:
Merchants
1841 J. Foulke F.G.Thurston W.Whitlock Hecksher
& Sons & Co. Jr. & Coster
Thompson Merchant :
& Andrews
Commission
Merchants -
1842 J. Foulke Thompson W.Whitlock Hecksher
& Sons & Adams Jr. & Coster
Merchants Commission Merchant Merchants
1843 J. Foulke Thompson W.Whitlock I.C.
& Sons & Adams Jr. Whitmore
Merchants Commission Merchant Merchant
Merchants A.Averill
& Co.
Commission
Merchants
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TABLE 3.2
SOQUTH STREET. LOTS
1807-1850
Continued
Year Lot 41 Lot 42 Lot 43 Lot 44
1844 J. Foulke Thompson W.Whitlock Mason &
& Sons & Adanms Jr. Co.
Merchants Commission Merchant W.D.
I.C.. Merchants A.Averill Thompson
Whitmore & Co. Merchant
Merchant Commission
Merchants
1845 J. Foulke J.Thompson W.Whitlock W.D.
& Sons Jr. Jr. Thonmpson
Merchants Merchant Merchant Merchant
I.C. A.Averill
Whitmore & Co.
Merchant Commission
Merchants
1846 J. Foulke J.Thompson W.Whitlock W.D.
& Sons Jr. Jr. : Thompson
Merchants Merchant Merchant Merchant
I.cC. A.Averill
Whitmore & Co.
Merchant Commission
Merchants
1847 J. Foulke J.Thompseon W.Whitlock W.D.
& Sons Merchant Jr. Thompson
Merchants I.C. Merchant Merchant
D.Curtis,Jr. Whitmore A.Averill Brower &
Commission Merchant & Co. Wilson
Merchant Comnmissicn Commission
Spofford, Merchants Merchants
Tilestcn
& Co.
Commission
Merchants
1848 J. Foulke J.Thompson W.Whitlock Thompson &
& Sons Merchant Jr. & Adams
Merchants I.C. Merchant Merchants
D.Curtis,Jr. Whitmore A.Averill
Commission Merchant & Co.
-Merchant A.Averill Commission
Spofford, & Co. Merchants
Tileston Merchants I.C.
& Co. Whitmore
Commissicn Merchant
Merchant
ITII-25



TABILE 3.2
SOUTH STREET LOTS
1807-1850
Continued
Year Lot 41 Lot 42 Lot 43 Lot 44
1849 J. Foulke Thompson W.Whitlock J.H.Brower
& Sons & Adams Jr. Commission
Merchants Merchants Merchant Merchant,
D.Curtis,Jr. A.Averill B.Richards Shipping &
Commission & Co. Commission Insurance
Merchant Commission Merchants Agent
Spofford, Merchants
Tileston
& Co.
Commission
Merchants
1850 J. Foulke J.Thompson W.Whitlock J.H.Brower
& Sons Merchant Jr. Commission
Merchants A.Averill Merchant Merchant,
D.Curtis,Jr. &k Co. B.Richards Shipping &
Commission Merchants Commission Insurance
Merchants I.C. Merchants Agent
Spofford, Whitmore C.Hicksher
Tileston Merchant Consul
& Co. J.Couper
Commission Lord
Merchants Merchant
Sources: New York City Tax Books 1807-1850; New York City Directories

1807-1850; New York City Libers
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From 1789 to 1791, John Ming's cooper shop appeared after Bache's
Wharf in the tax lists. Mlng s cooperage is not listed in 1792 or
in 1794, when Bache was again taxed for a cooper shop, although it
is not clear whether the shop was on the wharf or adjacent to it
(Tax Lists 1794). It is possible that Ming's shop was, in fact,
on Bache's Wharf and that the cooper shop identified in 1792 had
been the shop previously associated with Ming. From 1789 through
1797, Ming appears in the city directories as a cooper whose
address was on Front Street; it is presently speculated that this
entry refers to his residence and that the shop itself was on the
wharf. 1In 1795, Bache reported a "2 house building," presumably
on the wharf, wvalued at £1200 and Ming's "cooper shop on wharf"
(£200) was listed two entries below Bache's and after the entry for
Thomas Randall, who also reported a wharf in this wvicinity.
Assuming, then, that Ming's cooperage was always 1in the same
location in this six-year period, the evidence suggests that
Bache's Wharf did not contain Ming's cooper shop. Ming's cooper
shop has, therefore, been associated with Lot 7 (see Sectiocn B.3,
above, in this chapter).

In 1799, the first tax list in which street numbers are provided,
William Bache, an attorney, was taxed for a brick store at 91 Front
Street, valued at $6666 (Tax Lists 1799). He was also taxed for
personal property valued at $200 at this address. 1In 1797, Bache
had given his address as 118 Pearl Street (Longworth's American
Almanack 1799:115). From 1798 to 1800, he gave his address as 91
Front Street, where he may have maintained a residence as well as
his law offices (Longworth's American Almanack 1798:n.p., 1799:155,

1800:126). After 1801, he gave his address as 111 Water Street
{Lengworth's American Almanack 1801:6).

Between 1800 and 1801, Bache leased the property to Cornelius (or
Courtlandt) VanBeuren, a grocer who was listed at 21 Front Street
in the directory in 1801 and was taxed for real estate valued at
$5500 in the same year (Longworth's American Almanack 1801:299).
VanBeuren was not taxed for any personal property in 1802. This
is significant since researchers typically link residence to the
location at which personal property (or chattels) are reported.
Moreover, when a single entry is given in the city directories, it
is also assumed that this entry represents residence as well as
work place. Thus, William Bache is believed to have resided at 91
Front Street because he reported personal property and because
corroborating evidence appeared to be available in the appropriate
city directories. In the case of VanBeuren, however, it would
appear that presence of personal property was not a valid predictor
of residence or that the directory entry referred only toc a place
of business. Finally, since personal property also encompassed
chattels, the value of personal property at a given address may
reflect inventory and not residential goods.

Information in city directories indicates that VanBeuren continued
to occupy 91 Front Street over the next several years, for which
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tax lists have not survived. In 1807, Theophylact Bache scld
several properties, including No. 91 PFront Street, "in the
occupation of Courtlandt VanBeuren" to Charles McEvers Jr. and
Lecnard Lispenard (NYC 76:505). The following year, they sold the
lot to VanBeuren himself (NYC 351:195). In 1807, the firm of
Schoonmaker and VanBeuren occupied the property, and VanBeuren was
taxed for real estate valued at $3500 and perscnal estate wvalued
at $1000. Daniel Fisher was alsc taxed for personal property
valued at $500.

Occupation of this lot is summarized in Table 3.1 and Appendix 2
contains all tax and city directory information associated with
this lot from 1789 to 1850. In general, the history of Lot 6 was
characterized by a long occupation by the VanBeuren family
businesses (1801~1830). Courtlandt VanBeuren had occupied the
property by 1801, which he used as both a residence and place of
business through 1810. In that year, he reported a household that

comprised three white men, gix white women, and one slave. Both
male and female family members ranged in age from uhder 10 to over
45 (U.S., Bureau of Census 1810:6). In 1812, he reported his
residence as 22 Provost Street (Elliot's Improved Double Directory
1812:91). Schoonmaker and Hasbrouck reported both real ($3500) and

personal ($300) property at 89 (formerly 91) Front Street in this
year (Tax Lists 1812). Obviously, in this entry, personal property
referred to inventory belonging to the firm. In 1813 and 1814,
Hasbrouck may have occupied the property as a residence.

Courtlandt VanBeuren died in 1820 and his son Egbert took over the
family grocery business with various partners. Egbert VanBeuren
is known to have lived elsewhere. The VanBeureh firm abandoned the
site in 1830, although the family continued to own the property
until the 1ate 1860s. Turnover was fairly rapid, although the lot
was continually occupied by merchants of one sort or another
through 1850. These tended to be grocers or dealers in delicacies
(e.g., teas) as the VanBeuren partnerships had been. Noteworthy
among these firms was J. Caswell & Company, which was prominent
among companies in the China trade.

3. Let 7: 93/89 Front Street

Lot 7 was contained in a water lot granted to Stephen Richards and
Theophylact Bache in their role as Executors of the Estate of Paul
Richards on March 21, 1775. In 1789, Thomas Ming was taked for a
cooper shop, valued at £150 (see discussion above). In that year,
the entry in the directory was simply "Ming, Thomas, cooper, Front
St." (Tax List 1789; New York Directory and Register 1789:62).
Ming's cooper shop was again assessed at £150 in 1792 and the
entry in the annual directory associated him with "22 Front Street"
(Tax List 1790; New York Directory and Register 1790:71). 1In 1791,

Ming's cooper shop was still valued at £150 and the contemporary
directory indicated only that he was on "Front Street"® (Tax List
1791; New York Directory and Register 1791:87). Mrs. Ming (first
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name not given) also maintained a boardlng house at an unspecified
location on Front Streéetd , e

In 1792, Theophylact Bache and Thomas Randall, the two successive.
entries, both reported a cooper shop; Bache, as discussed
previously, reported a cooper shop and wharf, and Randall, reported
a cooper shop and blacksmith's shop. The problems of interpreting
the sequence of names have already been described. It suffices,
here, to say that several scenarios can be posited. First, Ming
mlght have rented the cooper shop which is believed to have been
on Bache's Wharf. Second, the cooper shop indicated in the entry
for Bache may not have been on his wharf but adjacent to it. Since
Bache was one of the trustees for the Estate of Paul Richards,
which owned the property, he might have been responsible for the
taxes on the shop, which were simply subsumed into the entry for
his neighboring property. Third, the cooper shop may have been
owned by Randall although operated by Ming, and hence the shop was
added to Randall's assessment since Randall owned the next
property. The directories shed little light on this problem since
they merely state that John Ming, a cooper, was located at "Front

St., near 0ld Slip" (New York Directory and Register 1792:93).

The next reference to John Ming occurred in 1795. In the tax list
for that year, the entry for Ming followed the entry for Randall,
which had followed the entry for Bache. Randall (Lot 8) was taxed
for "house building" and John Ming for "cooper shop on wharf [of
Randall?]" (Tax List 1795). The cooper shop was then valued at
£200. The directory associated John Ming, cooper, with "86 Front
Street" (New York Directory and Register 1795:129).

In 1798, John Elsworth repo}ted a boarding house at 93 Front Street

(Longworth's American Almanack 1798:n.p.). The following year he
was assessed for a brick store valued at $5333 and perscnal
property valued at $250 (Tax List 1799). The annual directory

again listed his boarding house at 93 Front Street (Longworth's
American Almanack 1799:218). By 1800, however, he had moved the

boarding house to 101 Maiden Lane (Longyorth's American Almanack
1800:187) .

Two names are associated with 93 Front Street in 1802, suggesting
that this was a double lot (see discussion in 3.B). From 1802
through 1804, Lot 7 has been assigned to Stephen Miller who is
listed in the 1802 tax list as being in property, valued at $4250,
on which Thomas Delves, who is associated with Lot 8, paid taxes
(Tax Lists 1802). Although the tax list indicates that Miller had
personal property at this locatioh in the amount of $50, the city
directories from 1802 through 1804 indicate that Stephen Miller,

a merchant at 93 Front Street, lived at 18 Gold Street (Longworth's
American Almanack 1802:271, 1803:215, 1804:207; John langdon and
Son's New York City Directory 1804-1805:n.p.).
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In 1806, Mrs. Troup reported a boarding house at 93 Front Street
although by 1807 she had moved to Greenwich Street (Longworth's
American Almanack 1807:446). In that year, Thomas Farmer was taxed
for a house valued at $3500 although the entry noted that it was
"unoccupied" and the contemporary directory linked Thomas Farmer
and Company with a store at 75 Front Street (Longworth's American
Almanack 1807:177). In 1808, Edward Wilkie, a Branch Pilot,
appears to have resided at this address; he was taxed for a house
valued at $3500 and personal property valued at $200 and was also
listed at this address in the contemporanecus city directory

(Longworth's American Almanack 1808-1809:327).

From 1807 to 1827, there was a series of mixed residential/
commercial occupations, beginning with Wilkie's and continuing
through Garrett Sickles' and Robert McCormick's. These were fairly
long occupations. Sickles was at this location from 1810 to 1816
and Robert McCormick from 1817 to 1827, during which time his
grocery was known to have been located at 94 Front Street. Other
long occupations were associated with Brittain L. Woolley
(merchant), 1837-1844; Thomas Marean (commission merchant), 1844-
1850; and Ezra Wheeler (grocer), 1845-1850. Competition for space
and its intensive use are illustrated in that Robert McCormick's
residential occupation was shared by Ezekiel Blair's residential
occupation (1820-1823) as wéll as by the mixed use in 1822 (Thomas

Nevins's cooperage) and 1827 (G. P. Holmes and Company). These
mixed-use occupations typically were associated with artisans
(Sickles, Nevins) and laborers (Blair). McCormick was a grocer

like many of his neighbors but his grocery may have been small in
scale since he simply reported himself as a "grocer" and never in
partnership with others.

Functional affiliations for this lot are summarized in Table 3.1.

4. Lot 8: 93-1/2 /91 Front Street

Lot 8 was historically contained in a water lot granted to Jacob
Walton on March 21, 1775. It is not clear how Thomas Randall, who
appears in the early tax records, obtained use of the property.
The earliest deed on record is a transaction between Henry A.
Coster and John G. Coster in July 1805 (NYC 72:165). Their
association with the property is confirmed in conteriporaneous tax
lists, and the description of the lot conveyed states that it had
formerly been the property of Jacob Walton and was bounded on one
side by the water lot of Abraham Walton (i.e., Lot 9) and on the
other by the water lot of the Estate of Paul Richards (i.e., Lot
7).

Thomas Randall, a blockmaker, appears in the tax lists for 1789,
1730, and 1791, but not in the directories for those years. As
discussed in the preceding section, he has been assigned to this
lot. Carlisle Pol(l]ock was taxed for a lot valued at £300 in
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1794, ‘which was adjacent to a lot and wharf, both belonging to the
estate of Jacob Walton. . There is no mention of Abraham Walton, and
deed research associated with Lot 8 (discussed in the next section)
suggests that the Estate of Jacob Walton came to control Lot 9 as
well as Lot 8. If it is assumed that the wharf corresponds
approximately to Lot 9, then the "lot," valued at £600 in 1794, is
associated with Lot 8. Under either scenario (i.e., assignment to
Pollock or assignment to Walton's estate), the lot appears to have
been empty in 1794.

In 1795, however, Lazcleir and Williams maintained a shop on
Randall's Wharf (i.e., approximately Lot 7). The partnership was
not found in the annual directory, however, and the assignment
cannot be confirmed. The next available information dates to 1802
when the 1lot, enumerated as 93 or 93-1/2 Front Street, was
associated with Thomas Delves, who was taxed for property valued
at $4250 (Tax Lists 1802). Longworth's American Almanack
(1803:103) in 1803 listed Delves as a merchant at 56 Wall Street
with a "store" at "93 1/2 Front Street"; the same directory listed
Miller at 93 Front Street with a residence at 18 Gold Street (see
above). Delves and Thompson were at 91 (formerly 93) Front Street
in 1807, and in 1808, the property was owned by the Costers but
occupied by Delves and John Hutchinson, a commission merchant (Tax
Lists 1807, 1808; Longworth's American Almanack 1808-1809).

The association of John and Henry Coster with this lot appears to
have been primarily as an investment, since they were exclusively
linked to the property only from 1810 to 1814. The Costers had
been born in Holland and established an import-export business in
New York in 1775. They appear to have survived the War and
flourished in the West Indian trade for a number of years
thereafter.

In general, the history of Lot 8 indicates two relatively long
occupations, Thomas Delves, 1802-1808, and Condit and
Richards/Condit and Scott, 1828-1843 (see Table 3.1). The parcel,
moreover, only witnessed commercial occupations; no residential or
mixed-use occupations could be assigned to the lot. After the fire
of 1835, use of the lot appears to have become more intensive, and
like other properties in the vicinity, the occupants were generally
commission merchants, grocers, or firms dealing in specialty items
(teas, liquors). Noteworthy among the later occupants was the firm
of J. L. & N. L. Griswold, presumably one of the iterations of the
Griswold family partnerships prominent in New York City commerce
since 1794 (Albion 1939:245).

5. Lot 9: 95/93 Front Street

This lot was contained in a water lot granted to Abraham Walton on
March 21, 1775. The Estate of Jaceb Walton obtained control over
the property since the earliest deed to this lot between Henry
Walton and his sister Ann Morris clearly identifies the lot but
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claims that it descended to Walton from the estate of their father
Jacob Walton (NYC 318:416). The earliest tax records, however,
link the property with Abraham Walton, who was taxed in 1789 for
a black(smiths] shop valued at £550, which was between Thomas
Randall's blacksmith's shop (Lot 8) and Isaac Gouverneur's wharf

(Tax List 1789). The same sequence of names and property values
appeared in 1790 and 1791 (Tax Lists 1790, 1791). Unfortunately,
no corroborating evidence was found in the city directories. 1In

1789, Abraham Walton was listed at 135 Water Street and in 1790,
he was listed at 137 Water Street; Jacob Walton never appeared (New
York Directory and Register 1789:93, 1790:107). Subsequent
directories listed both Abram and Abram Jr., an attorney, on Water
Street.

In 1795, however, the New York Directory and Register (1795:242)
listed Richard and Lawrence Yates, merchants, at 111 Water Street
with a "store" at 95 Front, which would then have been the
waterfront. Richard and "L." Yates were taxed for a store wvalued
at £2000 that year, which was adjacent to the entry of the wharf
belonging to Jacob Walton, which was followed by Isaac Gouverneur's
wharf; both Walton's and Gouverneur's wharves were valued at f£600
(Tax List 1795). The configuration of structures is, of course,
unclear, and it is possible that the Yates store, or warehouse, was
on Walton's wharf and that both structures are associated with the
lot.

In 1799, Thomas Satterwaite was taxed for a brick store valued at
£6666 a- 95 Front Street. Also associated with this address in
1799 was Adam Pentz "& water lot." This clearly indicates that
fill was only partially complete in this area, which is confirmed
by other research that indicates that the South Street frontage
was filled after 1802 (see above). The directory for that year
confirms that Adam Pentz, a cooper, maintained his shop at 95 Front
Street, although his residence was 1located at 8 Roosevelt.
Satterwaite, a merchant, was listed at 87 Water Street (Longworth's

American Almanack 1799:317). He was only there for a vyear,
however, since the directory for the following year placed his shop

at 20 01d Slip (Longworth's American Almanack 1800:299).

In 1802, Peter Camman was listed at 95 Front Street in both the
tax list and the city directory. His brick house was.valued at
$5500. Camman was a merchant who maintained his residence at 30
Cedar Street (Longworth's American Almanack 1802:162). Camman was
associated with 95 Front Street through 1803; thereafter his place
of business was on South Street although not within the project
area.

With some gaps, the lot was occupied by a series of merchants until
1816 (see Table 3.1). From 1816 to 1821, there was first a
salil/duck store and then a ship chandler on the lot. These
occupations were followed by a long and exclusive occupation by
Anthony V. Winans' grocery from 1822 until 1835, when it was
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destroyed by the fire. John G. and Edward Baker's establishment
was in place by 1838 and remained the sole occupant through 1850.
This firm traded primarily in Hungarian wines.

# % -’

6. Lot 41: 48 South Street

This lot was contained in the water lot granted to Abraham Walton
on March 21, 1775. The circumstances under which the water lot
was subdivided are unclear, However, by 1807, the date of the
earliest tax record showing the South Street properties within the
project area, the original water lot had been subdivided into Front
and South Street parcels.

No residences or mixed use occupations can be associated with this
property during the period in gquestion (see Table 3.2). Until
1818, turnover appears to have been quite rapid, but from 1818 to
1829, John Bulkley and his company (ship chandlers) occupied the
property. 1In the early 1830s, Hallam Cheseborough, a grocer, was
associated with the property as well as several merchants' firms.
From 1837 through 1850, the building was occupied by Joseph Foulke
and Sons, and after 1843, use of the space clearly became more
intensive. Foulke traded out of Curagaoc in the Dutch West Indies.
Although the firm appears in the directories as a firm of
commission merchants, Spofford and Tileston, associated with this
lot after 1847, were agents for a shipping line that maintained
coastwise as well as transoceanic routes.

7. Lot 42: 47 Scuth Street

This lot was contained in the water lot granted to Jacob Walton on
March 21, 1775. The circumstances under which the water lot was
partitioned into two parcels are unclear although, as is the case
for Lot 41, this had occurred by 1807. As was also the case on Lot
41, no-residential or mixed residential/commercial occupations were
associated with this property.

The early occupants of the property appear to have been quite
transient (see Table 3.2). 1In this regard, the presence of John
Hutchinson, a commission merchant, on the property in 1808 and 1809
is interesting. He was also associated with 93 Front Street,
suggesting that firms moved around fairly easily albeit within a
relatively restricted area. Similarly, Daniel Coit is associated
with this property as well as with the adjacent Lot 41.

Occupation of the property became increasingly stable after about
1815, with terms of use growing longer. Although the association
of firms with this location was fairly stable, use of the property
was intensive fairly early, with more than one firm present after
1823. Among these were a series of firms belonging to Thaddeus
Phelps. Phelps was involved in the cotton trade, exporting
American cotton to Europe. In 1822, he also formed a line of
Liverpool packets.
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Occupants appear to have rented the property. After 1842, Moses
Taylor owned the lot and paid taxes on it. However, he did not
appear at this address in the city directories for these years.
Local histories describe Taylor as having been at 44 South Street
for about 50 years, where he engaged in the West Indian trade,
particularly in trade with Cuba. He alsoc traded extensively in
tea.

8. Lot 43: 46 South Street

Lot 43 was contained in the water lot granted to the Estate of Paul
Richards on March 21, 1775. The first known occupation (1807) was
intensive, with both Melick and Burgher, merchants, and John D.
Aymar, a block and pumpmaker, reported at this location. Melick
and Burgher occupied two lots in 1807 and 1808 --Nos. 46 and 45
South Street. Aymar, also associated with 33 014 Slip in 1807,
remained at 46 South Street for 24 years (see Table 3.2). For most
of this time, he was the sole occupant of this address although he
was also asscociated with 105 (1824-1825) and 91 Water Streets

(1826-1830). It is not clear whether these multiple addresses
signaled a home as opposed to a work address; none of them was
identified as a residence. It is possible that he simply

maintained several shops near the waterfront.

After Aymar left the property, it was occupied by a series of
merchants. Averill & Co., one of the occupants, was associated
with more than one location in the study area. From 1826 to 1836,
the firm was located on Lot 42 (the adjacent property) and from
1843 to 1847 on Lot 43. The company returned to Lot 42 in 1848,
when it also expanded briefly into Lot 44, as well. Like other
properties in the study area, the lot was more intensively used
over time, although the occupants were quite similar to one
another, being either general or commission merchants. However,
even these merchants tended to focus on a geographical area.
Illustrative of these men was William Whitlock, who traded with
Brazil. Whitlock also maintained a packet line that operated
between New York and Le Havre. He was unusual among New York's
merchants in that he worked independently, having been burned early
in his career in an unfortunate partnership (Albion 1939:108).

9. Lot 44: 45 South Street

Lot 44 was contained in the water lot granted to Theophylact Bache
on March 21, 1775. The earliest known occupant of the parcel was
Melick.and Burgher, which was also associated with the adjacent Lot
45 (see Table 3.2). Melick and Burgher specialized in the St.
Croix trade, probably trading in sugar and rum. For many years,
the firm of Hoyt and Tom was associated with this property. This
partnership was active in the East India trade, particularly in the
importing of tea from Canton. Hoyt and Tom remained at 45 South
Street until 1827. 1In the last year of the firm's tenure at this

ITII-34



location, the premises were shared with Goodhue and Co., which
moved to 44 South Street the following: year. Orlglnally from
Salem, Massachusetts, Jonathan Goodhue traded in tea and did a lot
of bu51ness in New England as well. The partnershlp of Goodhue and
Swett eventually owned a line of Liverpool packets.

Like other South Street properties, wuse of this parcel was
intensive from about 1830 onward. The hlstory of 45 South Street
is somewhat unusual for its association with interests other than
commerce (e.g., insurance, banking), although these interests were
clearly derlved from trade and proximity to wharves was important.
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IV. OVERVIEW OF THE EXCAVATIONS

A. INTRODUCTION

‘1. Backdground

The Assay Office Building, completed in 1932, occupied the southern
half of the project area, while the northern portion of the block
had been converted to a parking lot in the 1960s (GCI 1983a). The
Landmarks Preservation Commission determined that construction of
the 1932 Assay Office Building would have destroyed any once extant
archaeological resources beneath it. Therefore, archaeological
excavations were limited to the northern portion of the block, an
area that included eight lots, each measuring roughly 23x100 feet.

The excavations were conducted in three major stages: (1) deep
testing, (2) backyard testing, and (3) mitigation (Figure 4.1).
The deep testing program was oriented toward identification and
evaluation of archaeological remains associated with landfilling.
The location of buried ships that may have been used during the
landfilling process was stated as one of the primary concerns to
be addressed during the deep testing program, as it was clearly in
the interest of all parties to identify any ships at an early stage
in the project. While the deep testing program was oriented
primarily toward resources related to landfilling processes and
technology, the backyard testing program was designed to identify
and evaluate archaeological features and deposits related to the
occupation of the block. Although the deep testing and the
backyard testing programs had distinct and different archaeclogical
goals, there was a degree of overlap during the execution of
fieldwork. GCI expected to and did identify occupational resources
during the deep testing program; and resources related to the
block's landfill were identified during the backyard testing
program.

The final stage of excavation (mitigation), was an archaeological
data recovery program designed to record and recover the important
archaeological features and deposits identified during the two
testing programs. The principal features related to landfilling
and waterfront technology were massive wharf structures built
during the late eighteenth century and a number of bulkheads. The
landfill itself was considered an important archaeological
resource, and a large sample of the landfill deposits throughout
the block was excavated.

A broad range of occupational material was excavated, including

refuse deposits in closed contexts (privies, cisterns), and from
open yard areas and architectural features (cellar floors, building
foundation systems, etc.). One of the most remarkable deposits

excavated on the block was the remains of a grocery/warehouse that
had burned in the Great Fire of 1835.
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During the mitigation effort, excavation began on the slurry wall
surroundlng the constructlon site. No archaeological testing was
performed in the area of the slurry wall. During its construction,
several cast iron cannons were discovered. As a result, the field
crew monitored the remalnlng wall excavation. No other 51gn1f1cant
archaeological remains were observed.

The remainder of this section provides a more detailed description
of the goals and methods of each phase of the archaeological
field investigations. Discussion of the actual results and
findings are organized by the two major themes that guided the
excavations: (a) waterfront technology and landfilling processes
and (b) historical occupation of the block. Table 4.1 summarizes
the ratiocnale for excavation unit placement and the findings from
each test cut.

2. The Deep Testing Program

The deep testlng program was the first subsurface archaeological
exploration of the Assay Office Site. GCI's strategy for
exploration of the landfill followed a historical review of the
block's developmental history (GCI 1983a) as well as a review of
geotechnical test data. Historical sources indicated that the
progressive extension of lower Manhattan's shoreline across Block
35 could be seen in two principal episodes. Spatially, these two
episodes were delineated by Bache's Wharf, which extended across
the block in an L-shaped configuration by 1797 (Taylor 1797). The
western area, or landward side, appears to have been filled in
between 1780 and 1797, while the eastern, seaward side was believed
to have been filled in between 1797 and 1802-1803. Historically,
then, the process of landfilling was seen as a two-stage process,
the first encompassing roughly the western half of the site and the
second, the remainder of the block.

Geotechnical borings done in the 1930s permitted a somewhat more
refined reconstruction of the landfilling process. Based on these
borings, a stratigraphic model was developed for the site, covering
the entire segquence from bedrock to the modern pavement surface

(Figure 4.2). The lowermost stratum, bedrock, dipped toward the

East River (South Street) and was capped by channel bottom
sediments that gererally ranged in thickness from one to five feet.
Three major deposits were documented overlying the riverbottom

formation. The uppermost of these (possibly relating to the
nineteenth-century use of the block) was described as undefined
"Fill," "Brick, Fill and Loam," and "Brick Fill and Stone."

Beneath these upper deposits the soil borings indicated a second
and earlier deposit, described by the engineers as "Fill Timber
Brick," "Timber Brick Fill," and "Fill and Mud." These deposits
fluctuated between 10 and 20 feet in thickness.



TABLE 4.1

RATIONALE FOR TEST CUT PLACEMENT

TEST CUT ©LOT RATIONALE FOR PLACEMENT SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

A 6 Sample stratigraphy in Landfill.

TTW. '

B 42 Locate intact features, Located a modern sump.
and occupation-related Did not identify
deposits. undisturbed occupational

deposits.

C 9 Record wood plank com- Cordureoy road at extreme
plex. western end of lot.

D 9 Locate artifactual and Located twe artifact-
structural remains that bearing strata: a) col-
predate the 1835 fire. lapsed materials from

upper story of warehouse,
and b) burned deposit
associated with 1835
fire. Also located burned
warehouse flooring.

E 8 Locate occupation- Test produced rubble-
related deposits. laden deposits, the rear

stone wall of a
structure; and remains
of a whart.

F 42 Sample contents of Clay-lined wood barrel,
wood barrel cistern. containing few late-18th-

century artifacts.

G 44 Sample and document Landfill.
stratigraphy in TTW.

H 41 Locate intact occu- Rear of lot was heavily
pation surfaces or disturbed.
deposits.

I 43 Locate intact backyard No features or deposits
features and/or were located.
deposits.

J 9 Sample artifact Pit-shaped feature,
deposit. containing 19th-century

bottle glass and ceramics.

Jz2 9 Define extent of pit Same as Test Cut J.

feature.
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TEST CUT LOT RATIONALE FOR PLACEMENT

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

J3

J4

J5

Jé

J7

J7 Ext.

J8

N2

N3

N4

S

41

4]

41

41

Define extent of pit
feature. :

Define extent of pit
feature.

Define extent of pit
feature.

Define extent of pit
feature.

Define extent of pit
feature.

Define extent of- pit
feature.

Define extent of pit
feature.

Locate structural
remains and occupation-
related deposits.

Locate stratified
occupational deposits.

Locate features and/
or stratified occupa-
tion deposits.

Determine the nature
of an artifact deposit
identified during
stripping.

Determine the extent
of artifact deposit.

Determine the extent
of artifact deposit.

Recover the remainder
of the artifact-bearing
deposit.

Verify and determine

the integrity of a
potential stone feature.
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Same as Test éut J.
Same as Test Cut J.
Same as Test Cut J.
Same as Test Cut J.
Same as Test Cut J.
Same as Test Cut J.
Same as Test cut J.

Located floor of burned
structure, and modern
pillar/pier.

No features or occupa-
tional-related deposits
were located.

Located a stone-lined
privy containing mid-19th-
century and landfill
deposits.

Refuse pit with re-

~deposited f£ill.

Refuse pit with re-
deposited £ill.

Refuse pit with re-
deposited fill.

Refuse pit with re-
deposited fill.

Stone work represented a
foundation for a column
support.



TEST CUT LOT RATIONALE FOR PLACEMENT SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

P 8 Sample the integrity of Located a thin stratum of
the deposits on the burned material from the
floor of the warehouse. 1835 fire on the floor of

the structure.

Q 9 Sample the deposits Recordation of the wharf.
above the wharf, and
expose its surface con-
struction.

R 43 Sample ceramic deposit Late 18th- to early 19th-
in TTE. century china shop dump

in landfill.

5 42 Sample stratified de- Landfill.
posits at western end
of lot.

T 7 Locate features and/ Located a stone privy,
or stratified occupa- and wooden box-like
tional deposits. structure. )

T2 7 Determine integrity Established northern
and/or extent of wood extent of structure, and
box-1like structure. documented intact deposits

underlying several
disturbed £fill scils.

T3 7 Sample rear yard Redeposited fill.
deposits.

T4 7 Sample rear yard Redeposited fill.
deposits.

T5 7 Determine eastern ex- Established eastern extent
tent of wood box-like of wood structure, and
structure, and sample documented intact deposits
fill deposits. underlying several

disturbed fill soils.

T6 7 Sample rear yard Redeposited fill.
deposits. '

U 7 Determine dimensions Documented an oval privy

and. sample interior of
stone privy.
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century, partially
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TEST CUT LOT RATIONALE FOR PLACEMENT SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
U2 7 Determine horizontal Documented an oval privy
extent of stone privy. containing mid-19th-
century, partially
disturbed deposits.
U3 7 Sample lower deposits Mid-19th-century
within the stone privy. disturbed fill soils.
U4 7 Sample interior of Mid~19th-century
stone privy. disturbed f£ill soils.
Us 7 Sample interior of Mid~19th-century
stone privy. disturbed fill soils.
U6 7 Sample lower deposits Mid-19th-century
of fully exposed privy. disturbed fill socils.
v 7 Sample deposits adja- Documented redeposited
cent to stone privy, fill.
and search for an
associated builder's
trench. '
V2 7 Sample deposits adja- Stratigraphically excava-
cent to stone privy. ted yard deposits.
V3 7 Investigate flagstone Fill deposit under
slab adjacent to privy. support beamn.
V4 7 Sample deposits under Deposit consisted pri-
spread-feooter complex. marily of mortar and
architectural materials.
V5 7 Expose north side of Established extent of
stone privy. privy.
W 8 Sample interior of Mixed 19th-century fill,
stone privy. consisting of construc-
tion rubble and night
soll.
X 41 Investigate artifact Landfill.
deposit under basement
fleoor.
X2 41 Investigate artifact Landfill.

deposit under basement
floor.
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TEST CUT LOT

RATIONALE FOR PLACEMENT

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Y

AB

AC

AD

AE

AF

AG

AH

AT

42

42

43

43

42

44

43

43

Determine extent of
bulkhead.

Determine extent of
bulkhead.

Sample interior of a
rectangular brick
structure.

Sample lower deposits
of rectangular brick
structure.

Sample deposits within
and adjacent to the
stone lined privy.

Sample possible burned
deposit, and examine
profile.

Determine if a layer of
brick and concrete
sealed the entire privy
structure.

Sample interior matrix
of wharf.
Sample rear yard

deposits.

Sample contents of
wood barrel.

Search for fill re-
taining structure.
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Landfill. Established
the northern extent of
north-south bulkhead.

Landfill. Established
the southern extent of
north-south bulkhead.

Contained large quanti-
ties of mortar and non-
diagnostic materials.

Rubble deposit overlying
landfill.

Shale deposit occurred
within and adjacent to
privy.

Thin lenses, containing
fragmentary artifacts--
area was extensively
disturbed.

Concrete and brick sealed
the entire structure.

Uncovered pine grillwork
{faggots) on interior of
wharf.

Landfill.

Partially disturbed wood
barrel cistern containing
very fragmentary late
18th- to early 19th-
century material.

Located a series of north
-south oriented piles. No
fill retaining structures
were found.



TEST CUT LOT RATIONALE FOR PLACEMENT SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

AT 6 Sample contents of Early 19th-century

stone-lined privy. materials over a
partially disturbed
landfill deposit
(possibly due to privy
cleaning).

AK 6 Sample interior depos-— Overburden and a pink
its of wooden box-like shale, overlying an
structure. organic matrix associated

with Courtlandt VanBeuren
occupation, overlying
landfill.

AL 6 Sample fill within organic fill overlying
wharft. stone.

AM 6 Determine wood box in- Undisturbed deposit,
tegrity, and extent. consisting of a pink shale

and overburden, overlying
an organic matrix
assoclated with Courtlandt
VanBeuren occupation.
Landfill.

AN 6 Sample contents of Documented stratigraphy
wood barrel within similar to that recorded
wood boX. at Test Cut AM.

AO 6 Search and record fill Documented remnants of
retention structures. wharf.

AP 6 Determine the existence Indeterminate, test cut
and/or extent of a was terminated due to ex-
possible fill retention cessive water.
structure.

AQ 7 Sample stratigraphy at Landfill.
rear of lot.

AR “ 6 Sample fill within Organic fill overlying
whart. stone.

AS 7 Determine extent of Exposed south wall of
box-like structure. plank box.

AT 43/ Determine orientation Series of piles oriented

44 of piles. east-west,
AU 6 Expose possible wharf Questionable remains of

or bulkhead structure.
Iv-9
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TEST CUT LOT RATIONALE FOR PLACEMENT

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

AV

AW

AX

AY

A7

BA

BB

BC

BD

BE

BF

6

Sample the eastern
third of the woed box.

Investigate interior
of wharf. -

Record stratigraphy at
rear of lot, and search
for wharf or bulkhead
structures.

Search for wood bulk-
head structure in rear
of lot.

Determine if wood. plank
in adjacent Test Cut Ay
represents the remains

of a box.

Sample interior of wood
box.

Record stratigraphy and
internal configuration
of wharf elements.

No Unit assigned this
designation,

Randomly selected to
sample remains of
burned grocery store.

Randomly selected to
sample remains of
burned grocery store.

Randomly selected to

sample remains of
burned greocery store.
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Stratigraphy was compar-
able to that of adjacent
Test Cut AK.

Documented wood chip
matrix, and configuration
of wood faggots.

Landfill. Alsoc located a
north-south oriented log
(possibly wharf-related).

Located possible bulkhead
structural element.
Landfill.

Wood plank is associated
with bulkhead structure.

Stratigraphy was compar-
able to that of adjacent
Test Cuts AM and AV.

Landfill deposits found
in association with
wharf's internal
structural elements.

Post-1835 construction
debris, overlying 1835-
burned warehouse
deposits and pre-1835
construction material.

1835-burned warehouse
house deposits,

Warehouse building rubble,
overlying 1835
warehouse deposits.




TEST CUT LOT RATIONALE FOR PLACEMENT SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

BG 9 Randomly selected to 1835-burned warehouse
sample remains of deposits, overlying pre-
burned grocery store. 1835 warehouse construct-

ion materials.

BH 9 Randomly selected to Warehouse building rubble,
sample remains of overlying pre-1835
burned grocery store. censtruction. Landfill.

BI 9 Judgmentally placed to 1835-burned warehouse
complete a 50-percent deposits.
sample of the burned
grocery store.

BI Ext. 9 Examine the construc- Stratigraphic deposition
tion details at the is similar to that of
side wall of the burned Test Cuts BD, BE, BF, BG,
structure, and eéxpose BH, and BI.

a wooden crate.

BJ 9 Judgmentally placed to 1835-burned warehouse
complete a 50-percent deposits, overlying land-
sample of the burned £ill.
grocery store.

BK 9 Judgmentally placed to Burned warehouse deposits
complete a 50-percent overlying pre-1835 ware-
sample of the burned house construction.
grocery store.

BL 9 Judgmentally placed to Warehouse building rubble,
complete a 50-percent overlying ca. 1835 burned
sample of the burned warehouse deposits.
grocery store.

BM 9 Judgmentally placed to Stratigraphic deposition
complete a 50-percent is similar to that of
sample of the burned Test Cut BL.
grocery store.

BN 9 Judgmentally placed to 1835-burned warehouse
complete a 50-percent deposits.
sample of the burned
grocery store.

BO 9 Judgmentally placed to Post-1835 construction

complete a 50 percent
sample of the burned
grocery store.
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materials, overlying
1835-burned warehouse
deposits, and pre-1835
warehouse construction.



TEST CUT LOT

RATIONALE FOR PLACEMENT

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

BP 9
BQ 9
BR 9
BS 9
BT 9
BU 9

Test Trench
East (TTE)

Test Trench
West (TTW)

Judgmentally placed to
complete a 50 percent
sample of the burned
grocery store.

Judgmentally placed to
complete a 50 percent
sample of the burned
grocery store.

Expose a wood frame
object.

Recover the contents of
a wood barrel exposed
in Test Cuts BD and BL.

Increase the sample of
materials from a wood
crate and barrel, ex-
posed in Test Cut BI.

Expose a wood frame
object.

Testing landfill
and identifying fill
retaining features.

Testing landfill
and identifying fill
retaining features.
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Stratigraphic deposition
is similar to that of
Test Cut BK.

Post-1835 construction
materials, overlying
1835-burned warehouse
deposits.

1835-burned warehouse
deposits. Possible wine
bottle holder, or skid
slats.

1835-burned warehouse
deposits (predominantly
wine/liquor, and carboy/
demijohn bottles)

Contents of crate con-
sists primarily of bottle
glass (wine/ligquor, car-
boy/demijohn). 1835-
burned warehouse deposits

Possible wine holder or
skid slats. 1835-burned
warehouse deposits

'Documented several spread-

footer complexes, a
series of wood pilings in
a staggered east/west
pattern, and two glass
and ceramic dumps within
landfill.

Located a burned basement
floor in Lots 8 and 9,
and a vertical plank
bulkhead at Lots 7/8.
Landfill consisted pri-
marily of pantiles, brick,
and oyster shell.
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In two of the boring profiles, a relatively thin, one- to two-
foot-thick layer of horizontally laid "Timber" was documented at
a consistent depth, approximately 13 to 15 feet below surface. In
both scil profiles, the wood elements mark the interface of two
separate fill deposits. The occurrence of these wood elements at
a consistent depth suggested the presence of a buried wood
structure. Underlying these two fill deposits, boring profiles
documented a third deposit, described as "Mud," "Clay," or "Gray
Clay." This third deposit ranged in depth from 18 to 25 feet below
surface in the central and western profiles, and between 10 and 30
feet below surface under South Street. While the lower "Sand"
deposits are consistent with sediments from flowing river channels,
the "Mud and Clay" are consistent with still or backwater sediments
such as would be expected with slower currents in and around piers,
slips, and jetties which existed in the area in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries (GCI 1983b:4).

The identification of sunken ships was the foremost concern in the
initial development of the deep testing program. However, the
field strategy was modified prior to fieldwork, and the research
goals were expanded by GCI to include (a) a study of the landfill
process in New York City from the late seventeenth to early
eighteenth centuries and (b) an examination of the material culture
content of the landfill, viewed in terms of changing consumption
patterns that may have occurred during the late Colonial and
Federal periods (Henn and Wall to Baugher, April 6, 1984) .,

The initial plan involved excavation of two 40-foot backhoe
trenches, oriented parallel to Front and South Streets, to examine
the two major filling episodes represented spatially on the eastern
and western parts of the site (GCI 1983b:9). The excavation
strategy was later modified to encompass two 14x60-foot trenches.
Steel sheet piling was installed in each trench (Plate 4.1) to
pPrevent the trench walls from cellapsing. Pumps were used to drain
the trenches while excavation was in progress.

The two trenches were designated Test Trench West (TTW) and Test
Trench East (TTE), and they were subdivided into four 15-foot-long
sections for horizontal control. Since the sheet piling obscured
the wall profiles, excavation proceeded in 3-foot levels from
alternate sides of the trench, thereby permitting recordation of
a continuous stratigraphic profile. Small, hand-excavated units
were placed within each trench in order to obtain a
stratigraphically controlled sample of the cultural material in the
landfill. :

The initial excavation of TTW began on April 9 and was completed
on April 20, 1984. The northern portion of the trench contained
the rear walls and burnt basement floors of two structures that
occupied Lots 8 and 9. These structures were thought to be the
remains of two buildings that had burned in the Great Fire of 1835,
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PLATE 4.1: Test Trench West.
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These burnt deposits were recognized as potentially important, and
it was decided that they should be sampled by manually excavated
units (Test Cuts D, K, and P) (see Figure 4.1) outside the trench
rather than delaying the ongoing machine excavation.

A wooden bulkhead structure oriented east-west was exposed in the
southern part of the west trench (Figure 4.3). This bulkhead was
built of vertically set planks supported by rough-hewn log posts
on the northern side. This type of structure had not been
previously recorded in lower Manhattan and, because of its unique
construction, it was considered an important example of
landfill/waterfront technology.

Additional fieldwork was carried out in Sections 3 and 4 of TTW
between April 27 and May 4. This included detailed recordation of
the bulkhead and controlled excavation of a sample of the landfill
on both sides of the structure, as well as extending Test cut A to
a depth of 12.5 feet below sea level (see Figure 4.1). Backhoe
excavation in Section 4 was advanced to a depth of 24.2 feet below
sea level and was terminated at that depth when culturally sterile
red sandy clay soils were reached (Henn and Wall to Baugher, April
6, 1984).

Excavation of TTE began on April 24 and was completed on May 11,
1984, No sunken vessels or landfill retention structures were
identified in this trench, although a number of architectural
features and trash deposits within the landfill were identified.
Excavation was continued to a depth of 20 feet below grade;
however, recordation of stratigraphic profiles was discontinued at
a depth of 10.2 feet below grade in the northernmost section
(Section 1), as this area was used as a sump to drain the remainder
of the trench. Excavation in the central portion of the trench
(Sections 2 and 3) reached a thick stratum of gray to black clay,
which was identified as harbor bottom sediment.

Test Cut G, a manually excavated 3x3-foot unit, was placed in the
southern end of the trench (Section 4) and stratigraphically
excavated to a depth of 17 feet below grade, thereby providing a
fairly complete stratigraphic column sample of the landfill. A
deposit of pearlware and other late eighteenth- and early
nineteenth-century ceramics and glassware was partially sampled by
Test Cut G. Test Cut R was used to augment the sample of this
deposit. A large sample of crown glass, possibly representing two
dumping episodes, was recovered from the northern portion of
Section 1, between depths of 10 to 14 feet below site datum.

TTE also contained a number of architectural foundation elements
associated with early nineteenth-century buildings along South
Street. These included spread-footer complexes and support beams
along the centerline of Lots 41, 42, and 43, as well as along the
side property lines of Lots 41/42 and 42/43. Also, a series of
five woodpiles, arranged in a staggered east-west pattern, was
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exposed in Section 2, near the property line between Lots 41 and
42. Two of the piles were extracted, and it was determined that
they had been driven through the landfill deposits and into the
underlying harbor bottom sediments (Henn and Wall -to Baugher, May
14, 1984). The interpretation of these piles was initially
uncertain; however, as excavation of the block progressed, numerous
similar pile arrangements were found directly beneath spread

footers. This suggested that they functioned as structural support
elements.

3. Backyard Testing

The principal goal of the backyard testing program was to determine
the presence or absence of well-preserved features or refuse
deposits associated with the occupation of the block.
Specifically, the testing program was oriented toward the
identification of occupational refuse that had been deposited in
open yard areas (sheet refuse) or in closed feature contexts
(wells, privies, cisterns, trash pits, etc.). It was expected that
these resources would most likely have survived in open, rear yard
areas that had never been disturbed by building construction.

However, a review of historic maps indicated that the number of
open yard areas was quite small; and inspection of building records
indicated that relatively deep basements would have been present
beneath the buildings. Therefore, the backyard testing strategy
focused principally on the yard areas at the extreme rear of the
lots within the site. As testing proceeded, however, the exposed

areas in some lots amounted to as much as one-third or more of the
lots.

The excavation strategy involved a combination of machine clearing

and hand excavation. Machine excavation (backhoe, front-end
loader, and jackhammer) facilitated the removal of the surface
pavement and underlying demolition rubble. In the recent yard

areas, machine excavation proceeded to the level of the earlier
yard surfaces; in the remainder of the rear lot areas, machine
excavation proceeded to the level of the most recent basement
floor. 1In areas where it was anticipated that intact deposits or
features might have survived beneath basement floors, machinery was
used to break through the floors and expose the underlying soils.

After yard areas were exposed, hand-excavated units were laid out
to test for features or intact sheet midden deposits. These hand-
excavated units included small test squares, usually 3x3 feet, and
long, narrow trenches oriented parallel to the rear lot lines.
During this phase of work, exposed features were sampled rather
than excavated completely. Finally, narrow east-west backhoe
trenches were excavated through the rear of the lots to test for
£ill retention structures {GCI 1984; Henn and Wall to Baugher,
April 4, 1984, and April 11, 1984).
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The backyard testing program was carried out in two phases in order
to accommodate construction activities. The first phase of
backyard testing included Lots 7, 8, 9, 41, 42, and 43; and this
work was completed between April 13 and May 25, 1984. Testing of
Lots 6 and 44 was not begun until May 25, because that area was in
use as a construction staging area and because of excavations for
the slurry wall.

A number of closed features with occupational deposits were
identified, primarily on the lots facing Front Street (Lots 6, 7,
8, and 9), during this testing phase. With the exception of Lot
7, the testing program determined that the deposits in open yard
contexts had been quite disturbed and were therefore not suitable
for data recovery. Testing in the rear yard area of Lot 7 revealed
the best preserved yard deposits within the site, along with a
stone~-lined privy and a wooden box-like structure that contained
occupational refuse. Archaeological data recovery was subsequently
conducted on the yard deposits and features in this lot. A ceramic
dump was uncovered during testing of the rear yard of Lot 9. The
dump was initially identified as an occupational deposit. This
deposit was excavated during the mitigation phase, but it was
ultimately determined to be part of landfill.

4. Mitigation

The final phase of excavation (i.e., mitigation), was a data
recovery ©program oriented toward recovery of . significant
archaeological deposits and features that had been identified in

the testing programs. A broad range of archaeological resources
was determined to merit data recovery, including landfill retention
structures, wharves, landfill deposits, vyard deposits, and

occupational deposits from closed feature contexts (see Table 4.1).

The research goals for the mitigation program (see Chapter II)
reflected the wide range of resources identified at the site.
Waterfront technology was one of the primary research topics
pursued during mitigation, as a number of wharves and bulkhead
structures were identified during testing. Twoe abutting cobb
wharves oriented north-south across Lots 6, 7, 8, and 9 were
excavated, as well as an east-west oriented wharf exposed in the
southern portion of Lots 6 and 44. The latter wharf has been
identified as Bache's Wharf (Figure 4.4).

Also, a number of wooden bulkhead structures were examined (Figure
4.5). The principal bulkheads included: (a) an east-west, vertical
plank structure that extended west from the southernmost of the
cobb wharves and; (b) a north-south, horizontal plank bulkhead in

the rear of Lot 42. The latter structure abutted two smaller,
horizontal plank bulkheads along the side property line of Lots 7
and 8, and 8 and 9. A horizontal log was alsoc found a few feet

west of the bulkhead in the rear of Lot 42. It is unclear whether
this log was associated with the bulkhead in Lot 42: Another

Iv-19




NORTH/ SOUTH
WHARVES

"‘-'-.{
-~
~
-
~
~
-]
]
s
—~
]
~—
~
]
—y
]
—~]
ey
~
—
—~
st
e
Sy
b
]
]
~
~—
-
]
—
—]
|
-

7777777777 77777 7 7777777777777/ 73

L LSS

LIMIT OF EXCAVATION

FIGURE 4.4: Planview of North/South and Bache’s Wharves.




W0 o W 7 it e e e

e o LR % b 8 e R L S o 2o b T

B ottt e L g e

V4

L L LSS L LS

N s e e ) SR———
:i ?
\ 1 WAREHOUSE FLODOR as
.
N
N

CENTER LOAD BEAM {POST 1835}

D Y Y N N MANANANA NN N N N NN

LIMIT OF EXCAVATION

2

LLEGEND

0o % PILINGS

) BARREL
0 10
[

FEET

FIGURE 4.5: Planviow of Bulkheads, Wood Privies.

/]
/

PPV II VIS IV

FEATURE 28
)

"

FEATURE 18

<o [}
OOQQOQ o°0°°°°°
0% o © QO o a0

[}

o©

— 90

- 80

- 50

- 40

=30

— 20

—N10




rs

horizontal plank structure was identified in the rear of Lot 43,
extending west along the property line of Lots 6 and 7. This struc-
ture was abutted by smaller wood structures that formed a box-like
feature in the rear of ot 7. At the intersection of the north-
south cobb wharves and Bache's Wharf, another box-like feature had
been formed by two horizontal plank structures (see Figure 4.5).

In conjunction with the exposure and recordation of the wharves
and bulkheads, samples of the 1landfill were systematically
excavated. The principal purpose of these landfill samples was to
establish the temporal sequence of the various stages of the
block's filling. The landfill samples were also viewed by GCI as
general samples representative of New York City's material culture
during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, with the
potential to provide information pertinent to domestic consumer
behavior.

Data recovery was also undertaken, for example, on a few deposits
within the landfill that appeared to represent discrete deposits
of household or commercial refuse. For example, Test Cut N, in
the rear of Lot 41, was to sample what appeared to be redeposited
privy £fill. This deposit was fully excavated to provide information
on domestic consumption patterns. A trash deposit in the rear yard
area of Lot 9, initially identified as commercial refuse discarded
during the second guarter of the nineteenth century, was sampled
during testing and more fully excavated during data recovery.

A large number of timber piles were identified during testing, most
frequently beneath spread-footer planks that in turn supported
building foundation walls on the lots facing South Street. While
spread-footer planks had previously been documented as building
foundation elements (Rockman et al. 1983), timber piles of this
sort had not been excavated in lower Manhattan at the time of the
Assay Site field phase. Therefore, initially, there was some
uncertainty concerning their function. It was first suggested they
might have been (a) the remains of waterfront structures, such as
piers, or (b) foundation elements sometimes used in conjunction
with spread-footer planks. During data recovery, additional work
was done to expose and map the timber piles and spread-footer
planks. It appeared that the piles functioned as foundation
elements for structures built after the landfilling was completed.

A number of refuse deposits 1in closed feature contexts were
identified during testing and later subjected to data recovery (see
Table 4.1). These include three stone-lined privies; two barrels,
possibly used as cisterns; and two box-like structures abutting the
wharves. On the basis of the testing, these features appeared to
have been abandcned during the early nineteenth century when the
block was primarily commercial. Therefore, the research value of
these deposits was viewed primarily in terms of their potential to
provide information on workplace activities. The burnt warehouse
floor deposits in Lot 9 were viewed as particularly important.
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Since these deposits appeared to represent the in situ remains of
the warehouse at the time it burned, a large sample of the floor
was excavated during data recovery, to provide information on
activities within a well-defined commercial setting.

The majority of the field excavations related to the mitigation
program were carried out from June 13 to August 22, 1984. Data
recovery within Test Trench West, comprising the excavation and
recordation of the horizontal plank bulkhead that extended west
from the cobb wharves, was completed earlier, in order to
accommodate construction activities.

5. Construction of the Slurry Wall

Construction of the slurry wall was initiated while the
archaeological excavations were in progress, but without prior
archaeological testing of the area of direct impact. Construction
of the slurry wall involved excavation of a two-foot-wide trench
to bedrock around the perimeter of the site, and then injection of
liquid concrete into the trench to. form a barrier against ground
water seepage. Several cast iron cannons were excavated with the
spoil as the excavation was progressing along Front Street during
the evening of April 27. This discovery was reported to members of
the archaeclogical team in the vicinity of the site, and measures
were taken to ensure the stability of the cannons. Altogether, a
total of seven cannon fragments were recovered and subsegquently
shipped to a conservation laboratory equipped to stabilize large
cast iron items. After the discovery of the cannons, the slurry
wall construction was archaeclogically monitored until its comple-
tion, but no other significant archaeological finds occurred (Henn
and Wall to Baugher, April 4, 1984). A description and analysis of
the cannons is presented in Appendix 6 of this report.

6. General Field Recordation Procedures

Throughout all phases of excavation, a fairly uniform set of
procedures was utilized, although there was some variation from
the deep testing program and the subsequent backyard testing and
data recovery phases.

The mapping procedures had an important function during the
excavations, and a variety of instruments and techniques were used.
At the outset of fieldwork, a grid was established over the site,
oriented to conform to the historic lot partitioning. Lot lines
were mapped to the site grid, to facilitate placement of excavation
units according to historic property boundaries. North and east
(horizental) coordinates were made with an electronic transit.
More than 10 mapping stations were established during the
excavations, owing to ongoing construction activities and the large
size of the site. Mapping datums were tied in to a common city
reference, so that all vertical measurements could be directly
expressed in elevation above or below mean sea level.
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The basic unit of provenience was the context. Each excavated
context was assigned a number in the field, and this context number
remained with the excavated artifacts throughout laboratory
processing. Context numbers were also assigned to architectural
features, to facilitate mapping and stratigraphic interpretation,
as well as to stray artifact finds and selectively collected
artifacts or samples.

Hand-excavation units were referred to as Test Cuts, and each test
cut was assigned an alphanumeric identification. With the
exception of the series of 5x5-foot units excavated in Lot 9 during
data recovery, there was little standardization in the sizes of
test cuts. Rather, most test cuts were laid cut according to
whatever size seemed appropriate for the particular situation.
Excavation of each test cut proceeded according to natural strata
or culturally distinct layers; the strata within each test cut were
identified numerically. Strata were normally divided into
arbitrary four-inch levels that were identified alphabetically: in
some circumstances, larger or smaller levels were used. No feature
designations were assigned 1in the field, so that in normal
circumstances, a context number provided full information
pertaining to (a) lot, (b) test cut, (c} stratum, and (d) level.

The basic written record of the excavations was a standardized
context information sheet. The context information sheet included
the following information: (a) provenience information--context
number, grid coordinates, lot, stratum, level, and opening and
closing elevations, (b) personnel--crew chief and excavators, (c)
soil description--color and texture, (d) soil inclusions, (e)
material discarded, (f) excavation techniques, (g) general artifact
categories present, (h) stratigraphic relationships, (i) samples
taken, (j) opening plan drawing, (k) plan and profile drawing
references, (1) photographic references, and (m) narrative
comments.

In addition to the standard context information sheets, scaled plan
and profile drawings were made of test cut profiles, structural
features, etc. Both black-and-white photographs and color slides
were also used to record the excavations. Journal notebooks were
maintained by the field supervisors; these journals generally
described daily crew assignments and observations of the work in
progress.

Excavated soils were normally screened through 1/4-inch hardware
cloth mesh. Both water-screening and dry-screening techniques were
used during the course of the excavation. Bulk architectural
materials such as brick and mortar were weighed and sampled in the
field, and the remainder discarded.

One-pint so0il samples were often removed from the excavated
material, prior to screening. In addition to soil samples,
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flotation samples were taken from selected contexts, and in many
instances, from the soil samples themselves.

B. EXCAVATION OF WATERFRONT STRUCTURES, LANDFILL, AND
RIVERBOTTOM SOILS

1. Waterfront Structures

Based on historical data, Block 35 was 1n1t1ally a slip bounded by
two wharves extending eastward into the East River (Hills 1782):
Bache's Wharf on the south (in Lots 5 and 45) and Gouverneur's
Wharf on the north. The latter is currently under Gouverneur Lane.
Portions of Bache's Wharf (totaling 65.5 feet), were uncovered
during data recovery, as well as two north-south oriented sections
of a second wharf which formed a continuous ca. 90-foot structure
(assumed to link Bache's and Gouverneur's wharves) (Plate 4. 2). The
two north-south wharf sections abutted at approximately the Lot 7/8
line.

Additionally, four wooden bulkheads were identified, each
functioning as fill retaining structures. Another two possible
bulkheads were also uncovered. These latter bulkheads encompassed
portions of earlier constructed bulkheads.

a) The East-West Wharf (Bache's Wharf)

This east-west oriented wharf, first exposed during backyard
testing, runs parallel with the southern lot boundaries of Lots
6/44. The wharf is of block and brldge construction. In this type
of construction, a heavy timber crib is built near shore and
floated into position. The crib is weighted with stone and fill
and sunk inte place, The distance between the blocks is then
spanned with timber bridges (see Louis Berger & Associates, Inc.
1987:V-11 to V-14).

The exposed sections of Bache's Wharf consisted of (a) a partially
exposed "block" to the west of the nerth-south wharf ca. 8.5 feet
in length, (b) a gap, with no wharf or £f£ill retaining structural
elements, ca. 23 feet long, (c) a horizontal timber face section
approximately 22 feet long and 8 feet high intersecting with the
north-south wharf, (d) another block section, ca. 30 feet long and
ca. 16 feet high, and (e) another horizontal timber face section,
only partially exposed, ca. 9 feet long. The horizontal timbers
were spliced with half-lap joints while cross timbers were secured
to them by half-dovetail and shoulder housings (see Figure 4.4)
(Plates 4.3 and 4.4).

The original bridge construction appears to have been removed
during installation of later landfill retaining features (i.e.
horizontal timber sections between the blocks; see Plate 4. 4)
The bridges themselves were probably constructed of planking. How
these planks were supported is unclear. From historical reports
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PLATE 4.2. Assay Site Wharves. North/South Wharves to Right and Bache’s Wharf in Upper Center of Photo.
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PLATE 4.3.

Bache’s Wharf. Note Block Construction in Center Surrounded by Filled-in (Planked) Bridge Areas.
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PLATE 4.4: Close-up of Bache’s Wharf.
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of wharf building techniques we know that pilings were sometimes
used. Another technique was to lay long sturdy timbers from one
block to another (assuming the gap between the blocks was not too
great), with planks laid over these. Since the gap between the
two blocks in Bache's Wharf was ca. 45 feet, it is conceivable that
it was spanned by the latter technique, since logs at least that
long were available and were actually used in the north-south
wharf. However, it should be noted that the area where the bridge
support pilings would have been placed was not investigated (as
this area was beyond the 1limit of +the archaeological

investigations). Pilings were uncovered in Lot 45 during
preliminary construction excavation in an area that correlated to
the easternmost exposed "bridge" section of the whart.

Unfortunately, due to the nature of excavation, it was not possible
to determine whether these pilings were related to wharf
construction or later architectural features.

As noted above, excavation of the northern portion of Bache's Wharf
revealed two sections of horizontal timbers (see Figure 4.4). The
western timber section, which is adjacent to the north-south wharf,
was more fully exposed than the eastern section. Therefore, the

+:following discussion focuses on the western section. This

horizontal timber section is detailed below as an example of the
type of landfill retaining structures that were present within the
Assay Office Site.

Horizontal Timber Face Sections

This structure ccnsisted of a number of horizontal timbers,
approximately 1l.l1-foot sqguare, consisting of both alternating
courses of roughly hewn timbers and rounded logs. These timbers
were notched in two or three places along the top in order to
accommodate the shaped ends of the logs that formed the inner
supports within and perpendicular to the face. The ends of these
cross logs lay flush with the outer face of the timber section.
The total length of the crosslogs extending behind the face is

unknown. Although Lot 5 was outside of the project area,
construction excavation exposed the rear of what remained of the
structure, revealing that it had been destroyed by the

construction of the Assay Office Building. Because of this, it is
not possible to determine whether or not this structure had a rear
"face" as well, or was actually constructed as a bulkhead only, and
not as a "closed" structure. The interpretation that the structure
did indeed have a '"rear" face (or at least some supporting
structure) seems more acceptable since the crosslogs were present.
It seems unlikely that long logs would simply project back from the
face without support in the rear.

The solid timber face was also supported by vertical guideposts
near either end of the structure. The horizontal timbers were all
square—-notched at these points to accept the guideposts (which were
ca. 0.35 feet square), enabling them to lie flush with the face.

Iv=-29



The posts had holes corresponding to each horizontal timber,
indicating that some sort of fastenings were used, probably iron
spikes (Jjudging from the size of the holes and iron oxidation
stains). It is interesting to note that the only place iron spikes
may have been used in the construction of any wharves or fill
retaining structures uncovered in Block 35 was in relation to these
types of guideposts. All other fastening was executed with various
types of wood joinery. The guideposts extended to or below the
bottom of the structure, and are assumed to have extended to or
near to the top, though this is not certain as the original top of
the timber structure is no longer extant.

The base of this particular section was a horizontal log. It was,
however, overlaid by four logs (ca. 0.8 feet in diameter) laid in
a header position, or perpendicular to the face, spaced
approximately equidistant between the two guideposts. All these
crosslogs were notched on top to accommodate the round stretcher
log above. The bottoms of these header logs were not notched; they
simply rested on the lower stretcher log. The two end crosslogs
were also notched for the guideposts, which they abutted. The
headers in this row projected approximately 0.7 feet beyond the
face of the structure.

The face of the structure was seven stretchers high, including the
twe uppermost partial timbers. The top of the feature was at a
depth of ca. 2.7 feet below site datum, while its bottom was at
ca. 11.0 feet below site datum. Overall, the section was ca. 22
feet long and ca. 8 feet high, and sloped down to the east. Worm
boring damage was present, but was comparatively light.

The other timber face section to the east was not uncovered
sufficiently to compare it to the western section. However,
judging from those portions that were visible, general construction
techniques were similar.

b) North-South Cobb Wharves

The two north-south oriented wharves were first identified in the
backyard testing of Lots 7, 8, and 9, then later exposed in Lot 6
during data recovery. The structures were initially exposed by
backhoe scraping in the area between Test Trench West and the
backyard areas of Lots 6, 7, 8, and 9 (Wall and Henn 1984a and b).
In the process of clearing the yard area of Lot 9, a plank or
corduroy road was found. Removal of this struétural feature
exposed elements of the north-south wharves.

The two north-south wharves seem to have been of the cobb type,
similar in construction to the blocks in the block and bridge
construction of Bache's Wharf. Cobb wharves were generally made
of heavy timber frameworks, with logs laid on top of each other in
rows of headers and stretchers, filled with cobbles, cobblestone,
ballast, and/or fill (Heintzelman-Muego 1983).
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The north-south wharves consisted of two abutting sections (Plate
4.5), each approximately 15 feet high, and 45 feet long (Boros et
al. 1985). The uppermost timbers were approximately 2.5 feet below
site datum. The number of stretchers utilized to accomplish this
height varied between 7 and 8, depending on the depth of river-
bottom. The stretchers con51sted of both rounded and beveled logs.
These logs were notched, as' were the header logs, in order to
accommodate the overlylng course of timbers. In addltlon, short
timbers were employed by being spliced together using half- -lap
joints (Figures 4.6 and 4.7). A mast, with an incised mark, was
included among the course of logs. The mark was at first
tentatively identified in the field as either a King's Broad Arrow
or as a Masonic symbol. After close examination of the mark in the
laboratory, it appears that neither is correct. The Broad Arrow
was employed to mark trees for the use of the Royal Navy in both
Great Britain and the British colonies (Alblon 1865:111; 231~ 280)
The Broad Arrow mark, as illustrated in Sloane (1965:96), is a
simplified arrowhead with a shaft and two wings; all three portions
meet at the top of the shaft to form a point. The incised mark on
the mast incorporated into the wharf has only two wings or legs and
no shaft (Plate 4.6). The other possible interpretation of the
mark was the Compass and the Square, one of the most common Masonic
symbols. This symbol consists of a triangular compass with pointed
legs surrounding or standing over an inverted square. The sides
of the square extend slightly beyond the legs of the compass.
Although the mark on the mast is similar to the Compass and the
Square, it differs in ways that are significant to Masons (Edwin
Visser, personal communication). Several characteristics preclude
1dent1f1catlon of this mark as the Compass and the Square: the
outer legs of the triangle end in perpendicular feet rather than
points; the inner angle on the "square" exceeds 90 degrees; and the
legs of the "square" do not extend beyond the legs of the
"compass" ‘Therefore, the mark on the mast remains problematical.
It is quite possible that it is simply a stylized "aA"., Similarly
styled letters are known from impressed makers' marks on stoneware
pottery made in the late eighteenth century (Denker and Denker
1985: Figure 14).

This framework of heavy timbers formed a series of four- to eight-
foot-long cells (Boros et al. 1985). The northern wharf structure
was one cell wide, while the southern was two cells wide. Squared
vertical guideposts, attached to the wharf sections by iron
fasteners were utilized to aid in the placement of the wooden
headers, and possibly prevent shimmying. A layer of wooden faggots
was placed between the upper three courses of stretchers in order
to create a floored cell in which to contain the stone fill (see
Figure 4.6; Figure 4.8) (Plate 4.7). Smaller, split logs were used
between the lower two courses of stretchers, possibly to
redistribute the weight of the cobble fill. The layers of split
logs and faggots did not extend through the width of the structures
(Boros et al. 1985) (see Figures 4.6 and 4.8) (Plate 4.8).
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PLATE 4.5. Close-up of Abutment of North/South Wharves

Iv-32




BEVELED—

LEVEL LINE —

—_WORM LINE SPLIT LOGS it

@@@ 6o “ ’i BIOI®ie) ‘ t% N

4.10 FT BELOW

FIRE HARDENED TIP o IMPRINTED IN WOOD~ —
B e e J'E (BLACK) ™

TR0 @@mm@ @@@@@@

"7 WORMLINE

““BEVELED || ' — BEVELED .
WORM uﬂ?' INCISED MARK

LEGEND

- 10YR4/2 DARK GRAYISH BROWN
MEDIUM-COARSE SAND

= Cgé\ﬁFéiI%gFTD = i - = | T —_— — - 5Y3/2 DARK OLIVE GRAY MOTTLED

SILT WITH SAND, BRICK, SHELL

== — —— - — \_‘- ) . ) { Z -\ o = : | " - | 5 ‘v
PO'?J,ED r—sa— = == e - y Rl 7= AN - 10YR4/6 DARK YELLOWISH BROWN MEDIUM SAND
1 seuiE =l e | — \ - = . - 5Y4/1 DARK GRAY CLAY WITH WOOD CHIPS
- _

E- 5Y4/1 DARK GRAY CLAY
F - 25Y2/0 BLACK CLAY

LOGS (LENGTHWISE)

LOGS (CROSS SECTION)

NOTCHES

STONES

" ALL LOGS ARE ROUND WITH BARK UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED

FIGURE 4.6: Profile of North/South Wharves.




LEVEL LINE — ) — 359FT —3.59 FT
——==== BELOW DATUM BELOW DATUM

PE-ATI

ROUGH SKETCH SHOWING HOW
THE ABOVE JOINTS MEET

FIGURE 4.7:

Detail of Joinery Within North/South Wharves.




PLATE 4.6 Close-Up of Mark on Reused Mast
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PLATE 4.7: Interior of North/South Wharves Showing Interlaying of Faggots.
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PLATE 4.8: Interior of North/South Wharves, Lot 6.
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Based on stratigraphic evidence from excavations within and
abutting the north-south wharves and Bache's Wharf, in addition to
their construction techniques, orientation, and extent of teredo
worm damage (Plate 4.9), it is possible to identify the construc-
tion sequence of the two waterfront structures. The "“block"
sections of Bache's Wharf were built first. Then the north-south
cobb wharf in Lots 6 and 7 was constructed (along with the east-
west bulkhead in TTW, on the 7/8 lot line). It is unclear whether
the bridge sections of Bache's Wharf were filled in at the same
time as the construction of the Lot 6/7 north-south wharf or
somewhat afterward; however, teredo damage suggests the latter.
Finally, the north-south cobb wharves in Lots 8 and 9 were built

and subsequently used in the final phase of filling the western
portion of Lots 8 and 9.

c) Bulkhead at Juncture of North-South Wharves

An east-west oriented bulkhead was exposed in Test Trench West,
along the Lot 7/8 property line to the west of the cobb wharf (see
Figure 4.3 and Plate 4.1). This bulkhead consisted of 10 planks
set vertically, and supported on their northern side by a rough-
hewn log. This log was set horizontally, adjacent to the bulkhead,
on top of a thick, gray to black clay. There was no evidence to
suggest that the horizontal log was attached to the vertically set
planks. The upright planks were each cut diagonally at a 45 degree
angle at their lower end, presumably so that the planks could be

driven into the clay. (The base of the planks was ca. 2.5 feet into
the clay.)

d) Bulkhead--Lot 8/42

Backyard testing of Lot 42 (Test cCut B), exposed a north-south
oriented wooden bulkhead, approximately 23 feet long (see Figure
4.5). The bulkhead consisted of five horizontally laid planks
Supported on the east (or water side) by square posts, and by
landfill on the west (see Figure 4.5; Figure 4.9). The lowest
horizontal plank extended approximately 6.15 feet below datum.
Excavation of TCY suggested that the northern extent of the
bulkhead was at the Lot 41/42 line.

e) Bulkheads--Lot 8/9 and Lot 7/8

Two bulkhead sections, both oriented east-west, were located north
and south of Lot 8 (see Figure 4.5). The northernmost of the two
structures extended approximately 9 feet west from the above-
mentioned north-south oriented bulkhead. This northernmost
section consisted of three horizontal wood planks placed between
a series of wood pilings (Figure 4.10). The wood planks were not
fastened to the pilings.
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PLATE 4.9: Close-up of North/South Wharves, with Ends of Faggots and Worm Holes.
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The southernmost of thesé parallel bulkheads extended approximately
10.5 feet west from the north-south oriented bulkhead. Like the two
above-mentioned bulkhead structures, this third bulkhead consisted
of horizontally laid planks against an upright post.

2. Landfill and Riverbottom Deposits

The two test trenches (TTW and TTE) provided an initial view of
the landfill scils within the site. In order to obtain a strati-
graphically controlled sample of these soils, hand-dug excavation
units were placed within the trenches. Based on the results of
these trench excavations, and the machine- and hand-clearing of
backyard areas, additional excavation units were advanced into the
landfill deposits. In addition to these hand-dug units, GCI took
bulk samples of landfill from various locations across the site.

The excavation units which sampled primarily landfill socils
included:

Lot 9: Test Cuts J, J2, J3, J4, J5, J6, J8, L

Lot 41: Test Cuts H, X, X2, N, N2, N3, N4

Lot 8: Test Ccuts s, AX, AY, ’

Lot 42: Test Cuts Y, z, AD

Lot 43: Test Cuts AQ, R, G (the latter two were in TTE,
Section 4)

Lot 7: Test Cut A (within TTW, Section 4)

All of these test cuts, except for TC A, were located to the east
of the north-south wharves. It should be noted that many of the
test cuts listed above were not initially excavated for the purpose
of sampling landfill soils. Some of these units, such as the J
series, were first ‘thought to represent occupational deposits.
However, they were in fact rich artifact-bearing landfill soils,
possibly from commercial activities.

Several test cuts were also placed within the north-south wharves
to sample the fills within the cribbing. These units are shown in
Figure 4.1, and included Test Cuts Q, AF, AL, AR, AW, BB, and BV.

LBA conducted a preliminary analysis .of the 1landfill and
riverbottom scils within the block. This analysis involved
identifying linkages among the different landfill deposits across
the site, based on soil color, texture, and content. General
overviews of the test trench excavations were taken from summary
field notes -made by the crew chiefs. Information on test cut
excavations was obtained from field forms. The artifacts from
landfill and riverbottom contexts were subjected only to the rough-
sort analyses. As noted in Chapter II, this consisted of cataloging
materials into the following categories: curved glass, pipes, other
diagnostics, non-diagnostics, bone, shell (in grams), macrofloral,
ceramics less than two inches in size, and ceramics equal to or
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greater than two inches in size. The latter were identified further
by ware type (e.g., delftware, creamware, pearlware, etc.). These
ware type categories provided gross dates of the fill deposits.
The rough-sort catalogues for the landfill and riverbottom soils
are presented in the general artifact catalogue, and are listed by
context number within the above test cuts.

Test Trench East

The landfill within TTE generally sloped 45 degrees from west to
east, suggesting a downward slope as one moved away from the north-
south wharves toward the East River. Two major artifact
concentrations within the fill included a crown glass deposit in
Section 1, and a ceramic deposit in Section 4. The crown glass was
in two deposits, separated by a brown sand. These two deposits were
made up of densely packed sherds of crown glass and little soil.
The crown glass deposit was further investigated through the
excavations of several test cuts in Lot 41 (see below).

The second artifact concentration in TTE was a ceramic deposit
within dark brown to black sands and silts. Test Cut R was placed
in TTE to sample this deposit; and about 4,000 ceramic sherds were
recovered from this test cut. The majority of the sherds were less
than two inches in size. The larger sherds were mostly pearlwares
(annular, mocha, handpainted, transfer-printed, etc.), but some
Creamwares were also recovered. Test Cut G contained a smaller
portion of this ceramic deposit, which may represent a dump from
a china shop or a shipment of ceramics broken on the wharves or on
a ship and then thrown into the dock area.

Test Cut G was placed within the trench in order to provide a
controlled sample of landfill soils. The unit consisted of various
dark brown to black sands. Several of the lower excavation
contexts contained pinkish sands. A pinkish brown sand was also
identified in TC AQ at the westernmost end of Lot 43 (see Figure
4.1). Riverbottom clays were not reached in TC G. The predominant
artifact types within TC G were shell (over 100 kg were recovered)
and non-diagnostic materials. The test cut's lower strata
contained the most ceramics and glass, with ceramic sherds being
the most prominent of these two artifact classes. However, the
number of ceramic sherds from these lower strata did not have the
high frequencies exhibited by the ceramics deposits in TC R. It
should be noted that some strata within TC ¢ were sterile, and the
overall artifact density within TTW was low.

Test Trench West

In contrast to TTE, TTW landfill soils contained no ceramic or
glass concentrations, but yielded large quantities of red and
yellow brick, stone, pantiles, and shell. As indicated in Test Cut
A, the landfill deposits in Lot 7, -to the west of the north-south
wharves, consisted of gray to brown to reddish brown silty sands
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overlying red/gray to dark gray silts and sands with coral. About
130 kg of coral were récovered from thé& lowermost three strata
within TC A. This coral may have been used as ship ballast. These
lower deposits (with the coral) were interpreted as water lot fill
scils, while the upper deposits represented filling of the 1lots
prior to development. The ceramic frequency within the lower fills
is quite low (i.e., less than 50 sherds), and the ceramics were
almost all less than two inches in size (and thus were not assigned
to ware categories). The upper fill deposits also had low ceramic
counts. Those sherds which were larger than two inches in size
consisted of creamwares and coarse earthenwares. Shell weights
were highest (ranging from ca. 1 to 13 kg) within the upper fill
deposits. The riverbottom soils within TTW, which were not
excavated in TC A, were reddish brown fine sands and clays.

Lots 9 and 41 Test Cuts

The landfill soils in Lots 9 and 41 yielded deposits guite
different from the lots to the south. Also, the linkages between
the test cuts in these northern lots, based on soil color, texture,
and content, were more discernible than among the test cuts to the
south. The primary difference between the landfill soils in Lots
9 and 41, east of the north-south wharves, and the lots to the
south was the high artifact frequencies in the former 1lots,
especially in the J test cuts and in TC X and X2.

Fill soils in the J test cuts were brown to dark brown sands and
silts. One distinct deposit that occurred in almost all of these
test cuts, and also extended into TC X2, was a brown to dark brown
silt and sand with wood chips. Some contexts within TC J and J2
consisted only of wood chips.

The artifact frequencies among the J test cuts is quite high. Test
Cut J5 yielded about 3,477 ceramics, while TC J6 produced over
16,000. The majority of the large sherds from these ceramic
deposits are creamwares, but some pearlwares are present. The soils
exhibiting these high ceramic freguencies consisted of black silts,
brown and gray clayey silts, and brown and dark gray silty sands
(from TC J4, 5, and 6 respectively). TC J6 also produced an
extremely high shell weight (226 kg).

The J test cuts also have a high frequency of curved glass. Unlike
the ceramics, which cluster in TC J4, J5, and J6, the high curved
glass counts (i.e., greater than 1,000 sherds) occur in TC J, J3,
J4, J5, and J6, with the highest frequency in a dark brown/black
clayey silt with wood@ chips in TC J4. In addition to the curved
glass, there is a large amount of crown glass in all of the J test
cuts. Interestingly, in TC J, the crown glass deposit seemed to
overlie the wood shavings, which in turn overlay glass bottle
fragments. The GCI excavators indicated that the artifact deposits
in the J test cuts extended into TC L. However, the rough-sort
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counts in TC L are much lower, with the entire unit producing a
total count under 250.

One final point that should be noted about the J excavation units
is that the majority of the fill soils slope downward, toward the
south, away from what would have been the Gouverneur's Wharf area.
Interestingly, a similar situation occurs within TC AG, located
north of Bache's Wharf, in Lot 44. GCI excavators noted that
landfill in TC AG appears to have been dumped into the dock area
from the south (i.e., Bache's Wharf). They also noted that this
same sloping pattern was observed in the deposits in TTW in Lot 7.

Test Cuts X and X2, in Lot 41, identified another heavy artifact
concentration within this northern section of the block. This
concentration consisted of crown glass fragments as found in TTE
Section 1 and in the J test cuts to the west. Also as seen in TTE,
the landfill soils within and surrounding TC X and X2 sloped
toward the east. Test Cut X contained deposits of brick and stone
rubble overlying a gray/black silt full of wood shavings. A layer
of wood shavings and fragments was also observed in the lower
strata of TC X2. As noted above, deposits with wood chips were also
present in the J test cuts in Lot 9. The remaining strata in TC X
were reddish brown and gray brown sands and silts, with relatively
low artifact counts, except for shell.

The gray/black sandy silt present in TC X occurred as a gray/brown
silt full of crown glass fragments (over 160, 000) in TC X2 (a more
detailed discussion of the glass is presented in Chapter VII). The
crown glass appeared to have been compressed onto a lower brick
rubble deposit. The fill soils below the crown glass deposit in
TC X2 included gray sands and clays, and reddish brown and
yellowish brown sands, with the lowermost stratum containing wood
shavings, as noted above. Interestingly, such high frequencies of
crown glass do not occur within the test cuts between TC X2 and
TTE, Section 1 (i.e., TC N, N2, N3, N4).

The N test cuts did yield relatively high counts of ceramics among
individual contexts. The prominent soil types within the N test
cuts consisted of black sands overlying reddish brown to gray
coarse sands, and brown sands. These scils generally sloped
downward, toward the east. The reddish brown sands were also found
in both TC X and X2 to the west. Unlike the reddish brown sands in
the N test cuts, these soils in TC X and X2 have low frequencies
of ceramics.

Among the N test cuts, the brown silty sands in TC N4 have the
highest ceramic count (over 2,700). Counts of 400 and over occur
in the black sands in TC N and N2. The large sherds in TC N and N2
consist of almost equal numbers of creamwares and pearlwares, while
pearlwares have a higher frequency than creamwares in TC N4. Other
major artifact classes within these test cuts include shell, bone,
curved glass and non-diagnostic materials.
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Field observations on the N test cuts Suggest that theé ceramic
deposit that occurs within these units does not follow one
particular stratum. This seems to be the case based on the rough-
sort analysis. The majority of the ceramics seem to come from the
black sands ( in TC N and N2), a brown silty sand (TC N4) and the
reddish brown coarse sands (TC N4). This suggests that the ceramics
and the various sands were not deposited together. In other words,

the ceramics, and other materials were thrown into the dock area
and sank into the earlier deposited sands. This could be examined
more fully by cross-mending the ceramics within the N test cuts.

Test Cuts Within North-South Wharves

Test Cut Q, located in the northernmost section of the two wharves,
contained orange/brown silty sands and clays with pantiles, red
brick, and oyster shell. These scils in turn overlay a cobble fill.

The content of TC Q is thus similar to the general stratigraphic
observations made for TTW. Test Cut BV to the south of TC Q (see
Figure 4.1) had different fill soils, consisting of silty sands
overlying brown/green and brown to black clays. Test Cut BV did
have a cobble fill, but there were also large angular rocks among
the wharf's logs.

The soils within TC AR, located in the lot 6 section of the north-
south wharves, included brown silts and red sands overlying
blue/green and gray/green silts with gravels, shale, and large
rocks. These gray/green silts with gravel and large stones, also
occurred in TC AW, located to the north of AR in Lot 7, and in TC
BB, which lies on the boundary of Lots 6 and 7.

Compared to the artifact frequencies within the Lot 9 and 41 test
cuts, and the landfill deposits in TTW, the test cuts within the
north-south wharves yielded few- artifacts. Ceramics that were
recovered from these test cuts were mostly creamwares and coarse

earthenwares.

Summary

The above discussions did not examine all test cuts excavated into
the block's 1landfill soils, but reviewed the most significant
aspects of these deposits. These discussions also highlighted the
major differences among the many landfill soils within the site.

Clearly, landfill to the west of the north-south wharves differs
in soil type and content from landfill to the east of the wharves.

Fills in the western portion of the block have relatively low
ceramic and glass frequencies, but do contain large quantities of
construction debris (brick, stone; and pantiles) and ship ballast
(coral). These types of materials are also found within the
northern sections of the north-south wharves; however, as one moves
south within the wharves, crossing the Lot 7 and 8 lot lines, the
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fill changes in terms of soil color and texture and content. These
differences suggest that the two separate wharf sections were
filled with different source materials, and may represent different
construction efforts by different water lot owners.

High concentrations of artifacts occur within the fill soils to
the east of the north-south wharves, as found in T€ R in Section
4 of TTE, and throughout Lots 9 and 41 (the J, X, and N test cuts,
and Section 1 of TTE). The quantity and type of artifacts within
the Lots 9 and 41 landfills suggest that commercial enterprises on
or near Gouverneur's Wharf (which was immediately north of the Lots
9 and 41 landfill deposits) and the north-south wharves dumped
broken merchandise into the dock area. These artifacts could also
have been from ships docked along the wharves:; however, given that
the artifact deposits in the J test cuts slope away (southward)
from Gouverneur's Wharf and the north-south wharves, these
materials were most likely thrown from the wharves themselves. A
similar scenario appears to have occurred along Bache's Wharf to
the south. The clustering of materials along the north-south
wharves in Lot 9 and in the vicinity of Gouverneur's Wharf, further
suggests that these broken goods were tossed into the water-filled
dock, rather than deposited into the dock area in order to expedite
the filling of the eastern portion of the block.

The presence of the ceramic dump in TC R, in Lot 43, may be part
of intentional filling of the block, or it may represent portions
of the ceramic deposits in Lots 9 and 41 which were somehow spread
to this southeastern section of the site. Given the low frequency
of creamware and pearlware ceramics between the two areas, the
former scenario is probably correct. It is interesting to note,
however, that the ceramics in TC R were from dark brown and black
sands and silts, while some of the ceramics in the N test cuts were
from black sands. It is also possible that a shipment of ceramics
broke on board a ship and were subsequently thrown from two sides
of the ship. These hypotheses can be more fully explored by
attempting to cross-mend these various deposits, and by comparing
the types, subtypes, and forms present within the Lots 9 and 41 and
Test Cut R assemblages.

The occurrence of deposits with wood shavings within the J and X
test cuts in Lots 9 and 41 suggests that debris from a cocperage(s)
was also thrown off the wharves inteé the dock. In fact, a cooperage
owned by Adam Pentz was located at 95 Front Street in 1799. Similar
deposits of wood shavings and wood fragments were identified within
the test cuts adjacent to a section of the north-south wharves in
Lots 6 and 7. These deposits, which were mixed with large
quantities of household refuse, were most likely from the Ming
cooperage, which occupied Lot 7 during the late eighteenth century.
The wood shaving deposits associated with Ming are discussed
further in Section C of this chapter.
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The source of the materidls within the N test cuts in Lot 41 is
not clear. The presence of ceramics, curved glass, bone, shell,
and floral remains suggests redeposited domestic refuse within
landfill. If, however, the ceramics are found to mend with those
in the J test cuts, or in TC R, then these assemblages would be
associated with commercial activities along the waterfront, or
would represent both commercial and domestic refuse.

Though not discussed above, the various contexts representing
riverbottom soils adjacent to the north-south wharves, in Lots 6
and 7, also exhibit a high concentration of materials. What is
unusual about these contexts is the large number of complete
ceramic, glass, and metal objects, including whole pewter plates.
These riverbottom deposits are examined more closely in the Lot 6
and 7 occupational deposit discussions in Section C of this

Chapter.
C. EXCAVATION OF OCCUPATIONAL DEPOSITS

1. Lot 6

Lot 6 was prepared for testing by machine removal of
twentieth-century demeclition debris and structural remains to

expose a hineteenth-century brick basement floor. The exposed
basement floor was then broken through and removed, se that hand
clearing could begin. Along the northern lot line, a system of

ground sills resting directly on spread-footer planks was exposed
and recorded (Figure 4.11). Additional hand clearing in the rear
of the lot revealed a section of the cobb wharf that had been
previously identified in Lot 7. Clearing along the southern
boundary of Lot 6 revealed another spread-footer complex, and
Bache's Wharf, extending into Lot 44 (see Figure 4.4). Intact
occupational deposits within Lot 6 were present within and adjacent
to two "closed" features. These included Feature 27, a privy, and
Feature 18, a wooden box-like structure which may have also
functioned as a privy.

Feature 27

Removal of a deposit of crushed shale and schist in the rear yard
area of Lot 6 revealed a rectangular stone structure, later
determined to be a privy (Figure 4.12). This fill deposit and the
immediately adjacent deposits were examined by the excavation of
Test Cut AC, a 2x10-foot unit oriented north-south. Excavation of
Test Cut AC showed that the shale deposit continued inside the
privy shaft as well as in the adjacent areas of the test cut.
Immediately beneath the shale deposit, a layer of concrete and
brick was exposed within the feature, and excavation was
temporarily postponed. Test Cut AE was then placed across the
unexcavated portion of the privy structure, to determine if the
concrete and brick stratum had sealed the entire shaft. This unit
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determined that the concrete and brick stratum had sealed the
entire privy, so that it was necessary to use a Jjackhammer to
continue excavation within the privy. After removal of the
concrete and brick, Test Cuts AC and AE were clesed, and a single
unit, Test Ccut AJ, was employed for provenience purposes, rather
than continuing with two separate units. The eastern half of Test
Cut AJ was excavated during the testing program, and the remainder
was excavated during data recovery.

The privy was rectangular in form, with maximum interior dimensiens
of approximately 4x5 feet (see Figures 4.11 and 4.12). Within the
privy shaft, the uppermost deposits consisted of shale rubble and
concrete rubble. Organic soils were located beneath the concrete
rubble, and these in turn rested.on gray sands. The lowermost
excavated deposits, the gray sands, may represent underlying
landfill deposits, as excavation of Test Cut AJ extended well below
the lower extent of the privy shaft. It is possible that a
cleaning of the privy, prior to its last use, may have also
extended below the shaft, so that some of the lower gray sands
might represent refuse deposited in the privy.

Two timber piles were exposed beneath the organic soils, in the
privy shaft. These features/structural elements may represent the
earliest construction episode on Lot 6, and their stratigraphic
pesition certainly places them earlier than the filling of the
privy (Figure 4.13). The stratigraphic relationship between the
piles and the privy shaft itself is not clear, and it can be stated
with certainty only that both features were in place after the
landfill was deposited. The piles probably represent the remains
of a building foundatien. The top elevation of the piles was
approximately four feet below mean sea level, a depth which is
comparable to many of the timber piles recorded in other areas of
the site. If the piles represented a waterfront structure, they
should have extended above sea level when they were installed.
Assuming that the two piles represent a building foundation rather
than a waterfront structure, then two scenarios are possible.
Either the privy was constructed after removal of a building or the
privy was abandoned and filled prior to construction of a building
on the rear of Lot 6. Given the overall trend toward more
intensive land use, it seems more probable that a building was
extended over the open yard space occupied by the privy. If one
accepts this scenario, it is implied that all of the privy fill
deposits, including the organic soils, would have been disturbed
to scme degree by installation of the foundation.

On the basis of the field data, five provisional depositional units
may be defined for the contexts excavated in association with
Feature 27 (also, see Appendix 3 for Harris matrices on this
feature):
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Depositional Unit Description/Interpretation

6F1 Underlying sands--landfill
6F2 Organic privy deposits

6F3 Overlying shale rubble

6F4 Privy constructiocn

6F5 Adjacent yard deposits

overall, the excavated assemblage is relatively small, comprising
approximately 1,900 artifacts, although the deposits include a wide
variety of items (ceramics, bottle glass, pipes, clothing, etc.)
and organic refuse (bone, shell, and macrofloral items). This
variability is suggestive of a domestic deposit.

Depositional Unit 6F2 is the major unit within the feature,
comprising more than 70 percent of the excavated assemblage. This
context is dominated by Kitchen group artifacts (45%), but also
includes a variety of items representative of the Architecture,
Arms, Clothing, Personal, Tobacco Pipes, and Activities groups.
Organic material recovered from the deposit includes 144 bone
elements, 411 gm of shell and 325 gm of macrofleral material. The
pattern analysis for this wunit is most notable for its high
representation of the Arms group (21%), produced by the recovery
of numerous lead shot. '

Depositional Unit 6F1 includes the sands below the privy shaft.
The materials recovered from this unit, while lower in overall
frequency, are gquite comparable to.those of the overlyving organic
deposit in terms of artifact group percentages. The shale rubble
and concrete are included in Depositional Unit 6F3. Very little
material was recovered from these contexts.

Construction of the privy (Depositional Unit 6F4) is represented
by the stone privy wall itself, as well as the soil excavated
between the stones while the shaft was dismantled. The amount of
material recovered from this context seems surprisingly large and,
in terms of major artifact group representation, the assemblage is
quite comparable to the organic f£fill (6F2) and landfills (6F1) (see
Appendix 7, Depositional Unit Pattern Analysis). Three contexts
excavated with Test Cut AC represent the yard deposits immediately
adjacent to the privy shaft (Depositional Unit 6F5). Relatively
little material was recovered from these contexts.

Dating of the depositional units is presented in Table 4.2. It is
possible that after the privy was constructed, a cleaning episode
may have extended the depth of the shaft below the level of the
lowermost masonry course, so that some of the deposits assigned to
the landfill may represent later .refuse deposits. This would
explain the close ceramic TPQs of 6F1 and 6F2. The dating of the
construction of the privy shaft (6F4) is somewhat later than the
fills within the privy. However, the differences between the dates
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TABLE 4.2

DATING OF DEPOSITS, LOT 6 PRIVY (FEATURE 27)

DEPOSIT MCD CERAMIC TPQ OTHER TPQ

6Fl1--Landfill 1803.0 1810 1780
(n=66)

6F2--0Organic Refuse 1799.9 1800 1821
(n=181)

6F3--Shale Rubble 1797.3 1780 -
(n=3)

6F4--Privy Construction 1788.3 1825 -
(n=50)

6F5--Adjacent Yarad ) 1794.3 1790 -

‘ (n=10)

does not necessarily suggest an inverse in the expected dating
sequence, but may be a result of the "imprecise" dating of the key
diagnostic materials in 6F2 (i. e., transfer- prlnted whiteware and
embossed pearlware ceramics) and in 6F4 (i.e., wine bottles, post-
dating 1821).

As discussed above, the organic privy fill (6F2) might have been
disturbed by installation of the timber piles. The relatively
fragmentary nature of the deposits, as indicated by the ceramic
size index, may be a result of that censtruction episode. The
sherd size 1nd1ces for the various deposits are given below:

Depositional Unit Size Index Sample Size
6F1 0.17 : 81
6F2 0.23 221
6F3 0.0 4
6F4 0.04 67

! 6F5 0.0 11

Depositional Unit 6F2, the organic refuse deposit, potentially has
scme value for addltlonal analysis and interpretation. This
deposit may be assignable to the VanBeuren & DeForest Merchants
occupation, which ended circa 1830; however, it is difficult to
confidently assign the deposit to the five-year interval between
1825 and 1830. In the early 1830s, the lot was occupied by a
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succession of merchants, but from circa 1837 to 1850, the Lot 6
occupation seems to have been relatively stable (see Appendix 2,
Front Street Lots 1799-1850).

Given the uncertainty of the historical association and the
relatively fragmentary nature of the deposits, intensive analysis
may not be appropriate for this deposit.

Feature 18

Clearing in the rear yard of Lot 6 exposed a wooden box-like
structure that measured 8.3x11.3 feet in plan {(see Figqure 4.7;
Figure 4.14) (Plates 4.10 and 4.11). The north and east walls of
the box were formed by horizontally laid planks supported by
interior posts, while the west and south walls were formed by the
two wharves (Figure 4.15). Immediately above the box, a section
of a brick wall was exposed, oriented north-south. The fill of the
box was sampled during the backyard testing program, then fully
excavated during mitigation, yielding one of the best preserved
deposits from the site.

During the backyard testing program, the interior deposits of the
beox structure were sampled by Test Cuts AKX and AM. Test Cut AK
was a 2x4.8-foot unit placed in the northeast corner of the
feature, while Test Cut AM was a 2.2x8.3-foot unit along the west
wall of the box, formed by the north-south wharves (see Figure
4.1). Both units were excavated .approximately 4 feet into the
interior fills, sampling three major stratigraphic units. The
uppermost deposit was a shale rubble fill, equivalent to the
deposit that covered the remaining rear yard area of Lot 6.
Beneath the shale rubble was a deposit of ceramics and organic
refuse. The lowermost deposit was a gray sand with very little
cultural material. Excavation in Test Cut AK was hindered by
flooding, and it was necessary to discontinue excavation before
the ceramic deposit overlying the gray sand had been fully
excavated.

The shale rubble deposit in Test Cut AM was more massive than in
Test Cut 2K, and the ceramic/organic deposit was much more sparse.
A small wooden barrel, penetrated by a wooden pecst, was exposed in
the southern end of Test Cut AM. The barrel was excavated
separately as Test Cut AN (see Figure 4.1). The barrel fill was
comprised primarily of gray/brown silts and sands, with some darker
organic deposits, not dissimilar to the deposits found in the
surrounding Test Cut AM. Excavation of Test Cut AM was terminated
when a gray sand, similar to that found at the base of Test Cut AKX,
was exposed across the entire unit.

During testing, it was not clear whether or not the depoesits
excavated from Test Cuts AK and AM represented landfill or
occupational refuse, and additional work was undertaken during data
recovery. Test Cut AV was laid out to encompass roughly the
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PLATE 4.10: Interior of Feature 18 Looking East.
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PLATE 4.11: Interior of Feature 18 Looking South.
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eastern third of the box-like structure, excluding the area already
excavated as Test Cut AK. The stratigraphy in Test Cut AV was
comparable to that in the adjacent Test Cut AK, including a
surficial shale rubble deposit overlying a dense cultural deposit
that in turn rested on gray sands.

The remainder of the box's interior fill was excavated by Test Cut
BA, which occupied roughly the middle third of the feature (see
Figure 4.1). To facilitate excavation, the surficial shale rubble
deposit was removed from Test Cut BA without screening. The
ceramic/organic deposit was most dense in the northern third of the
unit, where it occurred in a context of black organic soils.
Excavation proceeded until the gray sand was exposed across the
entire floor of the unit. Test Cut AM was integrated with BA in an
attempt to fully expose the lowermost structural elements of the

feature.

The bottom of the lowermost plank on the north wall of the feature
was within 0.3 foot of the floor of Test Cut BA. The lowermost
plank along the east wall had been fully exposed by Test Cuts AV
and AK. Along the north wall, the plank walls extended from
approximately 2.8 to 6.5 feet below mean sea level. The interior
support posts along the north and east walls extended above the
uppermost intact planking, making it apparent that the box had been
truncated by later construction. No floor to the box-like
structure was encountered.

Two bulk samples, Test Cut CC and Test Cut CM, were taken from the
landfill soils beneath the fills within the confines of the
feature. Test Cut CC was a 100-gallon sample, while Test Cut CM
was a 50-gallon sample. These samples have been treated as landfill
soils and subjected only to rough-sort tabulation. The ceramics
tabulated from these contexts include creamware, pearlware, white
salt-glazed stoneware, other stoneware, Oriental export porcelain,
and coarse earthenware, suggesting that the box was constructed
sometime after 1780.

Based on the field results, a total of 11 provisional depositional
units can be defined for the various fills excavated from Feature
18 (also, see Appendix 3):

Depositional Unit Description/Interpretation

6F11 Overburden
6F12 Gray/pink shale
6F13 Wood chips and organics
6F14 Black clay and mortar
6F15 Gray sand/organic interface
6F16 Dark brown silty sand
6F17 Gray sands
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6F18 Red sands

6F19 Reddish brown silty sands
6F20 Test Cut AN--barrel and fills
6F21 Miscellaneous

Ceramics, glass, and faunal and floral materials from Depositional
Units 6F11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 20 were subjected to a more
intensive level of analysis than most of the Assay Site artifact
assemblage. This was done in order to make this important feature
more accessible to future researchers, especially given the size
and complexity of its assemblage. These particular depositional
units were selected because, based on the field investigation, they
appeared to represent the primary occupational deposits within the
feature, while the other depositional units contained landfill
soils and/or non-organic deposits. The methods and results of these
analyses are presented below, organized by artifact class.

Ceramics

The ceramic sherds were laid out by context and then sorted by type
(e.g., red-bodied slipware, shell-edged pearlware, etc.) and were
mended within each context. Time constraints did not permit
extensive cross-mending between contexts, but obvious cross-mends
were noted on the cataloging records. Once all of the contexts
were laid out and sorted, the Minimum Number of Vessels (MNV) was
calculated by 1looking at all of the sherds of each type and
decoration and comparing them to one another in order to determine
which were unique. This technique was not ideal, but it did provide
at least comparable relative numbers of vessels. A total of 8,505
sherds were analyzed, resulting in an MNV count of 575. (See
Appendix 11 for a complete listing.)

Information about the type/subtype, decoration, form, and
functional group for each sherd or identical group of sherds was
recorded on the computer coding sheets. In addition, for those

sherds which were given an MNV count, information about percentage
of vessel completeness and amount of wear was coded. Appendix 10
contains a complete printout of all of the sherds within the
analyzed depositional units from Feature 18.

Although it was not possible to conduct extensive cross-mending of
the ceramics within the feature, some cross-mends, especially in
the pearlwares and red-bodied slipwares, were obvious. All of the
contexts within DU 6F13 cross-mend. Contexts from 6F13 also cross-
mend with DUs 6F11, 12 and 14.

The percentage of completeness of the vessels within the feature
varied, but some vessels were discarded intact. Variable 6 on the
printout (Appendix 4) indicates this characteristic ("1" is 25% or
less; "2" 1is 26-50%; Y3" is 51-75%; M4 is 76-99%; Ys" ig
completely mendable; and "6" means the vessel was intact in situ).
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Even without extensive cross-mending, over 30 percent of the
vessels were more than 50 percent complete. This supports the
conclusion that the deposit accumulated fairly rapidly and does not
represent redeposited fill (cf. Louis Berger & Associates, Inc.
1987a for discussion of process for determining fill types). 1In
particular, the shell-edged plates, slipware "pie plates," and
chamber pots were relatively intact; and it is highly probable
that, given additional time for cross-mending, more vessels would
be reconstructible.

Most of the vessels exhibit wear (cut marks, fork scratches, stir
marks, etc.). Some of the creamware and pearlware plates have very
heavy wear and appear to have been intensively used. The slipware
"pie plates" also exhibit extensive wear patterns, and even some
of the porcelains show stir marks in the teacups and scratches on
some of the plates. The only group of vessels with no wear
whatsoever is a number of underglaze blue handpainted pearlware
cups and saucers (motif #510). It is likely that these teawares
were never used and, given their large number (MNV 22) and
completeness, it is possible that they are not part of the domestic
assemblage(s) in Feature 18.

The Mean Ceramic Date for the deposit in Feature 18 is 1800
(Appendix 9). The ceramic Terminus Post Quem for the deposit is
1802. This date is found on a brown overglaze transfer-printed
creamware pitcher, from DU 6F13, which has the inscription
"[Friends]hip with all Nations--Entangling Alliances with none--
JEFFERSON" "Anno Domini 1802" (the "2" is partially broken off but
no other number appears to fit the remaining lines) (Plate 4.12b).
Other scenes on this pitcher have the mottos "SUCCESS TO TRADE"
under an incomplete scene and "PRAISE GOD FOR ..." under a shield
which contains a wheatsheaf and which is guarded by a rampant deer.
Campbell quotes Nelson's 1980 statement that pitchers of this body
shape (baluster) were popular in the United States from 1790 to
1810 (Campbell 1984:101).

The first two motifs on this vessel are also seen on a pitcher
recovered from the Place Royale excavations in Quebec (Campbell
1984:page 100 and Figure 89). However, the Place Royale vessel is
printed in overglaze green (perhaps a brown variant?), over-
painted in red and yellow. The Quebec vessel dates to 1804, and
is more complete. The full "SUCCESS etc." motto can be read as
"SUCCESS TO TRADE, WBTX No 17 ..." On the Quebec pitcher, this
motto is under a sailing vessel flying an American flag. The third
motif on the Quebec vessel refers to English political issues while
the motif on the New York vessel consists of a deer, etc. These
motifs may thus have been varied for different ceramic markets.

Vessels with impressed makers' marks include a partial Corlears
Hook mark (Thomas Commeraw 1797-1820) on a stoneware jar, "BB 6"
on a creamware platter (possibly Baddeley and Baddeley, circa 1784-
1806), "Herculaneum" (1793-1841) on at least six creamware and
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PLATE 4.12 a and b: Sherds from Creamware Pitchers Decorated with Overglaze Transfer-Printed Designs.
The sherds in 12b mend to form the ““Jefferson/Friendship’’ pitcher.
In 12a, the vessels at the left and upper right have the same patriotic motif.
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pearlware plates, and "Wedgwood" on a creamware plate. Smith
(1970:108) states that marking wares with the factory name
"Herculaneum" began in 1796. He also hypothesizes that the numbers
under the name "might denote the year after 1800" (Smith 1970:108).
If this is so, the numbers "3" and "8" under the mark might
indicate dates of 1803 and 1808. However, it is also possible that
these numbers indicate vessel sizes, since all of the 8s are on 10"
plates and the possible "3" is on an 8" plate. There are also a
variety of unidentifiable small impressed marks (bull's-eyes, a
heart, the letter L, dots in a square, and other less precise
figures) on some of the pearlware plates. These are probably
potters' marks (Towner 1978:224-225). Such marks are difficult to
identify, but Towner has one impressed heart associated with a
Wedgwood mark (Towner 1978:224). Painted decorators' marks are
also present on some shell-edged and hand-painted pearlwares.

The "Fuel Bearer and Sweeper" underglaze blue porcelain motif, on
at least three plates within the Feature 18 assemblage, is dated
by Forbes (1982 #28) to 1770-1805 (Plate 4.13). The "Two Birds"
motif, which is on at least six plates, is dated 1770-1795 (Forbes
1982 #12). "Two Birds" was one of the motifs which were used as the
basis for the Willow pattern transfer-print (Plate 4.14). Feature
18 also contains monogrammed porcelain vessels with the letters
"JE," possibly the initials of John Elsworth, who occupied Lot 7
between 1798 and 1800 (Plate 4.15). These vessels are very similar
to a saucer illustrated in Schiffer (1980:81) dated 1790-1810.

Table 4.3 summarizes the ceramic vessels from Feature 18. The
ceramic types and subtypes are listed along the left-hand column
and the forms appear at the top. All of the porcelains, except
for the two English soft-paste teacups, are Oriental export.
Several of the forms require some explanation. "Large Teacups"
refers to teacups which are larger than the common teacup diameter
of approximately 3-1/2 inches, but smaller than vessels defined as
"Small Bowls" (which are generally 5 to 6 inches in diameter).
None of the teacups in Table 4.3, with the exception of one
porcelain vessel with neoclassical decoration, have handles.
"Coffee Cups," as illustrated in Howard (1984), are taller (ca. 2-
1/2 inches) and narrower (ca. 2-1/4 inches) than teacups and always
have handles. "Large Saucers" have diameters over 6 inches.
"Coffee Pots" are distinguished from "Tea Pots" by their greater
height, often pear-shaped bodies, and, frequently, a pedestal foot.
"Dishes" are serving vessels, either round or oval, which are

deeper than soup plates but shallower than bowls. They most
commonly have a narrow brim and might have functioned as baking
dishes. "Pans," however, almost certainly functioned as baking

dishes; they have straight or slightly flaring sides and no brim.
"Shallow Bowls," as present in the Feature 18 assemblage, are small
vessels, slightly larger and deeper than saucers, with narrow
brims. They might have been used as dessert or condiment vessels.
"Pie Plates" are round, oval, or rectangular shallow dishes with
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PLATE 4.13: Chinese Export Porcelain Underglaze Blue Shallow Bowls and Plate. The Plate in the
middle shows the “’Fuel Bearer and Sweeper”’ Motif. The motif on the bowls is unidentified.

PLATE 4.14. Chinese Export Porcelain Underglaze Blue Plates with the ""Two Birds’* Motif. There are at
least 6 plates with this design.
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PLATE 4.15: Chinese Export Porcelain Overglaze Polychrome Saucers. The saucer at left is decorated with
red and gold, the central vessel is in gold, black and discolored enamels and has the
initials “JE" in the shield, the right saucer is in red and discolored (probably blue) enamels.

PLATE 4.16: Pearlware and Porcelain Serving Vessels. From the left, underglaze polychrome pearlware
creamer, porcelain sugar bowl in the "CVB" pattern, blue shell- edge pearlware castor, and
overglaze enameled porcelain helmet-shaped creamer.
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coggled edges, often decorated with sl?p trailing. The above
definitions are based on Towner (1963) and Howard (1984).

The teawares from Feature 18 are made of pearlware and porcelain.
The porcelains are more numerous and include at least three sets
(i.e., matching pieces in more forms than simply cups and saucers)
as well as several styles of matching cups and saucers. With the
exception of one cup and one saucer and the two English soft-paste
cups, all of the decorations are over the glaze. The CVB
(Courtlandt VanBeurén) monogrammed set has a delicate neo-classical
floral design typical of the 1785-1810 period (Howard 1984 :passim)
and the initials CVB within a medallion (Plates 4.16 and 4.17).
The set includes cups, saucers, an almost complete sugar bowl with
1lid, a plate or tray, and a small bowl which might be a slop bowl.
The armorial design (Plate 4.18) has not been identified, but it
is not the VanBeuren arms as illustrated in their family history
(Peckham 1913:frontispiece).

The Sepia Landscape design set is the second largest porcelain set
within the feature assemblage. The saucers in this set are larger
(6" diameter) than those in the other sets, and there appear to be
at least two sizes of cups in this set. The design has discolored
and disappeared, but originally it was probably a reddish brown.
The third set, referred to as "133 C," has a distinctive polychrome
floral swag around the rim and includes a helmet-shaped creamer
(see Plate 4.16).

The remainder of the porcelains consists of matching cups and
saucers or unmatched pieces (see Table 4.3). The "JE" monogrammed
porcelain coffee cup and saucer might be associated with the tenure
cf John Elsworth, as noted above, but they were found in the
same contexts as the Courtlandt VanBeuren (CVB) porcelains. The
overglaze-decorated porcelain vessels which are listed in Table
4.3 as plates of various sizes are likely to be serving plates or
trays for teapots.

The majority of the pearlware teawares are handpainted, with
underglaze polychrome small-scale floral and geometric designs
(polychrome; motif #511--blue and brown asterisks with an oval
"eye" border; and motif $#512--small-scale floral swags beneath a
broad vellow band) (Plate 4.19). The designs on the overglaze
handpainted vessels are in the same general styles but their colors
cannot be determined since they have discolored to dark brown or
have disappeared leaving only shadows. The 22 vessels with the
underglaze blue motif #510 are the most numerous representatives
of a single design, but, as discussed above, they might not be part
of the domestic assemblage (see Plate 4.19). If they are part of
the same assemblage as the other teawares, they were most probably
discarded soon after they were purchased or else were stored and
not used.
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PLATE 4.17: Chinese Export Porcelain Teacups. Decorated with the "CVB" monogram motif in gold, black and
discolored overglaze enamels.
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PLATE 4.18. Chinese Export Armorial Porcelain Saucer. The colors include overglaze
black_ gold, white, red and discolored blue. The design in the shield is

two trees without leaves and the flag at upper right is possibly that of
the Netherlands.
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In addition to the pearlwares and porcelains, there were several
teapots made of other ceramic bodies. A fragmentary teapot of
castleford type stoneware was present, as was an almost complete
teapot of Black Basalts decorated with mourning figures (Plate
4.20).

The tablewares include creamwares, shell-edged pearlwares, and
underglaze blue porcelains (Plate 4.21). The majority of the plates
are green shell-edged pearlwares. The majority of the serving
vessels, however, are plain creamwares. Many of the earthenwares
have heavy wear and some of the porcelain plates show wear. f
parts of the Feature 18 assemblage are associated with John
Elsworth, who ran a boarding house in Lot 7, the wear on these
plates could be accounted for by their frequent use in this
establishment. If, however, the deposit is the result principally
of deposition from the Courtlandt VanBeuren household, the wear
patterns indicate long-term use.

The food storage and preparation vessels are, except for one
creamware pan, coarse earthenwares and stonewares. The most
numerous are slip-decorated red-bodied "pie plates." These vessels
in general show a great deal of wear. The decorations vary from
single to triple slip trails with feathering, loops, etc., on
different vessels (Plate 4.22a and b). One vessel has the word
"Absalom" as part of the design. It is possible that this is an
indication of Connecticut manufacture, since the styles of the
decorations resemble those from Norwich where Absalom Day ran a
pottery from circa 1793/96 to after 1824 (Winton and Winton
1981:8).

There are quite a few (23) chamber pots in this assemblage: twelve
are plain creamware (including one unusual stool pot), eight are
red-bodied with brown glaze (some of these have dark brown streaks
and blotches in the glaze as a simple decoration), two have black
glaze on coarse red bodies, and one has a black glaze on a thinner,
finer red body. Some of the red-bodied vessels show wear on top
of their rims as if they normally had a 1id, and some of Dboth
the creanmware and red-bodied pots show circular wear marks on
their interiors, as if they were cleaned and scrubbed.

The ceramic toys are redwares, and include at least one miniature
slipware pie plate and two round, deep vessels with handles (see
Plate 4.22b; Plate 4.23). There is also a figurine consisting of
a tiny fragment of polychrome pearlware which appears to be a piece
of a cocker spaniel's ear.

Glass

In addition to the coding of attributes described previously (see
Chapter II), Minimum Number of Vessel (MNV) counts were calculated
for the glass tablewares from Feature 18. For the majority of
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PLATE 4.19: Pearlware Saucers and Teacup. The top row is handpainted in underglaze blue with
"motif 510" (see text). The bottom vessels are handpainted with “motif 512" in underglaze

polychrome (green, brown, orange and blue) under a broad yellow band. Both motifs show
individual painter’s variations.

PLATE 4.20: Unmarked Black Basalts Teapot with Classical Mourning Figures.
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PLATE 4.21: Pearlware Plates and Embossed and Cut-out Dish. All have green borders and the two shell-
edged plates at left are marked ""Herculaneum.”
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PLATE 4.22 a and b: Slip-decorated Red-bodied Earthenware "'Pie Plates,”” possible of Norwalk,
Connecticut, manufacture. The small vessel is probably a toy.
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MILLIMETERS

PLATE 4.23. Lead Glazed Red-bodied Earthenwares. These hollowware bases are probably from
porringers or small chamber pots. The two on the left are small-sized toys.
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forms (i.e., tumblers, mugs, etc.), MNVs were primarily defined by
counting the number of bases in the assemblage. MNVs for the
footed glass forms (i.e., stemwares) were defined by counting the
number of feet. All whole bases and feet were set aside while
fragments were grouped by form and pontil type (when evidenced) and
mended to the fullest extent possible within each provenience.
Cross-mends were first made between all proveniences in a given
excavation wunit and then systematically attempted between
proveniences of other units. This was done to decrease the chance
of multlple counting of vessels that may have had their bases/feet
crossing more than one level or stratum in a given unit and/or more
than one level or stratum between units. An MNV of "one" was
assigned to each whole base/foot. As a general rule, single
fragments and those mending to form only a partial base/foot were
assigned an MNV of "one" if the pontil type could be discerned
and/or a 50 percent or above level of completeness was achieved.
When a base cross-mended between two or more proveniences, the MNV
was assigned to the stratum and level containing the greatest
number of fragments. When the number of fragments was equal, the
MNV was assigned to the stratigraphically higher provenience.

In several instances, the absence of vessel bases or lower ratio
of bases to other vessel parts required an alternate approach to
MNV determination. In these cases, MNV counts were variously
scored with finishes or other vessel parts.

A total of 90 distinct tablewares were identified in the Feature
18 assemblage (Appendix 12). The majority are drinking vessels
originating in DU 6F13. Fifty-three are tumblers or other non-
stemmed drinking vessel forms, 31 are stemwares, and six fall into
a miscellaneous tableware category. The most prominent of the
identifiable tumbler forms is of a cut, paneled variety. There are
nine vessels of this type appearing in at least two different
sizes; some are plain while others exhibit two elaborately cut and
engraved floral and band rim decorations (see motifs #6016 and
#6021 in Appendix 4) (Plate 4.24). Five vessels are mold-blown
tumblers in the Stiegel tradition with sunken panels and engraved
rim decorations (see motif #6000 in Appendlx 4). Several of these
tumblers exhibit a rough, grayish ring surroundlng their solid
pontil impressions, possibly indicating a European origin (Spillman
1982:Plate 43 commentary).

Two cut, basal fluted tumblers are also present in the collection.
One cut and engraved decorated rim (see motif #6015 in Appendix 4)
is associated with this tumbler type. Thirty-five additional
tumblers are represented by bases that remain unidentified as to
specific form. Disassociated rim and body fragments in the
assemblage however, indicate a variety of different types probably
included in this count Among these are simple undecorated as well
as decorated tumblers (motif #6018 in Appendix 4) and at least one
form engraved with a "vine" rim border (motif #6005) and one multi-
color enameled form with a bird motif in the Stiegel tradition

IV-80




IH | lllllli: UL ‘%I|| il ‘|‘)I1-‘}\!*|‘;I£!~Wlli ‘.\h‘.i"nt%ti‘.!it!u\-t‘.\iﬂllil‘:‘lIHHH I
1‘.;(:'13'0 ! 15|n 1810 170 laLn ’ altw 210 220 2:;1

24
e PR Bt T e S (T B S TR S i

PLATE 4.24: Set of Matching Paneled, Cut and Engraved Tumblers from Feature 18
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(Plate 4.25). Other non-stemmed drinking vessels include a handled
cup with threaded decoration and a mug with an unidentified
Stiegel-type body engraving.

The stemwares in the collection include 15 bridge fluted drinking
forms exhibiting at least two different cut and engraved rim
decorations (see motifs #6014 and #6015 in Appendix 4), nine plain
drawn stems (Plate 4.26), and one short-stemmed form with a
centrally placed, flattened knob. The bridge fluted stemwares,
which are of English origin, date from 1760 to 1810 (Haynes
1970:284-289) ; the plain drawn stems date from 1780 to 1805 (Noel
Hume 1974:190-191). Six additional stemwares, represented by foot
and stem fragments, include at 1least one English hexagonally
faceted form in a probable diamond (or variant) pattern dated 1760
to 1810 (Haynes 1970:284-289) as well as additional numbers of the
types described above.

The six vessels in the miscellaneous tableware category include
two unidentified forms, a bowl, and three decanters; two of the
latter are represented by flanged finishes with ground bores and
one, of Irish origin, is represented by an intact, fluted base
embossed with "PENROSE WATERFORD" on its underside, dated 1783 to
1851 (Mehlman 1982:73).

MNVs were not calculated for the bottles, but English wine/liquor
forms generally datable to the 1780 to 1820 period dominate the
Feature 18 assemblage. One wine/liquor bottle, judging from its
overall body shape and finish treatment, dates between 1770 to
1800. One mendable bottle appears to be of Dutch origin and has
been tentatively dated to the second quarter of the eighteenth
century. Other wine/liquor forms include case bottles of varying
sizes. Food bottles include aquamarine glass flacons for storage,
and a fairly large number of mustard forms embossed "LONDON," dated
1800 to 1900 (0> R> Jones 1983: 81).

Pharmaceutical forms are predominantly represented by vials in a
variety of shapes and sizes. Patent/proprietary medicines include
small, straight-sided "ESSENCE OF PEPERMENT" (sic) forms. All of
the specimens in the collection are notable due to the mold-
maker's error (note the misspelling of "peppermint") and the
orientation of the embossment from the base toward the finish.

Based on this analysis of the glass assemblage, the Feature 18
deposits have a Terminus Post Quem (TPQ) of 1800.

Small Finds

The small finds within the feature exhibit the full range of
artifact groups and classes established by South (1977) and
modified by LBA. The architectural group is predominantly window
glass (58%) and miscellaneous building material (13%). Nails and
architectural hardware have a surprisingly low fregquency.
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PLATE 4.25: Enameled, Multi-color Stiegel-Type Tumbler Fragment from Feature 18
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PLATE 4.26: Stemwares from Feature 18: Hexagonally Faceted Stem, Plain Drawn Stem, Bridge Fluted Stem with Cut Motif
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Certain types of small finds artifacts suggest that part of the
Feature 18 assemblage may be associated with the Thomas Ming
cooperage. The feature contains a large volume of wood chips
exhibiting cut and saw marks. No systematic attempt was made to
identify the wood species represented among the chips, but the
presence of birch and oak barks was noted. In addition, there are
several tool handles which may have come from the cooperage. The
small finds assemblage also contains five pulleys which may be
associated with Ming, or may have come off ships that docked along
the wharves.

Domestic items within the small finds assemblage include a large
number of buttons and pins, a red-painted fan, a silver alloy
pendant stamped "GW" (Plate 4.27), toys, shoe buckles (Plate 4.28),
and silver spoons. Several of the metal artifacts exhibit makers'
marks and place of origin marks; however, these marks have not been
identified. There are also several wooden items, including scrub
brushes, spoons, a veneered box, and finials.

There appears to be a connection between Feature 18 and the
riverbottom deposits below and around the feature, based on a
comparison of the small finds from these two contexts. Though a
linkage was not systematically measured between these two deposits
(e.g., through ceramic cross-mending), they both contain similar
artifacts. For example, both the riverbottom soils and Feature 18
have the same type of elaborate shoe buckles (see Plate 4.28),
silver flatware, pulleys, and wooden tools. Also, the riverbottom
deposit contains a Sheffield plate with the embossment "GW," while
the Feature 18 assemblage has a silver pendant also with this "Gw"
embossment (see Plate 4.27; Plate 4.29). This connection between
these two contexts will be explored further below.

Faunal

Feature 18 produced a large, complicated faunal assemblage,
comprised of fish, mammal, bird, reptile, and crustacean species.
The total number of bone specimens present is over 10,000 (Table
4.4 and Appendix 13). Fish species include salmon, sturgeon, cod,
seatrout, porgy, and sheepshead, as well as a few others which
were unidentifiable. Domestic mammal species consist of cow, pig,
and sheep, as well as cat; and nondomestic mammal species include
rodents, such as mouse and rat, and rabbit. Bird species consist
of chicken, turkey, duck, goose, grouse, pigeon, and sandpiper;
while the reptile and crustacean species include box turtle and
crab. Shell was not speciated; however, a bulk weight by
provenience was calculated.

The faunal remains within Feature 18 are well preserved. This
level of preservation permitted a high degree of species
identification, in addition to reccordation of butcher marks and
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PLATE 4.27: Silver Pendant, 1%"'x 1", Pre-dates 1800. Front side, geometric floral design;
back side stamped 'GW."




PLATE 4.28: Shoe Buckles Pre-date 1800. Note similarity and style. One on left from
Feature 18, two on right from riverbottom deposit.
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PLATE 4.29: Sheffield Plate, 8%’ Diameter, Pre-dates 1800. Front side exhibits heavy wear; back side stamped "“GW"




TABLE 4.4
FEATURE 18
FAUNAL SPECIES LIST
CLASS/SPECIES COUNT $ NISP $ CLASS
MAMMAL
COW 493 16
PIG 229 7
SHEEP 218 7
CAT 393 13
RABBIT 1 <1
MOUSE a5 <1
RAT 384 13
RODENT 15 <1
SUBTOTAL 1744 57
UNIDENTIFIED 1986
TOTAL MAMMAL 3730 30
BIRD
CHICKEN 513 17
ROOSTER 5 <1
TURKEY 124 4
GALLIFORM 82 3
GOOSE 61 2
DUCK Z32 7
GROUSE 4 <1
PIGEON 46 1
SANDPIPER 2 <1
SUBTOTAL 1059 35
UNIDENTIFIED 1376
TOTAL BIRD 2435 20
FISH
coD 74 2
PORGY 2 <1
SAIMON 2 <1
SEATROUT 56 .
SHEEPSHEAD 42 1
STURGEON 3 <1
SUBTOTAL 179 6
UNIDENTIFIED 5914
TOTAL FISH 6093 49
REPTILE
TORTOISE 5 <1 <1
CRUSTACEAN
CRAB 56 Z <1
UNCLASSED BONE 59 <1
SUBTOTAL NISP* 3043 25
TOTAL *#* 12,378

NISP: Number of Identified Specimens o
*Excludes unidentified bone **Includes unidentified bone
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gnaw marks. It was also possible to age some of the large domestic
mammals. The assemblage's high level of preservation was the
result of several factors. First, the bones appear to have had
limited exposure to the elements. This is supported by the small
amount of gnaw marks exhibited by the faunal remains, indicating
that they were rapidly sealed within the feature. Second, the soil
deposits within the feature were in a water-logged, anaerobic
environment. This type of environment limits bacterial activity.
Third, the depth of the deposit most likely kept the bones from
suffering the effects of freezing and thawing. Finally, most of
the bone is not burned. The small guantities of burned bone
present are probably the result of post-depositional factors. This
interpretation is based on differential burning of specimens,

where one end of a bone is calcined and the other end is charred.

The feature contained pockets of charcoal, cinder, and slag, and
it is possible that the bone burned when 1t came into contact with
these heating by-products.

Mammal and bird bone was identified as fully as p0551ble whereas
fish was generally speciated by mouth parts. The remaining fish
elements were simply counted as "unidentified." Bone modifications
such as butcher marks, burning, gnaw marks, and weathering were
recorded. Age 1ndlcators such as unfused dlaphyses and epiphyses
were also documented. A preliminary examination was made of cow
longbones to check for articulation. No systematlc attempt was
made to check for articulation among sheep or pig bone; however,
when apparent it was noted. Minimum number of individuals (MNI)
was calculated for mammal and bird species. MNI calculations were
made since whole skeletons and dressed carcasses are present within
the faunal assemblage. MNI was based on the count of the most
frequently occurring bone by spec1es divided by the number of
times that that element appears in a living animal.

Feature 18 contains whole fish and birds, as indicated by the
presence of all skeletal parts; and dressed carcasses of large
domestic mammals, as determined by the high frequency of meat
bearing components and the low frequency of skull and foot
elements. The assemblage also includes the entire skeletons of
three neonatal calves and one neonatal piglet (Plate 4.30). Several
of the large domestic mammal bones can be shown to mend along sawed
and chopped edges (Plate 4.31), and also exhibit table cuts
consisting of a series of parallel cut marks on the bone's surface
perpendicular to its 1length. In addition, some of these
reconstructible elements articulate with each other (see Plate
4:31) -

Fish accounts for the greatest percentage of any faunal class
within the assemblage. As noted above, fish species were
identified on the basis of mouth parts. In some cases other
elements were used when it was felt a species would otherwise go
unrecorded, e.q. sturgeon scutes. While bone preservation was
excellent, some species may not have been identified in this
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PLATE 4.30: Feature 18, Neonatal Skulls. Upper left: top of calf skull; lower left:
piglet skull; right side:view of calf skull.
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PLATE 4.31; Feature 18, Articulated Cow Forelimb and Hindlimb Exhibiting Multiple Butcher Marks.
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analysis because no cranial elements of these species were present.
This 1is suggested by several small vertebrae, noted during
tabulation, which may have been herring or sardine. It is possible
that the lack of cranial elements may be a result of other factors,
such as the purchasing of pickled fish where the heads had already
been removed. No MNIs are given for fish as a result of these
problems.

The cow bones from the feature are very large, and exhibit a high
degree of unfused epiphyses, which suggests that the animals may
have been oxen. The size of these bones is typical of the size of
cow bone recovered from other eighteenth-century sites in New York
City (Amorosi, personal communication 1988). In general, the range
of elements within Feature 18 includes longbones, vertebrae and
ribs, scapula, and pelvis (Plate 4.32). Metapodial riders such as
the calcaneus, astragalus, and carpals/tarsals are also present.
Hindlimb sections have an overall higher frequency than forelimb
sections (see Appendix 5). The assemblage also includes three
calves, between three and six months of age. Elements present
consist of skulls and feet.

Cow longbones tend to be sawed into three sections, and in several
instances it is possible to mend sawed edges to form whole bones
(see Plate 4.31). All of the butcher marks present are saw marks
with the exception of those on the wvertebrae, which are from
cleaving. There is a high frequency of butchering error among the
cow bone. These errors take the form of mistakenly sawed and
incompletely sawed bones, where the last piece of bone is broken
off (Plate 4.33). This pattern of butchering error suggests a rapid
processing of meat. Many of the longbones show signs of table
cuts, usually in the form of parallel cut marks perpendicular to
the length of the bone. Most of the bone sections represent roasts;
however, there are several steakbones cut from the sirloin and
shoulder blade.

The lack of skull and foot elements, and the butchering pattern
described above, indicate that the majority of the cow bones within
the feature represent the remains of dressed carcasses. A dressed
cow carcass has been skinned and gutted, and the non-meat-bearing
parts, such as the head and feet, are removed during the initial
butchering. A minimum number of 6 individuals are present, based
on the count of proximal tibia sections (Table 4.5). Three calves
are also in the assemblage and are represented by all body parts,
including skull and toe elements.

Pig bone within the Feature 18 assemblage includes skull and foot
elements. The cranial materials consist of a mandible and teeth
as well as one sub-adult skull and one neonatal skull (see Appendix
5). One complete mandible shows signs of cut marks across the
ascending ramus. There is also a high fregquency of phalanges but
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PLATE 4.32: Feature 18, Assemblage of Various Cow Elements Exhibiting Butcher Marks.
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PLATE 4.33: Feature 18, Cow Femur Exhibiting Butchering Error of Mid-shaft.
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an unusually low occurrence of metacarpals and metatarsals. Age
was not systematically measured; however, unfused elements were
coded when encountered. Based on these preliminary observations
it appears that the diaphyses and epiphyses of most body parts are
unfused. Further, the longbones indicate that all pigs within the
assemblage are less than 3-1/2 years old. Many of the longbones
are sawed and exhibit table marks.

The feature contains an articulating skeleton of a neonatal piglet
with knife marks on the skull. This particular skeleton was spread
throughout the various soil deposits within the feature and thus
supports the hypothesis that the feature was rapidly filled (see
Appendix 5).

Sheep bones include a low frequency of skull and foot elements;
but, like cow, exhibit the full range of meat-bearing elements (see
Appendix S5). The frequency of butchering marks on sheep bone was
lower than for cow and pig, but the former did have table marks.
Articulation among sheep bones was not systematically recorded,
but it was noted that some of the sheep longbones did articulate.

A preliminary examination of fused versus unfused proximal and
distal ends of longbones indicates that the sheep are immature.
For example, some of the pelvises are unfused, suggesting an age
of less than half a year. It does not appear that there are any
mature individuals within the assemblage.

There is a high frequency of small mammals, including cat, mouse,
rat, and rabbit. A minimum of six cats are present and they range
in age from neonatals to fully mature adults. Rodents consist of
rats and mice, with rats being the most frequent.

The feature contains a great variety of domestic and wild birds
(see Table 4.4). The complete range of skeletal elements for most
species indicates the presence of whole birds; therefore, MNIs
are appropriate. There are a minimum of 32 chickens and three
roosters (Table 4.6). This ratio of hens to roosters suggests the
presence of a chicken coop. Chickens may have Dbeen Xkept on
site, probably for eggs, and were consumed as needed. There are
in fact 362 grams of eggshell in the feature. There is also a high
frequency of ossified trachea, suggesting the presence of old
birds.

Turkey is also present though the frequency is not as great as for
chicken. Other species present include grouse, duck, goose, and
pigecn. These are all birds known to have been exploited for food
during this time period (cf. Geismar 1983). It is evident from the
number of individuals present that fowl was an important dietary
component. The assemblage alsoc includes the skull of one sandpiper.
This individual was identified by the presence of a partially whole
skull. Longbcnes from two small species were recovered but were
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TABLE 4.5

FEATURE 18

MAMMAI, - MINIMUM NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS (MNI'S)

MNI
SPECIES COUNT
LARGE DOMESTIC MAMMAL
COW 6
CALF 3
PIG 4
PIGLET 1
SHEEP 5
OTHER DOMESTIC MAMMAL
CAT 5
RODENTS
RAT 12
MOUSE 1
OTHER
RABBIT 1

ELEMENT COUNT IS BASED ON

TIBIA - DISTAL PORTION
SKULL - LEFT PARIETAL
TIBIA - PROXIMAL PORTION

SKULL - WHOLE
SCAPULA - WHOLE

MANDIBLES - WHOLE

MANDIBLES - WHOLE
FEMUR — WHOLE

PELVIS - WHOLE

TABLE 4.6

FEATURE 18

BIRD - MINIMUM NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS (MNI'S)

MNI
SPECIES COUNT
DOMESTIC BIRD
CHICKEN 32
ROOSTER 3
TURKEY 8
EXPLOITED BIRD
DUCK 14
GOOSE 4
GROUSE 1
PIGEON 6
OTHER
SANDPIPER 1l

ELEMENT COQUNT IS BASED ON

CORICOID
TARSOMETATARSUS WITH TALUS
CORICOID

CORICOLID
CORICOID
CORICOID
CORICOID

SKULL
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unidentifiable. However, these longbones are similar to the body
size of a sparrow or chickadee.

The large volume of faunal material within Feature 18 suggests a
commercial source rather than a domestic one. It is known that John
Elsworth occupied Lot 7 from 1798 to 1800 and ran a boarding house
at this location. The presence of a piece of monogrammed porcelain
bearing his initials ties him to this feature. Based on the
identification of reduced, articulated, large mammal skeletons, it
appears that on-site secondary butchering took place within the
lot. Further, the occurrence of table cut marks on this same bone
indicates that this secondary butchered meat was consumed on-site.

The large quantities of bone in Feature 18 represent large amounts
of meat. Given that these faunal remains are from an era of limited
food preservation technology, the meat that was on these bones had
to be consumed quickly, probably by a large number of people. This
deduction supports the hypothesis that the feature contains refuse
from John Elsworth's boarding house. The volume of whole fish and
bird also supports this association with a boarding house.

Floral

The floral assemblage includes fruits, vegetables, nuts, inedible
plants and a variety of imported produce (Table 4.7; Appendix 14).
The greatest variety of species is among the fruits and nuts, and
these also exhibit the highest frequencies. 1In general, most of

the fruits and vegetables are represented by seeds and pits. 1In
the case of strawberries, though, the fruit is actually preserved
in a semi-petrified form. Specific fruit varieties were not

identified; however, it was noted that more than one variety of
peaches and apricots were present.

Frequencies among the floral remains are partially skewed because
one seed/pit does not always equal one fruit/vegetable (e.g., one
melon produces more than 50 seeds although one peach produces only
one pit). Regardless, the floral material from Feature 18 is
similar to the faunal remains in that both assemblages are quite
large. For example, there are 11,075 cherry pits and 1,673 peach
pits, which translates into a large volume of fruit.

The types of produce present make it possible to establish the
season when these fruits and vegetables were consumed, taking into
account those items which could be stored for long periods of time
and those which could not be. Most of the fresh produce ranges in
season from early summer to late fall. The latest seasonal fruits
present are chestnut and pumpkin, which are harvested during mid-
October to early-November (Hillman 1981).

Imported commodities within the floral assemblage include coffee,
black pepper, coconut, and sugar cane. The feature also contains
inedible local species such as hawthorn spines, pine cones, acorns,
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FRUIT COUNT
APRICOT 920
CHERRY 11,075
GRAPE 70
MELON 88
OLIVE 227
PEACH 1673
PLUM 74
RASPBERRY 26
STRAWBERRY 4
WATERMELON 2

OTHER CONSUMABLES

ELACK PEPPERCORNS

COFFEE BEANS
SUGAR CANE
SUNFLOWER

TABLE 4.7

FEATURE 18
FLORAL SPECIES,K LIST

VEGETABLE COUNT  NUT
CORN 13 ALMOND
GOURD 66 BLACK WALNUT
PUMPKIN 271 BUTTERNUT
SQUASH 2167 CHESTNUT
PEANUT 527 FILBERT
HICKORY
PECAN
TROPICAL NUT
WALNUT
COUNT NONCONSUMABLES
10 ACORN
42 BAMBOO
1 BEECHNUT
1 BLACK LOCUST
HAWTHORN
PINE BRISTLE
SEAWEED
STRAW
THISTLE
1V-99

COUNT

171
193
44
582
465
4088
1

2

18

COUNT

e
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and black locust seeds. Hawthorns were cultivated as hedges in
England, and were also used for wooden handles (Columbia
Encvclopedia 1963).

Function of Feature 18, and Sources of Fill

Wall (perscnal communication, 1988) believes that this box-like
feature, and others like it, were privies. The form and location
of Feature 18 suggests that this is the case. The structure is
attached to the corner of the north-south wharves and Bache's Wharf
(see Figure 4.15 ), and has no wood bottom. If one assumes that
the feature was built while the eastern portion of the block was
a docking area, then the waste from within the feature would have
washed out into the river. 1In fact, it appears that the artifacts
excavated from within the confines of the box-like structure are
similar to the artifacts recovered from the river-bottom deposits
under the feature. This artifact distribution suggests that the
feature never had a bottom, and thus items thrown into the feature
would sink down into the riverbottom soils. Refuse was continually
thrown into the feature, resulting in the eventual filling of the
privy. As will be discussed below, this filling process also
involved a feature in Lot 7.

There is documentation that supports the hypothesis that privies
were built on the East River wharves. In 1797, John Oothout, Health
Commissioner, made several reports on the conditions around the
wharves in the city. In one of these reports he recommends the
building of "a few Public Necesarry Houses at convenient places on
the East and North Rivers, to prevent offensive practices of seaman
and strangers sitting down at so many improper places..."
(Committee on Plers and Wharves, Common Council, June 5, 1797,
quoted in GCI 1983a:1l). Feature 18 may have been one of these
public privies that were eventually used for disposing of trash
from occupations along the two wharves. v

The artifacts in the privy suggest that the feature was filled with
refuse from at least three sources. These include the Ming
cooperage, the Courtlandt VanBeuren household, and John Elsworth's
boarding house. Thus, materials from both Lots 6 and 7 were
deposited within the privy. The early development of Lots 6 and 7
is ambiguous. However, it is clear that Bache owned Lot 6 and the
estate of Paul Richards owned Lot 7. Bache and Steven Richards
were the executors of P. Richards' estate, and thus controlled the
leasing of Lot 7. This lot was leased first to a cooper named
Thomas Ming, who is known to have had a cooperage (Ming lived
across the street from his shop). There is confusion though about
the exact location of the cooperage. The Ming cooperage is the key
indicating that something unusual is happening between Lots 6 and
7. Looking at the directories for the years 1789 to 1799, the
cooperage jumps between Lots 7 and 6 until 1795, when Ming is
finally on Lot 7. It seems unlikely that Ming would be moving his
cooperage. This confusion in the documents may be because Bache
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controlled, but did not own Lot 7, but also owned lot 6. It is
possible that because of Bache's involvement with both lots, the
occupants of the lots could use the privy for trash disposal. It
should be noted that artifacts from the Courtlandt VanBeuren
household are alsc present in the wooden privy in Lot 7; thus trash
also moved from Lot 6 into Lot 7.

Feature 18 contains mixed, unstratified refuse deposits from at
least one household (VanBeuren,) a boarding house (Elsworth) and
a cooperage. Thus, in order to use the artifacts from the feature
in any future analyses, such as research on late eighteenth- and
early nineteenth-century consumer behavior, these multiple refuse
sources must be factored into these analyses.

2. Lot 7

Lot 7 was one of the most intensively excavated lots within the
site. Two features, a stone-lined privy (Feature 19) and a wooden
privy (Feature 28), were fully excavated (see Figures 4.7 and
4.11). In addition, extensive excavations were carried out in the
open rear yard area, as testing had indicated that this lot had
the best preserved yard deposits of any of the tested lots.

During the Deep Testing program, the landfill deposits within Lot
7 were sampled by TTW (Section 4) as well as by Test Cut A.
Excavations were alseo carried out on the cobb wharf that partially
occupied Lot 7. The landfill excavations and recordation of the
cobb wharf have been described earlier.

The backyard testing program began with the machine excavation of
recent rubble deposits above the floor of the most recent building,
followed by removal of the floor. Backhoe scraping and hand
clearing revealed an early rear building wall that defined the
extent of the mid-nineteenth-century backyard area. Shovel clearing
in the yard area exposed square flagstone pavement in the northern
portion of the rear yard, whereupon Test Cut U, a 2x5-foot unit,
was placed along the northern lot line, covering the western
portion of the flagstone pavement. Test Cut T, a 2x12-foot trench,
was placed along the rear lot line extending to approximately one
foot south of the pavement (see Figure 4.1).

Feature 1¢

Test Cut U, a 2x5-foot unit, was placed along the northern 1lot
line, covering the western portion eof the flagstone pavement. Test
Cut T, a 2x12-foot trench, was placed along the rear lot 1line
extending to approximately one foot south of the pavement (see
Figure 4.1). A portion of a circular stone wall, later determined
to be a privy, was exposed beneath the pavement in Test cut U.
Test Cut V, a 3.5x5-foot unit, was laid out immediately to the west
of Test Cut U, in order to excavate the remainder of the flagstone
pavement and to test for a builder's trench associated with the
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privy shaft. A portion, of the privy. was also sampled in. the
northern end of Test cut T. As testing’ proceeded in Test Cuts T
and U, an assemblage of domestic artifacts in an organic matrix was
recovered, indicating that the feature had been used as a privy.

After the identity of the privy had been established, another unit,
Test Cut U2, was placed to the east of Test Cut U, to determine the

.horizontal extent of the feature. Test Cut U2 was excavated to the

same depth as Test Cut U, but flooding 'temporarlly' prevented
excavation from proceeding to the bottom of the privy shaft. When
excavation was resumed, the northern section of the privy,
comprising Test Cuts U and U2, was excavated as Test Cut U3. The
remainder of the privy fill, i.e., the southern section that had
not been sampled by Test Cut T, was excavated during mitigation.
First, the southeast quadrant was removed as Test Cut U4, and then
the small area remaining in the southwest quadrant was removed as
Test Cut US5. Finally, the entire floor area was taken down a
single level as Test Cut U6.

The privy had been somewhat disturbed by construction of a stone
foundation wall, which was thought to be the foundation of an
outbuilding. The privy was oval, with maximum interior dimensions
of 5.0x7.5 feet (Figure 4.16). The privy shaft extended to a
maximum depth of approximately 3 feet, and consisted of dry=-laid
stone (Figure 4.17).

Field notes indicate that many of the excavated contexts within
the privy contained large amounts of rock and brick rubble. There
were also some isolated deposits of organic material noted during
excavation, possibly representing occupational deposits within a
fecal matrlx. Excavation of the privy advanced below the lower
extent of the shaft, into the underlying landfill deposits.

Four provisional dep051tlonal units may be defined for Feature 19
(also, see Appendix 3):

Depositional Unit Description/Interpretation

7F1 Underlying landfill soils

7F2 Construction of the privy shaft
7F3 Mixed privy fills

7F9 . Profile cleaning, TC U4

Depositional unit 7F1 is tentatively classified as landfill soils.
Comparison of both the mean ceramic date and the TPQ date for this
unit tends to support this interpretation (Table 4.8). Construction
of the privy shaft (7F2) is represented by the soils excavated from
the privy walls as the shaft was dismantled. The fact that both
units have an identical ceramic TPQ suggests that a builder's
trench was dug into the landfill, and that these excavated soils
were then redeposited into the trench during the construction of
the stone privy..
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FIGURE 4.17: Profile
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TABLE 4.8

DATING OF DEPOSITS, LOT 7 PRIVY (FEATURE 19)

DEPOSIT MCD CERAMIC TPQ OTHER TPQ

7Fl1~~Landfill 1789.8 1795 1780
(n=41)

7F2~-Privy Construction 1778.2 1795 1685
(n=76)

7F3--Privy Fills 1795.5 1825 1857
(n=625)

7F9--Misc. Cleanup 1823.1 1820 -
(n=4)

Using the field records, it was not possible to distinguish
separate deposits within the privy fills, so that the majority of
the fills have been lumped into Depositional Unit 7F3. Since the
feature fill was excavated within six separate test cuts,
reconstruction of the stratigraphy (Appendix 3) is quite complex.

While the vertical relationships within test cuts is relatively

clear, the stratigraphic relationship between contexts in different
test cuts is, more often than not, uncertain. The profile cleaning
of Test Cut U4 (context 748) was given a separate depositional
unit, as it was not possible to assign these materials to any
particular excavation stratum or level.

The TPQs obtained from the ceramics and other artifacts suggest
that it may be possible to distinguish some temporal differences
within the privy f£ill. In the lowermost excavation contexts,
whitewares provide a post-1820 deposition date; and there is no
diagnostic glass with a beginning manufacturing date later than
1780. The MCDs for centexts in the upper portion of the privy are
somewhat later than those for the lower contexts, and there are a
number of tumblers and bottles that -date to 1850 or later, thereby
indicating that the upper fills were deposited, or disturbed,
during the second half of the nineteenth century.

In terms of overall artifact frequency, the Feature 19 privy
deposit represents an assemblage of moderate size. The
distribution of artifacts according to major artifact groups is
given below: :
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GROUP : Gount’ PERCENTAGE
Kitchen 1,742 25.9
Architecture 2,711 40.3
Furnishings 1 0.0
Arms 1 0.0
Clothing 38 0.6
Personal 65 1.0
Pipes 182 2.7
Activities 77 1.1
Faunal 1,907 28.4
TOTALS 6,724 100.0

The domination of the Architecture group is attributable to a large
amount of rubble (wood, brick, rock, etc.) in the assemblage, and
this accounts for more than one-third of the total assemblage. The
Kitchen group is predominantly ceramics, including various
Creamwares, pearlwares, redwares, Oriental export porcelain, white
salt-glazed stonewares, utilitarian stonewares, delftwares,
whitewares, etc. Overall, roughly one-quarter of the ceramic
sherds are larger than two inches in length, a slightly lower
proportion than that of the aggregate feature assemblages within
Block 35. The size index, broken down according-to the provisional
depositional units, is as follows:

Depositional Unit Size Index Sample Size
7F1 : 0.11 45
7F2 0.12 104
7F3 0.26 9459
7F9 0.5 4

The curved glass from Feature 19 contains fewer than 700 sherds,
and the assemblage is, overall, quite fragmentary. Vessel forms
represented in the assemblage include paneled tumblers, wine/liquor
bottles, pharmaceutical bottles, and various stemware forms. The
date ranges represented by the diagnostic glass are generally
indicative of a mid- to late nineteenth-century deposition for the

privy fills, but there are a few late eighteenth- and early
nineteenth-century forms as well. ’

The Furniture, Arms, and. Clothing groups are only minimally
represented in the assemblage, and the latter group is comprised
exclusively of fasteners and shoes. The Personal group includes,
principally, ceramic and glass items related to personal hygiene
and medicines. The Activities group includes sewing and household-
related items. Dietary refuse in the deposit includes 1,907 bone
elements, 11.183 kg of macrofloral material, and 1.018 kg of shell.
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It is difficult to link the privy fills with a particular household
given the dates derived from the preliminary analysis. Interpre-
tation of the stratigraphy within the privy fill cannot be reliably
accomplished without ceramic cross-mending.

Feature 28

The wooden privy in the rear of Lot 7 was first exposed in Test
Cut T, a 2xl2-foot trench which was opened during the backyard
testing program. Two upright planks were encountered in the middle
of Test Cut T, and, as excavation proceeded, another set of planks
was exposed, approximately 4.5 feet south of the first, at the end
of Test Cut T. The two sets of planks appeared to define the
northern and southern walls of a structure, and as a result, an
additional unit, Test Cut T2, was placed to the west of Test Cut
T in an attempt to determlne the extent and function of the
structure. During testing, limited excavation was carried out in
Test Cuts T and T2.

During data recovery, excavation of Test Cuts T and T2 was
continued, and five additional units (Test Cuts T3, T4, T5, Ts,
and AS) were placed in the rear yard area (see Figure 4.1).
Ultimately, a box-like structure, enclosed on three sides, was
exposed in the area immediately south of Test Cut T (see Figure
4.5). The northern wall of this structure was formed by the planks
at the southern end of Test Cut T, while the southern wall was
formed by planks that extended from the cobb wharf. Excavation in
this area was complicated by the presence of plank spread-footer
complexes and foundation walls that were removed only after
excavation had proceeded well into the refuse deposits enclosed
within the privy. Since the more recent architectural remains were
not removed at the outset of data recovery, the deposits within the
privy, enclosed in an area measuring approximately 4.5x6 feet, were
excavated in several small sections and balk. As a result

reconstruction of the stratigraphy for this deposit is difficult.

The northern wall of the privy was exposed in Test Cut T2, but at
a lower depth, as it had apparently been truncated by later
construction. After the top of the plank wall was exposed in Test
Cut T2, the unit was excavated in sections defined by the plank
wall. Test Cut T5 was placed to the south of Test Cut T. After
the east wall of the privy was exposed, the spread footers and
foundation beans surroundlng this unit were removed and the unit
was expanded, but excavated in sections defined by the north-south
plank wall. Test Cut AS, placed to the south of T2 and west of T5,
exposed the southern wall of the privy. The southern wall extended
east from the wharf, beyond the north- south wall exposed in Test
cut T5, for a distance of nearly 10 feet.

Four prov151onal depositional units may be defined for the deposits
within Feature 28 (also, see Appendix 3):
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Depositional Unit DescrlptlongInte;pretation

. - ¥ RAUE

7F10 Basal gray sands--landfill
. 7Fil Organic soils
7F12 Brown sands with mortar and rubble
7F13 Light brown/yellow sands
7F14 - Overburden/spread footers

The lowermost deposit (7F10), the basal gray sands, appears to
represent riverbottom or 1landfill, based on their =soils
characteristics. Depositional Unit 7F11 includes the contexts
immediately above the basal gray sands, and this unit accounts for
nearly nine-tenths of the total feature fill. The upper three
units (7F12, 7F13, and 7F14) represent deposits that appear to have
been disturbed by more recent construction episodes.

While dominated by Kitchen and Architecture group artifacts, the
assemblage contains appreciable representations of Clothing,
Personal, and Activities group items as well. The abundance of
shoes, clothing fasteners, and pharmaceutical, hygiene-related,
and sewing items in Feature 28 suggests similarities with Feature
18 in Lot 6. It would appear that the major difference between
the two features is related to the 1arge amount of window glass in
the Lot 7 deposit.

GROUP COUNT PERCENTAGE
Kitchen 4,806 46.2
Architecture 4,726 45.6
Furnishings 17 0.2
ATrms . 11 0.1
Clothing 242 2.3
Personal 287 2.8
Pipes 117 1.1
Activities 184 1.8
TOTALS - 10,406 1060.1

Dietary refuse is well represented and, in fact, constitutes the
bulk of the material recovered from the feature. A total of 15,056
bone elements, 2.429 kg of macrofloral material, and 6.345 kg of
shell were recovered from the deposit. Dietary material in the
feature fill includes a large amount of butchered mammalian

. species, fish bone, mollusc (oyster, clam, crab), and a variety of

floral remains including black walnut, peach pits, cherry and melon
seeds, peanut shell, and coffee beans.

The ceramic assemblage is dominated by pearlwares and creamwares,
but also includes stonewares, redwares, Oriental export porcelain,
delft, etc. The ceramic assemblage from Feature 28 contains at
least one pseudoarmorial porcelain sherd which appears to be part
of the "CVB" monogram set recovered from Feature 18 in Lot 6.
While no sherds exhibiting the "CVB" monogram have been identified
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in the Lot 7 box assemblage, the pseudoarmorial pattern does
suggest that the Lot 7 box contains refuse from the VanBeuren
household. The MCDs for both features are quite comparable, as
both exhibit a c¢lustering of dates in the last decade of the
eighteenth century. A summary of the deposit dates for Feature 28
is presented in Table 4.9.

TABLE 4.9

DATING OF DEPOSITS, LOT 7 PRIVY (FEATURE 28)

DEPOSIT MCD CERAMIC TPQ OTHER TPQ

7F10--Basal Sands/Landfill 1797.3 1800 1780
(n=102)

7F11--Organic Soils 1795 1820 1800
(n=2,048) '

7F12--Brn. Sand/Mortar/Rubble 1796.0 1810 1750
(n=415)

7F13--Lt. Brn./Yellow Sand 1791.1 1762 -
(n=2)

7F1l4--0Overburden/Sp. Footers 1801.3 1800 1780

(n=8)

Using the ceramic sherd size index, the fills recovered from
Feature 28 are the least fragmentary of any of the excavated
features. Nearly 40 percent of the ceramics from this feature were
larger than two inches in length. The size indices for the various
depositional units are as follows:

Depositional Unit Size Index Sample Size
7F10 0.40- 110
7F11 0.42 2,432
7F12 0.25 503
7F13 1.00 2
TF14 0.09 11

The curved glass assemblage also exhibits some similarity to the
Lot 6 box, particularly in terms of tableware forms. While there
is a similarity in forms, the glass from Feature 28 was more
fragmentary. The Lot 7 feature contains bridge fluted, hexagonally
faceted and plain drawn stemware, Stiegel type tumblers, "London"
mustard bottles, and wine/liquor bottles dating from 1780-1820.
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Additional vessel forms include a dlamond-patterned salt cellar,
an unidentified tableware with a gilded decoratlon, a milk glass
finial to an unidentified tableware, and a wine bottle dating to
1670-1700.

This feature stands out by virtue of its integrity, the variety of
household items in the assemblage, and the excellent representation
of dietary refuse. Without cross-mending, it is not possible to
determine whether the deposit represents a gradual or rapid
deposition. Lacking cross-mend analysis, however, the deposit can
be discussed only in terms of the provisional depositional units
defined above.

Datable items within the fills clearly indicate that the deposit
dates after 1820. The McCormick household occupied Lot 7 from 1817
to 1827; however, the lot was characterized by mixed use and
multiple occupations during this period. During the period
1828-1832, the lot was occupied by W. Chamberlain, and the lot was
vacant in 1833-1834. Given the dates from the feature fill,
deposition during McCormick's or Chamberlain's occupation is most
likely. However, the recovery of the pseudoarmcrial porcelain,
and the overall content of the feature's refuse, also indicate an
association with the occupant(s) of the adjacent Lot s.

Clearly, extensive ceramic and glass cross—mendlng is necessary
between the Feature 18 and 28 deposits in order to more clearly
define the source(s) of the refuse within the Lot 7 wooden privy.

It is also recommended that the riverbottom soils beneath both of

" these feature be included in this cross-mend analysis. Based on the

results of this and subsequent analyses (e.g., MNV counts, faunal
analyses, etc.} it will be possible to determine what research
issues may be addressed with the artifacts from Feature 28.

3. Lot 8

During the deep testing phase, the cellar floor and rear wall of
a structure were exposed in TTW. Deposits on the floor of the
structure (Feature 25) suggested that it was a warehouse that had
burned during the 1835 fire. Rather than delay the excavation of
TTW, two units (Test Cuts K and P) were placed outside the trench
to examine the deposits associated with the burnt warehouse. Test
Cut K, a 3x3-foot unit, revealed a sequence of building demolition
rubble directly overlying a massive wooden beam and plank floor.
Test Cut P, a 2x5-foot unit, was placed three feet to the south of
Test Cut K. A thin stratum of reddish brown sand with charcoal was
uncovered beneath the modern demolition rubble in Test cCut P,
directly above the plank floor (Figure 4.18). This stratum may
represent material in the warehouse at the time of the fire.

Backyard testing began with the removal of twentieth-century
demolition debris. The most recent basement floor was exposed,
then removed, and hand clearing was begun. A rear building wall
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was exposed beneath the most recent basement floor, thereby
defining the extent of the nineteenth-century rear vard area.
Three test cuts (E, M, and W) were excavated in Lot 8 during the
backyard testing program, resulting in the identification of two
features, a circular, stone-lined privy and a wooden bulkhead.

Test Cut E, a shovel test, was placed approximately 17 feet from
the rear lot line and roughly equidistant from the side lot lines.
This test was excavated through 1.5 feet of rubble and was
discontinued when wood was reached. Excavation of Test Cut E was
followed by machine removal of the rubble deposits in the rear of
Lot 8, which led to the exposure of sections of the north-south
cobb wharf complex and a bulkhead.

After removal of the modern demclition rubble, Test Cut M, a
2x15-foot unit, was laid out along the rear lot line and adjacent
to the exposed rear building wall. No intact, stratified yard
deposits were found in this unit; however, a circular, stone-lined
privy (Feature 20) was exposed in the northern end of the trench.
The western section of the privy was sampled in Test Cut W during
the testing phase, while the remainder of the privy was excavated
during the mitigation phase.

Feature 20

The privy was first exposed in the northern end of Test Cut M, a
narrow trench that extended from the Lot 8 yard area across the
center of the privy shaft. Test Cut M was excavated partially into
the privy fills, then the entire western section of the privy was
excavated as Test Cut W. During data recovery, the remaining fills
in the eastern half of the privy were excavated as an extension of
Test Cut W.

In plan, the privy shaft was oval, with maximum interior dimensions
of approximately 6x7 feet (see Figure 4.11; Figure 4.19). The
privy walls were made of dry-laid stone, and the surviving portion
of the shaft appears to have measured less than two feet in depth.

The uppermost fill deposits contained a large amount of rubble. In
addition, a timber pile related to a later building foundation had
penetrated the privy fills.

Four provisional depositional units may be defined for this feature
(also, see Appendix 3):

Depositional Unit Description/Interpretation

8F5 Construction of the privy shaft
8F6 lower privy fills--possible landfill
8F7 Upper privy fills
8F9 Overburden
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The overall dating of the four depositional units, as indicated in
Table 4.10, exhibits a somewhat disordered temporal sequence.
Contexts associated with the actual construction of the privy (8F5)
include the wall stones themselves as well as soil excavated

TABLE 4.10

DATING OF DEPOSITS, LOT 8 PRIVY (FEATURE 20)

DEPOSIT MCD CERAMIC TPQ OTHER TPQ

8F5--Privy Shaft Construction 1744.5 1762 -
(n=7)

8F6—~-Lower Feature Fills

(Landfill?) 1790.4 1840 1745

(n=348)

8F7--Upper Feature Fills 1821.8 1827 1821
(n=207)

8Fg8--0Overburden 1842.9 1835 -
{n=84)

between the stones as the shaft was dismantled. Relatively little
material was recovered from this context, and the post-1762
construction date, indicated by the recovery of creamware sherds,
is incorrect given the historically documented dates for the
block's landfilling.

The lower privy deposit, 8F6, includes five contexts comprised
primarily of gray to black sands. While the field records do not
indicate this explicitly, it appears from the profiles and depth
measurements that these contexts may represent landfill deposits
beneath, and therefore earlier than, construction and use of the
privy. However, the dating of the lower deposits does not support
this interpretation, as ceramic TPQs from each of these five
contexts place the date after 1820. The most recent TPQ (1840)
for the lower ©privy fills is provided by an ironstone sherd
recovered from the second lowest stratum. It must be concluded
then that the lower fill (8F6) cannot represent "primary" landfill
material exclusively, but it may contain a mixture of occupational
refuse and landfill.

The upper privy fill deposits (8F7) were characterized by the
presence of large amounts of rubble, and they appear to have been
disturbed by construction that occurred after the privy was
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abandoned. Installation of the intrusive timber pile occurred
during the period represented by this depositional unit.
Deposition of the upper privy fill no earlier than the third decade
of the nineteenth century is firmly established by the presence of
embossed pearlware, shell-edged pearlware, sponged pearlware,
various whitewares, yellowware, and a number of wine/liquor bottle
sherds that post-date 1820/1821. The overburden deposits (8F9)
clearly post-date the privy fills, based on the mean ceramic date,
and this later date 1is attributable to the much greater
representation of whitewares.

A broad variety of ceramic wares were recovered from the privy
fills, including creamware, pearlware, whiteware, ironstone,
various coarse earthenwares, delftware, vyellowware, various
stonewares (white salt-glazed, brown-bodied, gray-bodied, non-salt-
glazed, Rhenish, Westerwald, etc.), Oriental export porcelain, and
hard-bodied porcelain. Overall, the ceramic assemblage associated
with this feature is quite fragmentary, as only 15 percent of the
sherds were larger than two inches in maximum length. Ceramic
sherd size indices for each of the depositional units are listed
below:

Depositional Unit Size Index Sample Size
8F5 D.25 8
8F6 - 0.07 398
8F7 0.23 271
8F9 0.25 101

The lower privy fill (8F6) is the most fragmentary, which is
somewhat unexpected since the field records indicate that the upper
fill (8F7) was dominated by rubble. A construction episode after
abandonment of the privy, represented by the intrusive timber pile,
may account for some disturbance to the lower fill. It is tempting
to speculate that the upper £fill represents material that was
removed from the privy when the pile was installed, then
immediately redeposited with rubble. Since no ceramic
cross-mending has been undertaken, there are no data to support
this hypothesis.

The curved glass assemblage from the Lot 8 privy is also quite
fragmentary and contains few datable items. The greatest
concentration of datable material was recovered from Depositional
Unit 8F7, which contained a few sherds datable to 1780-1820 and
post-1820/21. Vessel forms represented were predominantly
wine/liquor bottles and unidentified bottles. Fragments of
carboy/demijohn/bulk bottle forms, an clive o0il bottle and a vial
were also present. The earliest date is exhibited by a wine/liquor
bottle with a finish dating to 1745-1765, which was recovered from
the lower f£ill deposit.
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The contexts associated w1th this feature contaln an unusually high

representation of Kitchen group artifacts (73%). Curiously, the
overburden deposit (8F9) exhibits the highest Kitchen group
representation. The Clothing, Personal, Tobacco Pipes, and

Activities are also well represented. Organic material in the
feature included 236 bone elements, 471 gm of macrofloral, and
3.931 kg of shell.

There were two relatively stable occupations on Lot 8 during the
early nineteenth century--Thomas Delves (1802-1808) and
Condit/Richards and Scott (1828-1843). After 1843, the 1lot
occupation was more complex (see Appendix 2). The privy fills
cannot be assigned to Delves since deposition did not occur before
the 1820s. The 1840 TPQ for the lower fill is based on a single
ironstone sherd, and this might be explained by installation of the
timber pile. Otherwise, a post-1820 deposition for the lower fill
is firmly established by a number of sponged pearlware and plain
whiteware sherds. The privy fills may be associated with the
Condit & Scott occupation; however, further research on the feature
would be required to confirm this association.

Feature 25

As noted above, two units (Test Cuts K and P) were placed outside
TTW to examine the deposits associated with a burnt warehouse.
Test Cut K, a 3x3-foot unit, revealed a sequence of building
demolition rubble directly overlying a massive wooden beam and
plank floor. Test Ccut P, a 2x5-foot unit, was placed three feet
to the south of Test Cut K. Beneath the modern demolition rubble
and directly above the plank floor was a thin stratum of reddish
brown sand with charcoal that appeared to represent material in
the warehouse at the time of the fire. No additional excavation
was done on the warehouse floor given that it was too severely
disturbed by subsequent constructions (Henn and Wall to Baugher,
May 16, 1984).

Two depositional units have been defined for the deposits excavated
in Test Cuts K and P (also, see Appendix 3):

Depositional Unit Description/Interpretation

8F1 Rubble and overlying flocors
8F2 Burnt deposits

The assemblage associated with the burning of the warehouse is
quite small (707 artifacts), a result of the fact that most of the
test cuts centained architectural features. Both depositional
units are dominated by architectural items, primarily flat glass
and miscellaneous building materials. Kitchen group items comprise
36 percent of the burnt deposits, somewhat greater than the
overlying rubble (10%); these items include ceramics, bottle glass,
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and curved glass. Other items in the assemblage include two pipe
fragments, miscellaneous hardware, a writing implement, a machine
part, and heating by-products. A small amount of shell (232 gm)
was recovered from the two units, primarily from the burnt
deposits. One gram of macrofloral material was also recovered from
this deposit.

The datable items within the assemblage consist of nine ceranic
sherds. The rubble deposit included two creamware sherds, while
the burnt deposits included creamware, pearlware, and gray
salt-glazed stoneware. The Mean Ceramic Date for the burnt
deposit, based on seven datable sherds, is 1826. The ceramic sherd
size index for the burnt deposit (8F2) is 0.31, based on a count
of 59. Only two ceramic sherds, both of which were small, were
recovered from the rubble deposit.

4. Lot 9

Lot 9 was one of the most intensively excavated lots within the
Financial Sguare archaeological project. The principal focus of
the excavations on Lot 9 was the recovery of deposits associated
with a grocery that had burned in the Great Fire of 1835.

During the deep testing phase of fieldwork, floor areas of two
buildings that had presumably burned in the 1835 fire were
identified in the northern portion of TIW. These deposits were
recognized immediately as potentially significant and, rather than
delay the excavation of the deep trench, small hand-excavated units
were placed outside the trench to recover a sample of the burnt
deposits on Lots 8 and 9. Test Cut D, a 3x3-foot unit, was placed

in the central portion of Lot 9 to recover a sample of the floor

deposits while excavation of TTW proceeded. Beneath the modern
pavement and demolition rubble, four principal stratigraphic units
were observed during excavation of Test Cut D. These were (1) the
brick basement floor of the most recent structure on Lot 9, (2) a
deposit of construction rubble that was used apparently as a
substratum for the concrete basement floor, (3) burnt deposits
that represented materials in the grocery at the time of the fire,
and (4) a wooden floor of the structure that perished in the 1835
fire. During the mitigation phase of fieldwork, a large sample of
the burnt deposits was recovered by the excavation of a number of
5x5-foot units placed in checkerboard pattern, in addition to other
selected test cuts (see Figures 4.1 and 4.20).

The initial plan for data recovery was to consist of a 50 percent
sample of the deposits, utilizing stratified random selection of
units within a grid of 5x5-foot squares. Excavation of a full 50
percent sample was not feasible, however, because portions of the
building either had been destroyed by the excavation of TTW or had
been disturbed by backfilling of the trench. Five units (Test Cuts
BD, BE, BF, BG, and BH) were initially selected at random, then
nine additional units (Test Cuts BI, BJ, BK, BL, BM, BN, BO, BP,
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and BQ) were selected to complete a checkerboard pattern. Some
units were excluded from excavation because of evidence that they
would contain massive column supports rather than occupatiocnal
debris associated with the grocery. For this reason, Test Cut BE

was the only unit excavated along the centerline of the grocery
floor.

Finally, a few additional units (Test Cuts BR, BS, BT, and BU) were
excavated, based on various criteria. A two-foot southern
extension of Test Cut BN, designated Test Cut BU, was made to more
fully expose a wooden frame object identified in Test Cuts BK and
BN; the wooden frame was subsequently designated Test Cut EBER.
After portions of a barrel were exposed in Test Cuts BD and BL,
Test Cut BS was excavated to fully recover the contents of the
barrel. Test Cut BI was extended 3.3 feet to the south in order
to examine the construction details at the side wall of the burnt
building and to more fully expose a wooden crate in the southeast
corner of the unit. Test Cut BT was extended east from Test cCut
BI and its southern extension, in order to increase the sample of
materials from the wooden crate and a barrel' that was partially
exposed along the east wall of Test Cut BI (Plate 4.34).

Six provisional depositional units may be defined for the Lot 9
warehouse (see Appendix 3):

Depositional Unit Description/Interpretation

9F1 Underlying landfill

oF2 Pre-1835 warehouse construction
SF3A Burnt warehouse deposits--1835
9F3B Warehouse-rubble

9F5 Post-1835 construction

9F6 1984 construction disturbance

A few of the units (Test Cuts BH, BI, and BJ) excavated within the
Lot 9 warehouse were advanced through the burnt plank floor into
the underlying fill deposits, and these are subsumed in
Depositional Unit 9F1. Depositional Unit 9F2 includes materials
that may date to an earlier (i.e., pre-1835) period of the
building's use or construction. Specifically, this unit includes
contexts recovered from a narrow space, between the stone
foundation wall and the interior wooden wall boards. It has been
suggested (Diana Wall, personal communication 1987) that these
deposits might represent a somewhat earlier deposit than the other
materials within the warehouse, given their stratigraphic
relationship to the main architectural features of the warehouse.
However, the dates of 9F2 (Table 4.11) do not support this
interpretation.
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PLATE 4.34: Feature 26, Warehouse Floor with Crates and Barrels.
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TABLE 4.11

DATING OF DEPOSITS, LOT 9 WAREHOUSE (FEATURE 26)

DEPOSIT MCD CERAMIC TPQ OTHER TPQ

9F1--Landfill 1780.9 1780 1760
(n=26)

9F2--Pre-1835 Construction 1811.6 1827 1660
(n=100)

9F3A--Burnt Deposits 1798.4 1827 1821
(n=65)

9F3B--Warehouse Rubble 1827.5 1820 1821
(n=20)

9F5--Post-1835 Construction 1797.3 1780 ==

(Note: 1835 date based (n=3)

on documented fire)
9F6--1984 Disturbance - - e

The material that was present in the warehouse at the time of the
fire is included in Depositional Unit 9F3A. This depositional unit
comprises almost all of the material associated with this feature,
and it includes a wide variety of bottles (Plate 4.35), pipes,
foodstuffs, and other items. In some test cuts, rubble deposits
were above the burnt deposits and beneath the later floors; these
deposits have been assigned to Depositional Unit 9F3B. Both 9F3A
and 9F3B appear to represent material in the warehouse at the time
of the fire, the difference being that 9F3A appears to be a purely
in situ deposit, while 9F3B represents contexts that may have been
disturbed or displaced during the destruction or reconstruction of
the building. The content and dating of these units are similar,
and all three may through further research be treated as a single
depositional unit.

The series of brick and concrete floors above the burnt deposits
(9F3A) and rubble (9F3B) are subsumed in Depositional Unit 9F5.
Depositional Unit 9F6 includes a few contexts along the walls of
the warehouse that had been disturbed by construction of the slurry
wall. These units contain relatively little material, and they
provided little dating information.
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PLATE 4.35: Feature 26, Warehouse Floor with Crate Filled with Wine Bottles.
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The Lot 9 warehouse deposits are relatively poor in ceramics, both
in terms of overall frequency and size. The ceramic assemblage is
dominated by stonewares and redwares although there were some
delftware, creamware, pearlware, yellowware, and whiteware sherds
as well. The ceramic sherd size index for the feature indicates
a somewhat lower than average fragmentation, although there are
significant differences between the various depositional units.
Sherd size indices for the various depositional units are as
follows:

Depositional Unit Size Index Sample Size
9F1 0.40 43
9F2 0,13 152
9F3A 0..27 153
9F3B 0.47 30
9F5 0% b 6
9F6 NA 0

Depositional Unit 9F3A was subjected to a more detailed level of
artifact analysis than the other DUs in this feature because it
represented the primary warehouse deposit. This detailed analysis
was specifically performed in order to address Research Question
No. 4. The focus of this analysis was on the warehouse's glass
artifacts and floral remains.

The warehouse deposits contain an extraordinarily large amount of
bottle glass. Although there are many intact vessels in the
collection, most of the glass is extremely fragmentary, exhibiting
the effect of burning to varying degrees.

The majority of vessel forms fall into the wine/liquor bottle
category. These include a large number of French wines with seals
embossed "LEOVILLE," as well as wine/liquor bottles of dark olive
green glass embossed "H. RICKETTS & CO / GLASS WORKS BRISTOL" on
their bases with "PATENT" across the shoulders. Manufactured in
England, they are datable by the Ricketts' patent to post-1821 (O.
R. Jones 1983a:175). Occurring in similar numbers are unembossed
bottles, dark olive and grass green in color, datable by their
three-piece mold type to post-1821 (Jones and Sullivan 1985:30).
Additional undated wine/liquor forms are present in the collection.

Several small bottles that appear to be of the beer, ale, stout,
or porter variety are present in small numbers, as are carboy,
demijohn, and/or bulk bottle forms. Food-related bottles include
olive oils. One partial olive oil bottle seal reads "BEYS...C FILS
AINE/HUILE/D'OLIVE/SURFINE/CLARIFIE/BORDEAUX." Pharmaceutical vials
and a fair number of unidentified bottles occur in aquamarine and
amber glass.
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The concentrations of certain forms suggest a distinct pattern of
distribution across the warehouse floor. The French "LEOVILLE"
bottles, for instance, appear to cluster in the extreme northwest
quadrant of the warehouse; the Ricketts bottles concentrate
directly east of this assemblage.

The floral component of the warehouse consists of a great variety
and number of species, including fruits, vegetables, and nuts and
spices (Appendix 17). Coffee, grapes, and black pepper are present
in large quantities within the feature (Plate 4.36). The grapes
and coffee are concentrated in the center of the warehouse along
the south side of the lot and fan out to the northwest. Black
pepper is concentrated in the front of the warehouse, at the west
end in Test Ccut BH, fanning eastward to TC BK. Thus, two areas of
concentration are present, one in the front of the warehouse, the
other in the center of the warehouse. Several units produced no
floral remains; others contributed less than one percent to the
total floral assemblage.

The coffee, grapes, and black pepper are all charred and exhibit
the greatest frequency of all floral materials recovered. The
grapes consist of carbonized fruit, not raisins, or seeds. This
type of preservation is unique among historical archaeological
sites. The presence of grapes 1is surprising because the date of
the fire is December 7, 1835. This 1is late in the season for
grapes; however, grapes used for late harvest wines are left on
the vine as late as the first week in December. The longer grapes
remain on the vine the higher the sugar content. Late harvest
wines are characterized by a high sugar content and are used as
dessert wines (Taylor Wines, personal communication 1988). Wine
has been made in Manhattan since the time of Peter Stuyvesant
(Joseph 1985). It is possible that the grapes in the warehouse may
have been for the local winery market.

Large quantities of osier basketry fragments with reed handles were
found in association with the grapes. These are wide-mouthed,
double-handled baskets, and may have been used for carrying and/or
storing the grapes.

Black peppercorns were found embedded in a cloth mesh making it
difficult to quantify them. Black pepper is a tropical spice grown
on the Pacific islands. During the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries, pepper was imported from Sumatra.
Peppercorns keep for up to a year after they are picked.

Coffee beans were imported from various ports, from Central and
South America as well as from Turkey. The beans can be stored for
up to ten years, so their presence within the warehouse cannot be
used as a seasonal indicator (Hillman 1981).
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PLATE 4.36: Warehouse Floral Assemblage (Feature 26). Top row: basket fragments; Bottom row: peppercorns, grapes and coffee beans.




A great variety of floral materials (but representing less than one
percent of the total Feature 26 floral assemblage) are distributed
all across the warehouse floor. It appears that these are stray
remains of produce stored in the warehouse some time prior to the
fire. These scattered items include pits, seeds, and nutshells.
The coffee, grapes, and peppercorns, however, appear to represent
produce being marketed from the warehouse at the time of the fire.

The most consistently well-represented small finds are bottle
corks. They are found either within bottle necks or adjacent to
the bottles on the warehouse floor. Fibrous materials such as
cloth, burlap, cotton, packing straw, and rope were also recovered
in test cuts within Feature 26. These fibrous materials are
concentrated around Test Cut BG near the front of the warehouse.
The highest concentration of osier baskets was in TC BT (see Plate
4.36). The occurrence of 14 wrapped handles indicates a count of
at least 7 baskets. There are also burnt split-willow twigs in TC
BG.

A total of three barrels were found in Test Cuts BI, BG, and BS
and only the one in BG had a spigot. It was the general practice
for barrels to be made of specific types of wood for holding
specific types of goods, e.g., pine for salted fish, oak for wine
and beer, and maple for flour (Dupont 1986). However the wood
types were not analyzed. Other items of interest in the warehouse
include furniture hardware, personal items, tools, and paper.
These clustered from the center to the back of the warehouse.

The frequency of faunal material within the warehouse is low
(Appendix 16) . However, there are two concentrations, one in TC BI
and the other in BJ. The composition of the two concentrations
differs: TC BI consists of 98 percent bird and 2 percent mammal
bone and TC BJ consists of 90 percent mammal, 5 percent bird, and
5 percent fish. All the bone was burned and highly fragmented.

The analysis of the distribution of pipes focused on the relative
frequency of pipe bowls rather than stems (Appendix 15). The
primary concentration is in the wvicinity of TC BN, fanning
northeast in a semicircular pattern toward TC BK, TC BP, and TC
BL. Pipe bowls make up no more than one percent of the total
warehouse floor assemblage.

The analyzed pipe bowls (total, 1,481) from the warehouse were
identified through comparison of their characteristics (shapes,
type of heel or spur, and angles of bowls to stems) to pipes
illustrated in Noel Hume (1970) and Oswald (1961). Six bowl shape
groups were identified (Plate 4.37). Four were close to the bowls
illustrated in Oswald and were coded as follows: PTE 51 corresponds
to Oswald's Type 11b dated 1780-1850; PTE 60 corresponds to his
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Type 12a dated 1820-1870; PTE 61 corresponds to Type 12b, also
1820-1870; and PTE 62 corresponds to Type 12c, 1820-1870 (Oswald

1961:61) . Two bowl shapes, PTE 22 and PTE 66, were more
problematical. PTE 66 resembles a type illustrated by Noel Hume
which he dates 1790-1820 (Noel Hume 1970:303 #25). Since the

warehouse assemblage is most probably associated with the 1835
fire, the end date for this type was extended to 1835, but the
actual end date for this shape is probably also circa 1870. The
ten bowls identified as PTE 22 resemble bowls dated by Noel Hume
to 1690-1750 (Noel Hume 1970:303 #19) and by Oswald to 1680-1730
(Oswald 1961:61 Type 9b). These dates are much too early for this
deposit and it is 1likely that the bowls in the warehouse are
variants of the PTE 51 shape.

One hundred thirty-two of the bowls coded as PTE 51 or as PTE 95
(fragmentary bowls of unidentifiable shape) had a small letter "oO"
on the right side of the heel. This mark could not be identified’
with any available references, nor could it be identified by Byron
Sudbury (personal communication 1988). None of the other pipes had
makers' marks, but over half (809) of the bowls had some form of
decoration. The most common decoration was a simple linear vine
(motif 1339) along the front and back seam lines on 311 bowls.
Two hundred and seventy bowls had raised curved flutes surrounded
by raised thin lines (motif 1317); and an additional 162 bowls were
both fluted and had vines along the seams (motif 1320). The latter
motif, with the addition of a decorated band around the rim, was
on all 31 PTE 66 bowls. The other motifs were also concentrated
on either PTE 51 or PTE 60 bowl shapes: motif #1339 occurred on 191
PTE 51 and 9 PTE 60 bowls; motif #1317 was on 23 PTE 51 and 126 PTE
60 bowls; and motif #1320 was on 134 PTE 51 bowls and only 1 PTE
60 bowl (the remainder of the decorations were on fragmentary PTE
95 bowls).

The warehouse did contain a small number of ceramics distributed
over the entire floor. TC BJ had the largest concentration of
ceramics. Stoneware storage vessels are the most common ware type
in this concentration, as would be expected in a warehouse. An
association of the burnt deposits with the A. V. Williams and
Winant Grocery, the business that occupied Lot 9 in 1835, may be
securely established. The extraordinary preservation of the
deposits as well as the quantity and variety of materials in the
assemblage provide sufficient justification for more intensive
analysis of the deposits associated with this structure.

The rear yard area of Lot 9 was alse subjected to intensive
excavations during both the backyard testing and the mitigation

phases of the project. A number of architectural features were
identified in this area, but no intact yard deposits were
identified. Following the normal testing procedure, the modern

pavement and rubble were removed by machine to expose the most
recent surviving basement floor. Machine stripping of the rear yard
area exposed a small, stone courtyard area at an elevation somewhat
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higher than the basement floor. This area was tested by Test cut
C, a 3.25x4-foot unit. Excavation revealed a sequence of mixed
soils that had apparently been disturbed by construction of spread-
footer complexes beneath the side and rear walls of the building
(see Figure 4.11). '

Machine stripping in the rear of Lot ¢ also revealed a platform of
two layers of planks, located directly above a brick basement floor
associated with the most recent building. The plank feature was
located in the central portion of the building and was interpreted
as column support.

After recordation of the plank feature and other architectural
details, the cellar floor and spread-footer complexes were removed
to facilitate a search for earlier occupational features. Test
Cuts J, L, O, and Q were placed in the rear of Lot 9 during the
testing phase; however, they did not identify any intact yard
deposits or occupaticnal features., Rather, they sampled disturbed
yard deposits or landfill. Testing in the rear of Lot 9 dig,
however, reveal a section of the north-south cobb wharf that
extended threough Lot 8, as well as a series of planks that extended
west from the cobb wharf across the rear of Lot 9.

A deposit of wine bottle glass was exposed in the northern portion
of the rear yard, and since it was known that a wine merchant
occupied the lot during the early nineteenth century, this context
was tested as a possible trash deposit associated with the lot's
occupation. The deposit was first sampled by Test Cut J, a
3x3-foot unit. In addition to bottle glass, a large amount of
oyster shell, window glass, bone, non-diagnostic materials, and
ceramics (including delft, creamware, pearlware, coarse
earthenwares, and porcelain sherds) was recovered from Test Cut J.
Also, the excavated soils seemed to have been deposited in a pit,
which supported the interpretation of the deposit as occupational
refuse. During data recovery, an additional series of excavation
units (Test Cuts J2, J3, J4, J5, J6, J7, and J8) were placed in the

northwest portion of Lot 9 to recover the deposit first sampled by

Test Cut J. However, it was concluded after completion of
fieldwork that this deposit was attributable to landfilling.

While shovel clearing the area around Test Cut J, a rectangular
pattern of stone was exposed,; covering an area roughly 4x5 feet.
This area was tested as a possible privy by the excavation of Test
Cut O. Excavation revealed a series of spread-footer complexes,
which suggested that the stone represented the foundation footing
rather than a privy (see Figure 4.11).

Test Cut L, a 2x17.8-foot trench, was laid out parallel to the rear
lot line in order to sample the builder's trenches associated with
the building's two side walls and to test for intact occupational
deposits. The test cut was excavated to a depth of 2.9 feet below
datum, through four stratigraphic levels consisting primarily of
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mixed sands and rubble.® °‘No intact yard-deposits or occupational
features were identified, and it was concluded that the excavation
had reached primary landfill deposits.

5. Lot 41

No intact yard deposits were identified during the backyard testing
of Lot 41; thus, the.excavations on this lot focused primarily on
recordation of architectural features and recovery of materials
from landfill.

Removal of pavement and demolition debris revealed a deposit of
black silt, approximately two feet thick, which had been deposited
directly on a basement floor. Beneath the rubble and silt deposits
was a basement floor extending across the entire length of the lot.
A series of square flagstone footings placed at 10-foot intervals
along the length of the floor extended across the center of the
lot. At the eastern end of the lot, the floor was penetrated by
a 7x11-foot brick shaft, interpreted as an elevator shaft. At the
rear of the structure was a massive stone and concrete feature that
rested on a platform of three courses of planks. This feature was
thought to be a support for some type of machinery.

The floor itself was 1.5 feet thick and consisted of a sequence of
two courses of brick between layers of concrete. Removal of the
floor revealed spread-footer foundation complexes beneath both side
walls and through the central portion of the lot.

Machine excavation continued beneath the basement floor on Lot 41,
but no clearly intact occupational deposits or features were
identified. A number of test units (Test Cuts H, N, N2, N3, N4,
X, X2, and BW) were excavated beneath the basement floor, exposing
landfill deposits that pre-date the earliest occupation on the lot.

6. Lot 42

The rear yard area of Lot 42 was extensively excavated during the
backyard testing program; however, it was then determined that this
area had been severely disturbed. BAfter it was established that
no intact deposits existed in the narrow rear yard area, backhoe
clearing proceeded toward the front of the lot, and a number of
architectural features were identified that were associated with
nineteenth- and twentieth-century occupations. Despite extensive
testing, the only spatially well-defined occupational deposits on
this lot were recovered from a wooden barrel (Feature 16) (Test Cut
F), possibly used as a cistern, located near the center of the lot.

Testing began with the machine removal of the surficial pavement
and demolition rubble deposits above the basement floor of the most
recent structure. Then a sequence of test cuts was placed within
the narrow yard area between the back wall of the most recent
structure and the rear lot line. For the most part, these units
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(Test Cuts B, S5, Y, and Z) sampled landfill or disturbed yard
deposits, and no intact occupational deposits were found.

A 2x15-foot trench, Test Cut B, was laid in the narrow yard area
between the rear lot line and the rear wall of the most recent
structure. A small brick structure, identified as a sump or drain,
was located in the upper levels of the test cut. Excavation
proceeded to a maximum depth of about 7 feet below datum in the
center of Test Cut B without identifying any intact occupational
deposits or features. A wooden bulkhead structure was exposed at
the base of Test Cut B, whereupon the overlying deposits were
removed by backhoe to examine this feature. Test Cuts §, ¥, and
Z were then excavated to determine the extent of the bulkhead. The
excavation and recordation of this feature have been described
earlier.

Interior portions of the lot were also tested after machine removal
of the basement floor, beginning at Test Trench East (TTE) and
moving westward toward the rear lot line. During the excavation
of TTE, and backhoe scraping, a series of spread-footer complexes
were l1dentified along the side lot lines as well as along the
centerline of Lot 42. These structural elements extended toward
the rear of the lot. They were exposed and recorded after removal
of the basement floor (see Figure 4.11). Beneath the spread-
footer complex along the Lot 41/42 property line, a row of
staggered pilings was exposed and recorded (see Figure 4.7).

Feature 16

A wooden barrel was exposed during machine clearing in Lot 42,
approximately 10 feet west of TTE. The remains of the barrel
measured approximately 2.5 feet in diameter and 2.8 feet in height,
and rested on spread footers. One side of the barrel had been
broken outward into the surrounding landfill deposits. The barrel
contained a large amount of stone and brick rubble. Given the
chronological and material similarities of the individual contexts
from the wooden barrel feature, a single depositional unit was
defined (42F1), which includes all three contexts excavated from
the barrel.

Relatively little cultural material was recovered from the feature
fill. The ceramic assemblage consists of eight sherds, including
creamware, pearlware, and stoneware. The Mean Ceramic Date for the
deposit is 1795.7, based on six datable sherds. No other datable
items were identified in the collection. A few wine/liquor bottle
and tumbler fragments and a pipe bowl fragment were also recovered.
The remainder of the assemblage includes flat glass, nails,
building materials, barrel stave and lid fragments, and shell (255

gm} .

Approximately 20 feet west of TTE, backhoe excavation revealed a
stone foundation wall that rested on wooden ground sill beams and
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spread footers. This appeared to be thé' rear wall of an early
nineteenth-century building, located approximately 20 feet from
the rear lot line. The wall appeared to have extended the entire
width of the lot, but had beenh partially destroyed by the central
spread-footer complex of a later building (see Figure 4.11). Wwhile
the stone wall of the earlier structure had been destroyed, the
ground sills were intact, suggesting that they had been
incorporated as foundation elements for the later building.
Backhoe cuts were made along the earlier wall to determine whether
or not timber piles had been used in the foundation system. The
area was then cleared by hand, but no piles were found that could
be associated.with the early structure.

Backhoe clearing east of the early structure's rear wall exposed
an area of burnt wood and blackened soil. This suggested that the
structure represented by the rear wall might have burned in the
1835 fire. Test Cut AD, a 2.5x3-foot unit was laid out across the
west edge of the burnt deposit in order to cobtain a sample of the
refuse and examine a vertical profile. Excavation of this unit
proceeded to a depth of 2.97 feet below datum and revealed a
sequence of relatively thin f£fill levels that contained brick, burnt
wood, mortar, shell, curved and window glass, and pipes as well as
very Ifragmentary ceramic sherds, some of which included pearlware
and coarse earthenwares.

7. Lot 43

During the backyard testing phase, machine stripping of the
surficial pavement and modern demolition debris demonstrated that
the most recent structure on Lot 43 extended the full length of
the lot. The exposed basement floor was made of reinforced
concrete laid over a substratum of gravel. After the concrete was
broken and removed with the backhoe, a large area was examined by
backhoe scraping and hand clearing.

At the rear lot line, a pair of wooden foundation beams defined
the rear of the most recent structure. Approximately 6.5 feet from
the rear lot line, a north-south stone foundation wall was exposed,
representing the rear of an earlier structure and a small backyard
area. This yard area was sampled by a 2x1i-foot trench, Test cut
I. This unit reached a maximum depth of 2.5 feet below datum, and
was terminated when spread-footer complexes were exposed on both
sides of the trench (see Figure 4.11). One set supported the
wooden beams at the rear lot line and the other supported the stone
foundation wall from the earlier structure. No intact occupational
deposits or features were identified in Test Cut I, as the area had
been disturbed by building constructions.

A 6.4x9-foot rectangular brick structure was exposed in the
southwest corner of the lot, beneath the reinforced concrete cellar
floor. The interior of this enclosure was sampled by Test Cut AA,
a 2.2x3.5-foot unit.- The Test Cut was excavated to the base of the
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structure and revealed large quantities of mortar, glass, and non-
diagnostic materials. After Test Cut AA was advanced to a depth
of 1.7 feet, the brick enclosure was removed by machine, and a

shovel test (Test Cut AB) was advanced for an additional foot

through the rubble until a brown silty sand was reached. No
additional work was undertaken in this area.

Backhoe clearing alsc uncovered a single short wooden beam running
north~south. (It was somewhat displaced before it was drawn.)
Below the beam were 15 wooden pilings, also oriented north-south,
in a staggered pattern of two rows (see Figure 4.7).

During the data recovery operations, Test Cut AT was placed along
the side lot line of Lots 43 and 44. A series of five pilings were
exposed and identified in this unit (see Figure 4.7).

Feature 17

In the central area of Lot 43, a wooden barrel was exposed as the
concrete cellar floor was being stripped. During testing, a
section was sampled by excavation of Test Cut AH, and the remainder
of the barrel fill was excavated by extending Test Cut AH during
data recovery. The barrel was quite large, measuring nearly seven
feet in diameter, and it included an intact wooden bottom (Figure
4.21). The barrel had been placed in a pit lined with clay, so
that it was interpreted as a cistern. The barrel had apparently
been truncated by more recent construction on the lot. The
stratigraphy within the barrel contained a sequence of mixed fills,
with a substantial amount of rubble (Figure 4.22).

Two depositional units have been defined for this feature. The
first, 43Fl1, comprises three contexts that relate to the
installation of the feature, including the barrel itself and the
clay deposits immediately outside and beneath the barrel. The

second depositional unit, 43F2, includes 11 contexts comprising

the barrel fill. Wwhile there was slight variation in the fills,
rubble was found throughout. The field data suggest that a single
episode of filling occurred during a construction episode within
the lot.

Installation of the barrel occurred after 1820. This date is based
on a ceramic TPQ provided by an embossed pearlware sherd from the
pit surrounding the barrel. A fairly substantial number of
ceramics were recovered from the barrel fill contexts, and these
provide a Mean Ceramic Date of 1794.8 based on 332 datable sherds.
Filling of the barrel occurred after 1835, based on the ceranmic
TPQ for the context which rested directly on the barrel's
floorboards.

The barrel fills include a range of artifacts, including Kitchen
(47.5%), Architecture (46.1%), Furnishings (0.1%), Arms (0.1%),
Clothing (0.9%), Personal (0.6%), Pipes (3.6%), and Activities
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LEGEND

YELLOWISH BROWN WITH GRAY/GREEN CLAY NEAR
THE BARREL STAVES

BUILDER'S TRENCH FOR STRETCH FOOTER
BROWN MOTTLED SANDY SILT

WOoD

BOARDS BELOW BARREL BOTTOM BOARDS (3]




FIGURE 4.22:

LEGEND

A - OVERBURDEN:DISTURBED
B - PEBBLY CONCRETE BED
C-BROWN SILTY CLAY
D .- DARK BROWN SILTY SAND WITH BLACK
O1L-SOAKED SAND & RUBEBLE
- DARK BROWN SILTY SAND RUBELE.
{AREA WAS TRENCHED - DESTROYED RIGHT BARREL)
- VERY DARK BROWN SANDY SILT (inside the Barrel)
- GRAY CLAY
-VERY DARK BROWN CLAY
- GRAY CLAY
- WOoQD

Profile of Feature 17, Lot 43.




(1.2%) group artifacts. In addition, the deposit includes 204 bone
elements, 531 gm of shell, and 280 gm of macrofloral material.
Fragmentation within the deposits, as measured by the ceramic sherd
size index, was quite low. The index for the barrel fills (43F2)
was 0.11, sllghtly lower than that for the deposits related to the
installation of the barrel.

While the barrel fills include a broad range of material that is
suggestive of domestic refuse, deposition occurred during a period

when the lot was used exclusively for commercial purposes. The
source of the fills is unknown, but they most likely represent an
episode of building constructlon Since the deposits are

characterized by low integrity and cannot be securely associated

with any particular occupant, they are prcbably not suitable for
additional analysis or interpretation.

8. Lot 44

Other than Feature 18, which extended into this lot from Lot 6,
testing in Lot 44 produced no evidence of intact occupatlonal
deposits. Therefore, relatively little work was done in this lot
after completion of the backyard testing program. The excavation
of Feature 18 is included in the discussion of Lot 6.

Lot 44 was prepared for testing by machine removal of the pavement,

twentieth-century demolition debris, and grade beams associated
with the Assay Office Building. After exposure of the cellar floor,

the underlying deposits were scraped down to a level where an
appreciable quantity of faunal and cultural material was exposed.

Test Cut AG, a 3x3-foot wunit, was placed in this area,
approximately 15 feet from the rear lot line. Excavation of this
unit proceeded through three levels and revealed that the deposits
were attributable tec landfilling. It was then concluded that no
intact occupational deposits had been preserved in the lot.

A number of architectural features were recorded while Lot 44 was
undergoing testing. These included wood pilings, spread footers,
foundation beams, and a remnant stone foundation wall (see Figure
4.11). The north-south rows of pilings that had been identified
across the rear of Lot 43 were found to extend across the rear of
Lot 44 (see Figure 4.11). The pilings were capped by spread footers
which in turn supported wooden foundation beams and a remnant
stone foundation wall. These foundation elements apparently
represented the rear wall of a nineteenth-century building.
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V. WATERFRONT TECHNOLOGY

A. TNTRODUCTION

The construction of a slurry wall during the data recovery program
allowed GCI to fully excavate and record most of the wharves,
bulkheads, and pilings that were present within the project area
limits. The opportunity to investigate these structures in such
detail is unique to this project. The majority of waterfront
archaeological studies conducted in the United States have been
restricted to much smaller subsurface apertures because of the
depth of the waterfront structures below the surface and the
presence of high watertables. Given the importance of these
structures within the Assay Site, LBA devotes this chapter to
examining the research value of these massive features.

Research Questions 1 and 2, presented in Chapter II, are addressed

through the study of these waterfront structures. Question 1 is as
follows:

How was the process of landfilling accomplished in the
Assay Site block? Specifically, what is the technology
represented in the various fill retention structures,
bulkheads, and wharves, and how does it compare to the
techniques used in other American seaports?

The first part of this question, i.e., what technological features
are represented in the various Assay Site waterfront structures,
has been discussed in detail in Chapter IV. The second part of this
gquestion will be addressed below.

Research Question 2 is as follows:

Is thére a decrease in the diversity of methods of wharf
construction in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries along the United States' eastern seaboard?

The rationale behind this question has been discussed in Chapter
IT. However, it should be noted that Henn et al. (1988) examined
three factors associated with dock building. These included (a)
the actual censtruction techniques of the wharves in lower
Manhattan, (b) the scale of wharf construction as measured by the
number of wharves being built over time, and (c) the changes that
occurred in social relations of production, as measured by the
number of individuals employed in this trade (Henn et al. 1988:2-
4). To address Question 2, we will examine the configuration of
waterfront structures along the eastern seaboard in an attempt to
identify the hypothesized standardization of the dock building
trade.



First, a description of each waterfront site to be used in
addressing these questions will be presented in tabular form. This
will be supplemented by discussions of special features exhibited
by these sites. Then comparisons will be made of these waterfront
sites, again in a tabular format. The variables used in this
comparison include (a) overall form, (b) f£fill type used, (c)
construction material, including species of wood used, (d) types
of joinings present, and (e) types of fasteners used.

These characteristics will be examined first in terms of their
distribution among the sites over time (e.g., late seventeenth
century, early to middle eighteenth century, and late eighteenth
to early nineteenth century), and then in the context of the
locations o©f the sites along the eastern seaboard (e.g., New
England, Middle Atlantic, Southern states). In this way, both
temporal and geographic factors will be examined.

Before discussing the various sites included in this analysis, it
is important to define the terms to be used. It is apparent from
the literature that some confusion has existed in the terminology
relating to waterfront structures, and often terms have been used
without precise definition. Aware of this problem, several
researchers have attempted to create a common terminology to
describe wharves and their wvarious structural parts (Heintzelman
1985; Norman 1987; Wilson and Moran 1980). The following
definitions are based on the work of these researchers and the
results of LBA's research on wharf construction technology.

A wharf is a structure which lies parallel to or projects into
navigable waters alongside of which wvessels load or unload cargo
and people. Timber and stone are the two main building materials
used in the construction of wharves in the United States. Since
wood was abundant and inexpensive during the cclonial and federal
pericds, it was more commonly used than stone. In Europe, however,
stone was cheaper than wood and was the predominant building
material for wharves.

The four most common types of wharves constructed during the
colonial period were (1) crib, (2) solid-filled, (3) cobb, and (4)
grillage/raft. A crib wharf consisted of rough- or square-hewn
timbers built up one on top of the other in alternating rows of
headers (width-spanning timbers) and stretchers (length-running
timbers). The timbers were notched together. in "Lincoln Log"-type
construction to form a box-shaped frame (Figure 5.1la). Usually a
floor was built up from the bottom. This allowed the crib to sink
and settle inte the riverbottom when filled with ballast (i.e.,
stone, gravel, coral, and sometimes timber slabs). When the
stretcher courses were tightly fitted together so that a finer £ill
of mud or sand could be used to fill up and sink the crib, the
wharf was referred to as a solid-filled type (Figure 5.1b and c).
In addition to horizontal timbers forming a cribwork, vertical
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piles with horizontal planklng or load- bearlng stone walls were
used to retain the solid 'fill.

A cobb-type wharf "generally meant an open work version of the
crib, using cobblestones to fill up and sink the timber cribs. A
finer £fill could not be used because of the potentiality of its
being lost through the open work. Other materials such as ballast
rock discarded by trade vessels, brush, and tree stumps were also
used as fill" (Heintzelman 1985:10} (Figure 5.1d). It must be
stressed that the term "cobb" found in primary documents on wharf
construction may refer either to the type of wharf construction or
the type of fill. Therefore, unless the structural elements are
described, the reader cannot be sure whether the reference is to
the type of wharf or the type of fill used (Heintzelman 1985:10).

A grillage or raft wharf consisted of several alternating courses
of headers and stretchers that were intermittently weighted with
stone (Figures 5.2 and 5.3). Several of these rafts were stacked
one on top of another to form a block which was probably floated
to the desired location and sunk with stone (Norman 1987:26). The
term "grillage" was added to the description of the wharf because
of its use architecturally to describe a type of cross-layered,
load~bearing construction.

B. DISCUSSION OF WATERFRONT SITES

Table 5.1 presents a summary description of the waterfront sites
used in this analysis. It should be noted that some of the sites,
such as the Assay Site, the Telco Block, and the Central Waterfront
Project in Newburyport, contain more than one waterfront structure.
The following discussions describe some of the special structural
features exhibited by the waterfront sites listed in Table 5.1.

The archaeclogical monitoring program at Site 1 of the Washington
Street Urban Renewal Area on Manhattan's west side has provided
in-depth information about early nineteenth-century fastenings and
joinings of wharf logs (Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. 1987b)
(Figure 5.4). The size and exact configuration of the wharf system
at Site 1 are unknown owing to the small subsurface apertures
exposed during monitoring. However, the wharf components documented
during the monitoring program were similar to those observed at
excavations on the east side at the Telco Block (i.e., cobb
wharves) (Rockman et al. 1988:37-82) and the Assay Site (see
Chapter 1IV). '

The northernmost section of exposed wharf consisted of three
courses of east-west oriented logs, three rows deep. The logs in
the first and second rows were separated by moderate spaces that
accommodated north-south cross ties that represented cross-lap
joints. Three variations of this joint were observed: (1) a saddle
notch, (2) a cross lap with a squared-off notch, and (3) a cross
lap with a trunnel (treenail) fastening (see Figure 5.4: 2, 3}.
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- Open Cell Crib-Type Wharf. Open cribwork filled

with cobbles and sand (SOURCE: Hobley 1981:4).
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B - Solid Crib-Type Wharf with Timber Floor. {a) stickers;
{b) round posts; (¢} salt meadow sod lining the sides;
{d} mud and layered brush fill; (e} six inches of earth top fill;
and (f) fender piles. (SOURCE: Heintze!man 1985:9).

FIGURE 5.1: Wharf Types S gZa o T
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C- Solid Crib-Type Wharf with Inner Wall of Stone and Wood Fioor.
(a) lofting timbers for bollards; {b) fender piles; (c) layer of stone;
(d} timber platform; {e) fill of cobbiestone or ballast to sink crib;
(f} clay, sod and mud fill; and (g} gravel surface.

{SOURCE: Heintzelman 1985:12)

YWhile Oak
Summar Beam

Yellow Plne
Streicher

D - Cobb-Type Wharf. Open cribwork filled with large cobbles,
stumps and branches. (SOURCE: Heintzelman 1985:71).

(continued)
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DARK GREY BROWN SILTY SAND
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FIGURE 5.2: Lot 19 Unit 3 East Wall Profile ¥lharf/Grillage Logs . 175 Water SUeet Site  SOURCE: Gersmor 1983 17
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FIGURE 5. 3 Lot 23 Umt 4 West Balk Proflle

- BROWN SURFACE RUBBLE

- BLACK BROWN SANDY SILTWITH
DECAYED MORTAR

- ORANGE YELLOW SANDY SILT
- ORANGE SANDY SILT

-GREEN DECOMPOSED COPPER

- LIGHT BROWN SANDY SILT

- DARK BROWN ORGANIC SOIL

-BROWN SILT

@ - RUST COLORED SAND

- ORANGE AND LIGHT BROWN SANDY SILT
(1) - DARK BROWN SILT

@ - DARK BROWN SANDY SILT

@ - DECOMPOSED METAL

= woob f ] CORAL STONE

175 Water Street Site .

}— -3.61

feol bmd

- BLACK BROWN SILT .
@- BROWN SANDY SILT:
- BLACK BROWN SANDY SILT
@ . DECAYED WHARFING LOG

-WHARF.’GRILLAGE LOG

SOURCE: Geismar 1983:203



LOCATTON

Portsmouth, NH

Newburypeort, MA

Salem,

MA

TABLE 5.1

WHARVES AND BULKHEADS RECORDED IN EASTERN
SEABCARD ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES

STRUCTURE

Follett Site
Follett Wharf
ca. 1720

Central Waterfront
Site

Greenleaf Wharf
1775-1800

Central Waterfront
Site

Gunnison Wharf
1800-1850

Derby Wharf Site
Derby Wharf
1762-1785

Derby Wharf Site
Extensicn
1806-1809

CHARACTERISTICS

Cobb type. Rough debarked
white pine and hemlock
timbers. 0Oak trunnels
securing timbers notched
on one surface and inter-
locked (i.e., mortise and
tenon). Fill of discarded
ship ballast and large
cobbles. Floor or deck
covered lower fill, then
finer £ill with flint
nodules, broken shell,
and coral. Near top,
closed cribwork to hold
fill material for road
bed. Reused timbers

found (i.e., wooden
gutter).

Line of pilings for
retaining gravel and
cobble fill.

Corduroy of cross-pleces
pegged to longitudinal
sills. Line of staves
then pegged to cordurcy
and sills to retain
granite fieldstone fill.

Solid wharf with
bulkhead-free standing
retaining wall. Fill
largely cobblestones.

Cobb type with large
solid timber wharf at one
end. Heavy timbers
notched tegether to
retain stone and rubble.
Ballast floor to held
£ill. Timbers .not
closely placed on toep of



LOCATION

Salem, MA (continued)

Boston,

M2a

TABLE 5.1 (continued) -

STRUCTURE

Central Wharf Site
Forrester Wharf
1791-1804

Central Wharf Site
Extension
1804-1818

Boston Hotel Site
Scottow Wharf
ca. 1650-1676

Parcel D-10 Site
Long Wharf
ca. 1763

CHARACTERISTICS

each other. Timber cribs
formed by alternate rows
of headers and
stretchers.

Cobb type-timber platform
of southern yellow pine
boards. Possible ballast
floer for large rocks and
cobbles. Platform
supported by series of
unevenly spaced logs 3
levels deep and
constructed in a crib
fashion.

Solid crib constructicn.
Square white pine hewn
timbers, varying
diameter, tightly fitted
together, flush faced on
water side. Longitudinal
timbers spliced with
half-lap joints and
secured by trunnels.
Interior corners braced
by 2 diagconal timbers
mortised into bulkhead
wall. Fill of large beach
cobbles followed by
blue/gray clayey silt.

Cobb type. Debarked and
axe-trimmed timbers of
varying sizes stacked
cross—-wise with stcne
£fill. Sawn vertical
timbers driven inte river
bottom to support
horizontal crosswork in-
place.

Crib type. Atlantic white
cedar. )



LOCATTION

Charleston, MA

New London,

New York, NY

cT

TABLE 5.1 (continued)

STRUCTURE

Charleston Navy Yard

Site
Navy Yard Wharf
Late 18th Century

Bank Street Site
Douglass Wharf
1750-1800

0l1ld slip Site
Crueger's Wharf
1739/40

Telco Block Site
Van Cortlandt/
Berrien Wharf
ca. 1750

Telco Block Site

Bowne/Byvanck Wharf

ca. 1750

CHARACTERISTICS

Solid crib constructien.
Squared, hewn timbers of
white pine. Trunnels wain
fastening method. Some
metal fasteners. Vertical
pilings driven along face
from a later reconstruc-
tion.

Cobb type. Alternating
rows of header and
stretcher timbers of
chestnut, yellow pine,
and white oak. Stretchers
{cross timbers) grooved
at both ends and fastened
by locust trunnels to the
header timbers. One of
main structural timbers
exhibited reuse. Fill cof
tinber chunks and
cobbles.

S8clid log construction
notched at the corners.
Two rows of horizontal
timbers at the botteom
overlain by thick log
platform of 5 or 6 rows
of timbers.

Cobb type. Ten
horizontally laid

logs placed on top cf
one ancother. Two
horizontal rows of
perpendicularly laid legs
3 feet below one ancther.
Southern yellow pine
platform overlaid by
stones. Cross ties passed
through heorizental logs
by means cf sgquared-off
notches.

Cobb type-horizontally
laid sweetgum logs
{stretchers) underlain by



LOCATTION

New York, NY ({continued)

TABLE 5.1 (continued)
i

STRUCTURE

Telco Block Site
Bowne/Byvanck
Bulkheads
pre-1756

175 Water Street
Site Wharves
ca. 1750

Site 1, Washington
Street Urban Renewal
Area Wharves

Late 18th-early 19th
century

CHARACTERISTICS

headers with vertical
post inserted through
notch to brace. structure
by locking outermost
stretchers and headers
End of stretchers
notched.

Wooden planks laid
horizontally on sides,
ocne above the other.
Supported on water side
by a series of upright
beams and on land side by
a series of upright
planks. Southern yellow
pine.

Wharf/grillage type.
Solid raft-like
structures of cross-
layered southern
yvellow pine logs,
weighted with stones.

Cobb type wharf
configuration.

Fill material medium-
sized rocks with some
small cobbles. Three
variations of cross-lap
joints observed in
longitudinal logs: {1)
cross lap with a broad
squared-off notch, (2)
cross lap using a saddle
notch, and (3) cross-lap
trunnel fastening. Cross
ties used three
variatioens of joining (1)
dovetall and shoulder



TABLE 5.1 {continued)

LOCATION STRUCTURE

New York, NY (continued)

Barclays Bank Site
17th Century

Assay Site
Baches Wharf
Late 18th Century

Assay Site
North/South Wharves
Late 18th Century

CHARACTERISTICS

housings, (2} housing at
check and shoulder of
half lap, and *(3) mitre
joint.

Cobb type. Timber and
logs oriented to form
series of 5x5-foot
compartments filled with
rock and coral. Series of
pilings 5 feet apart held
compartments in place.

Cobb type. Block-and-
bridge construction.
Longitudinal timbers
consisted of alternating
courses of rough-hewn
timbers and rounded logs
forming a solid face.
Vertical guideposts
placed along face for
support and fastened by
iron spikes. Cross ties
used crosslap with saddle
notches and joined to
leongitudinal timber face
with half-dovetail and
shoulder housings.

Cobb type. Horizontally
laid, rounded and beveled
logs. Logs were notched,
as well as the cross ties
to form a series of 4- to
g-foot long cells in a
"Lincoln Log" type of
construction. Northern
wherf, one cell wide.
Southern wharf, two
cells wide. Sguared
vertical guideposts
attached to face by iron
fasteners. Sclid
platform or floor of
split timbers near
bottom to suppoert cobble




LOCATICN

Baltimore, MD

New York, NY (continued)

TABL§¢5.1 {continued)
o

STRUCTURE

Assay Site

Bulkhead Juncture
North/South Wharves
Late 18th Century

Assay Site
Bulkheads

Lot 8/42

1775~ ca. 178%

Assay Site
Bulkheads

Lot 8/9 and Lot 7/8
1775~ ca.l789

Cheapside Dock Site
Cheapside Wharf
1778-1784

CHARACTERISTICS

£ill. Above floor two
semi-platforms of small
logs (faggots) and
branches. Joinery
consists of saddle-notch
joints and half laps.

Ten vertical planks set
side by side and
supported by a rough-hewn
log not fastened to the
planks. Lower end of logs
sharpened to a point and
driven into clayey river
bottom.

Five horizontally laid
planks supported by a
series of square vertical
posts.

Horizontally laid planks
placed between a series
of wood pilings., Planks
not fastened to pilings.

Crib type. Topping logs
spliced with half-lap
joints and secured by
wrought-iren pins.
Corners Jjoined with
interlocking lap joints
and secured with wrought-
iron pin through the
joint. Topping logs
square-hewn on all side
four sides. Below topping
legs, rest are sgquare-
hewn on top and bottom
only. Crib sections
anchored with single
diageonal corner tie,
mortised into top log of
preceding crib and into
wharf wall. Two trunnels
driven into mortise. In
acddition, guidepost



TABLE 5.1 (continued)

LCCATION STRUCTURE

Baltimore, MD ({continued)

Alexandria, VA Carlyle Site
‘ Carlyle Whart
1759

Yorktown, VA 014 Wharf site
0l1d Whartf
ca. 1754

CHARACTERISTICS

laced at the end of crib.

Internal bracing at
random. Two types of
cross ties and diagenal
corner ties.

Crib type. Solid
construction of pine and
oak logs with bark
intact, with upper and

lower surfaces hand-hewn.

Stretchers dovetailed
into headers and held in
place by trunnels or
wrought-iron spikes.

wWharf/grillage type.
Rafts of heavy hewn
timbers with stone for
£ill.



FIGURE 5.4: Log Joinings

-SADDLE NOTCH
- CROSS LAP VIA SCUARED-OFF NOTCH

- CROSS LAPWITH TREENAIL
- WEDGE

SOURCE: Louis Berger & Associates 1987:1V-21



FIGURE 5.4:

{continued}

-HALF LAP
-HALF LAPWITH METAL BOLT FASTENING
- SCARF JQINT WITH HALF LAP DOVETAIL
CLEAT
8 - MITRE JOINT
9 - SHOULDERED HOUSING

10 - HOUSING AT CHEEK AND SHOULDER OF HALF
LAP

11 - DOVETAIL JOINT

SOURCE: Louis Berger & Associates 1987:1v-22




FIGURE 5.4:

(continued)

Wooden Stretchers —

Wooden Headers :
Stones — Hole for Wrought Iron Pin

Continuation of—
‘Wharf

12 - MOCRTICE AND TENON SECURED WITH A
TREENAIL (SOURCE: Heintzelman 19B5: 95),

13- MORTISE AND TENON SECURED WITH A WROUGHT IRON PIN
{SOURCE: Norman 1887: 116).




The third row of logs was distinct from the previous two. The logs
were either laid directly on top of one another or were separated
by thin boards. Half-lap joints were used to extend the logs in a
continuous line (see Figure 5.4: 5, 6, and 7). No cross-lap joints
were used in the cross ties for the third row. Rather these ends
were formed into shouldered tenons which were inserted into
housings cut from the east-west logs. Three different types of
cross-tie joinings were recorded. These consisted of a shouldered
housing, a housing at the cheek and shoulder of a half lap, and a
dovetail joint (see Figure 5.4: 9, 10, and 11).

The structural differences between the first two rows and the third
suggested that force directed perpendicularly to the line of the
outer log rows (for example, the impact of a docking ship) would
not meet rigid resistance but would instead be absorbed by the
flexibility of the outer rows. This flexibility was created by the
breadth of the notches in the cross-lap joints which permitted some
shifting of the logs. While the outer rows and cross ties acted
as a cushion, the third row was apparently designed to arrest
applied force. This was achieved by using a shouldered tenon at
the end of a cross tie; the inward movement of this joint would be
resisted by the edge of its housing. The third row of logs
apparently served as a vertebra that prevented the dislocation of
the wharf (Louis Berger & Associates, Inec. 1987b:IV-15).

Archaeological excavation at the Cheapside Wharf in Baltimore has
also provided information on log joinings (cf. Norman 1987). A
105-foot west bulkhead wall section of a crib wharf was exposed
during the study. The sguare-hewn bulkhead timbers were spliced
together with half-lap joints and secured with wrought-iron pins.
Vertical guideposts braced the exterior of the bulkhead. The
corners were joined with a mortise and tenon joint secured with a
wrought—-iron pin driven into a hole drilled vertically through the
joint (see Figure 5.4: 13).

Two types of internal bracing were recorded: cross ties and
diagonal corner ties. The cross ties consisted of 50-foot-long
round logs whose ends were cut into tenons and fitted into the
bulkhead walls by a mortise and tenon joint or a housing at the
cheek and shoulder of a half-lap joint (see Figure 5.4: 10). The
cross ties appeared to be placed in a random fashion. The diagonal
corner ties were used to further stabilize the bulkhead walls by
spanning the corners of a crib section. They consisted of eight-
inch-diameter unhewn logs.

In Follett Wharf a large wooden gutter was used as a spread footer
(Heintzelman-Muego 1983:22). A possible summer beam was used as
one cof the main structural timbers in Douglass Wharf (Heintzelman-
Muego 1983:30-31), One end of it was scorched, unlike the other
timbers in the wharf which showed no evidence of burning. This
suggests that the summer beam was part of a house that may have
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burned and later been salvaged for construction of the wharf.
Ancther example of reuse is found in the North-South wharves at
the Assay Site. A ship's mast, with a Mason's mark, was utilized
as a stretcher timber in the wharves' waterside face (see Figure
4.6). The reuse of these structural elements for different
functions is interesting:*Clearly, wood wag not a scarce commodity
during this time (i.e., 1720-1800). The reuse of these elements
suggests that crafted wood may not always have been the prime
medium used in wharf construction. It may have been more efficient
to reuse a processed element rather than invest the time and/or
skill to manufacture a new one.

C. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Tables 5.2a and b and 5.3a and b present a summary description of
the various waterfront sites and their characteristics used to
address Research Questions 1 and 2. The first research question
invelves comparison between the construction techniques used on the
Assay wharves and those of other waterfront sites. In comparing
the techniques used in the construction of the two wharves at the
Assay Site (i.e., Bache's and the North-South wharves) with those
at other waterfront sites, only one characteristic appears to be
unique to the Assay Site. Faggets, or cord wood, in addition to
cobbles, were used as fill in the North-South wharves. The use of
faggots is not found on any other site listed in the tables.

The use of block-and-bridge construction, though not described for
any other archaeological site listed in the tables, is not unique
to the Assay Site. Documentary evidence indicates that block-and-
bridge construction was used in wharves along the Hudson River, and
it may have been used at Site 1 of the Washington Street Urban
Renewal Area (Loulis Berger & Associates, Inc. 1987).

The second questlon examines wharf technology in terms of increased
standardization in methods of wharf construction during the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth century along the eastern seaboard.

Tables 5.2a and b provide data to address this question. No
discernible decrease in the diversity of methods of wharf
construction is evident. The major types of wharf construction do
not appear toe cluster during any one particular time period but
are more or less evenly distributed over a two-hundred-year time
span. This also appears to be true for other wharf construction
characteristics (i.e. material, fill treatment of timbers,
fasteners, etc.), w1th the exceptlon of joining techniques. Half-
lap joints were not documented during archaeological excavations
of the wharves built prior to 1778 (see Table 5.2a and b). The
reason for this may be that these wharves used small crib sizes and
did not need half-lap joints, which were usually used to create a
continuous line of logs and/or timbers. Another reason may be that
not enough of the wharf was exposed during the excavations. An
insufficient aperture would not permit a detailed recordation of

V-19



0Z2-A

STRUCTURE

Scottow
Barclays
Follett

Norfolk
Crueger

Van Cortlandt/
Berrien
Bowne/Byvanck

0ld Wharf
Carlyle

Long Wharf

Cheapside
Derby
Navy Yard
Baches

North/South
Wharves
Douglass

Greenleaf

175 Water Street
Ferrester

Site 1,

Washington Street

Derby Wharf
Extension
Forrester Wharf
Extension
Gunnison

PERIOD

1650-76
1690's
1720

1728
1739740
1750

1750
1754
1759
1763

1778-84
1762-95
Late 18th
Late 18th
Late 18th
1750-1800
1775-1800
18th Century
1791-1804
Late 18th-
early 19th
1806-09
1804-1818

1800- 1850

TABLE 5.2a

COMPARISON OF WHARF CHARACTERISYICS, ORGANIZED BY TIME PERICD

FORM

crib
Crib
trib

Crib
Crib
Crib

Crib
Crib
Crib

Ccrib
Bulkhead
Crib
Crib

Crib
Crib
Bulkhead
Crib

trib
Crib

Crib
Cobb
Bulkhead

TYPE

Cobb
Cobb
Cobb

Grillage
Sclid leg
Cobb

Cobb
Grillage
Solid
Crib

crib
Solid
Solid
Block-
and-
bridge
Cobb

Cobb

Solid
Grillage
Cobb

Cobb
(possible
block-and-
bridge)
Grillage/

Solid

MATERIAL

White pine &
hemlock timbers;
oak trunneis
Pine

5. Yellow pine

Sweetgum

Pine and oak
Atlantic white
cedar

S. vellow pine

White pine

Chestnut, yellow

. yellow pine
- yellow pine

w

wWhite pine

FILL

Logs and cobbles
Stone and coral
Cobbles with
flint nodules,
and corral

Earth and stone
Cobbles

Cobbles
Stone
Sand and earth

Earth

Cobbles

Earth and cobbles
Cobbles

Cobbles and

faggots

Cobbles and timber
Pine & white oak slabs

Cobbles and gravel
Stone

Cobbles
Stone and cobbles

Stone and rubble
Cobbles and earth

Granite fieldstone
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STRUCTURE

Scottow
Barclays
Follett

Norfolk
Crueger

Van Cortlandt/
Berrien
Bowne/Byvanck
0ld Wharf
Carlyle

Long Wharf

Cheaps ide

Derby
Navy Yard

Baches

North/South
Wharves
Douglass

Greenleaf

175 Water Street

Forrester

Site 1,

Washington Street

Derby - extension

Forrester -
extension

Gunnison

PERICD

1650-76
1690s
1720

1728
1739/40
1750

1750
1754
1759
1763

1778-84

1762-93
Late 18th C.

Late 18th €.

Late 18th C.
1750-1800
1775-1800
18th €.
1791-1804

Late 18th-

early 19th C.

1806-09
1804-18

1800- 1850

TABLE 5.2b

COMPARISON OF WHARF CHARACTERISTICS, ORGANIZED BY TIME PERICD

JOINING

Notching
Notching;
mortise
and tenon
Notching
Notching
Squared-off
notches;
dovetail
Notching

Dovetail

Half lap;
interlocking
lap joints;
mortise and
tenon
Notching

Mortise and
tenon

Half lap;
cross lap and
saddle notch;
half-dovetail
and shoulder
housing
Saddle notch,
half Lap
Grooved and
notched
Notching
Notching

Cross lap;
saddle notch;
dovetail and
mitre
Notching

Half lap;
mortise
and tenon

TREATMENT OF
TIMBERS

Axe-trimmed
and sawn
Rough logs
Rough -and
debarked

Rough logs
Rough logs
Rough logs

Rough logs
Rough logs
Hand hewn tops
and bottoms

Square hewn
timbers

Square hewn
timbers; round
logs with tops
and bottoms
flattened

Hewn timbers

Squared hewn

timbers; planks
Rough-hewn timbers;

rounded logs

Rounded and
beveled logs
Rough logs

Pilings

Rough logs
Rough logs and
beards

Rough logs

Hewn timbers

Squared timbers

Rough logs

FASTENERS

Trunnels
Trunnels

Trunhels

Trunnels and
hand wrought
spikes

Wrought iron
pins; trunnels

Trunhels

Trunnels

metal fasteners

Iron spikes.

Trunnels

Trunnels

Trunnels

Trunnels

Trunnels

OTHER GENERAL
ATTRIBUTES

Vertical guideposts

Vertical guideposts
Ballast floor; closed crib work near
top; some timbers exhibited reuse.

Two log ballast platforms

It
Vertical guidepost

'CLosely fitted logs

Vertical guideposts; diagonal corner
braces

Vertical guideposts; faced with stone
in 1776

8lock and bridge; vertical guideposts

Timber exhibited reuse
Timber exhibited reuse

Ballast floor of boards; vertical
guideposts
Possible block-and-bridge

Ballast floor; faced with stone in
1824-25
Diagonal corner braces; ballast floor

Upright staves
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LOCATIOCN

New Hampshire

Massachusetts

Connecticut

New York

Maryland
virginia

STRUCTURE

Follett Wharf

Greenleaf
Gunnison
Derby
Extension
Forrester
Extension
Scottow
Long Wharf
Navy Yard
bouglas

Crueger

Van Cortlandt/
Berrien

Bowne/Byvanck
175 Water Street

Barclays

Baches
North/South
Wharves

Site 1,

Washington Street

Cheapside
Carlyle
Otd Wharf

FORM

trib

Butkhead
Bulkhead
crib
Crib
Bulkhead
Crib
Crib
Crib

Crib
Crib

Crib
crib
Crib
Crib
Crib

Crib

(possible block-
and-bridge)
Crib

Crib

Crib

TABLE 5.3a

TYPE

Cobb

Solid
Solid
Grillage/
Cobb
Solid
Cobb
crib
Solid
Cobb

solid log
Cobb

Cobb

Grillage

Cobb
Block-and-Bridge
Cobb

Cobb
Crib

Solid
Grillage

COMPARISON OF WHARF CHARACTERISTICS, ORGANIZED BY LOCATION

MATERTAL

White pine,
hemlock, oak

$. yellow pine
white pine
Atlantic w cedar
White pine
Chestnut, yellow
pine & white oak

S. yellow pine

Sweetgum
S. yellow pine

S. yellow pine
Pine & Oak

FILL

Cobbles, flint
nodules and coral
Cobbles and gravel
Fieldstone
Cobbles

Stones & rubble
Cobbles

Cobbles earth
Stone

Earth and cobbles
Cobbles & timber
slabs

Earth and stone
Cobbles

Cobbles

Stone

Stone and coral
Cobbles

Cobbles and
faggots

Stone and cobbles

Earth
Sand and earth
Stone
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LOCATION

New Hampshire

Massachusetts

Connecticut

New York

Maryland

Virginia

STRUCTURE

Follett
Greenleaf
Bunnison
Derby
Extension
Forrester

Extension

Scottow
Long Wharf

Mavy Yard

Douglass
Crueger
van Cortlandt/
Berrien

Bowne/Byvanck
175 Water Street

Barclays
Baches

North/South

Site 1,

Washington Street

Cheapside

Carlyle

otd wharf

TABLE 5.3b

COMPARISON OF WHARF CHARACTERISTICS, ORGANIZED BY LOCATION

JOINING

Notching; mortise

and tenon

Notching
Notching
Notching

Ralf laps;
mortise and
tenon

Mortise and
tenon

Grooved and
notched
Notching
Squared-off
notches;
dovetail
Notching
Notching

Half lap;
cross lap,
and saddle
notch; half
dovetail and
shoulder
housing
Saddle notch;
half lap
Cross lap;
saddle lap;
dovetail and
mitre

Half lap;
interlocking
lap joints;
mortise and
tenon
Dovetail

TREATMENT
OF WOOD

Rough, debarked
logs

Staves

Rough logs

Hewn timbers

Hewn timbers

Rough logs ard
boards
Squared timbers

Axe-trimmed
and sawWn
Square hewn
timbers
Square hewn
timbers and
planks
Rough logs

Rough logs
Rough logs

Rough logs
Rough legs;
planks

Rough logs
Rough hewn
timbers;
rounded logs

Rounded and
beveled logs
Rough logs

Hewn tops and
bottoms; square
hewn timbers

Hand hewn tops
and bottoms

Rough logs

FASTENERS

Trunnels
Trunnels

Trunnels

Trunnels

Trunnels and
metal fasteners

Trunnels
Trunnels
Trunnels
Trunnels

[ron spikes

Trunhels

Trunnels; hand
wrought iron
pins

Trunnels; hand
wrought iron
spikes

OTHER GENERAL
ATTRIBUTES

Ballast floor; closed timbers near
top; some logs exhibited re-use
Upright staves

Vertical guideposts; faced with
stone in 1796

Ballast floor; faced with stone

in 1824-2%

Ballast floor of boards; vertical
guideposts

Ballast floor; diagomal braces

Vertical guideposts

One timber exhibited reuse

Tightly fitted lLogs
Two log ballast platforms

Vertical guide pile
Intermittent layers of stone
ballast

—-——— .

Block-and-bridge; wvertical
guideposts

Timber exhibited re-use

Possible block-and-bridge

Vertical guideposts; diagonal
corner braces

Closely fitted logs



all log joints present in a wharf. However, the use of half-lap
joints was recently recorded at a wharf in Philadelphia which dated
to 1762 (Wuebber, personal communication 1988).

It should be noted that it is really not possible to determine
whether changes in wharf joinery have or have not occurred through
time. The sample of wharf excavations that produced detailed des-
criptions of joinery is small. A larger data base would be required
to examine this component of wharf technology more closely.

Tables 5.3a and b indicate that there is generally no clustering
of construction techniques by location. However, the majority of
solid type wharves are from Massachusetts sites, as are the
bulkhead wharves and wharves with stone facings. This suggests that
Massachusetts craftsmen may have employed specific construction
methods that were not employed by craftsmen in other port cities.
The reason for this is not clear at this time.

The results of these c¢omparisons suggest that the time of
construction did not determine what methods were used to build
these waterfront structures. Location also does not appear to be
a strong variable, except in the case of Massachusetts. Site-
specific circumstances clearly played an important role in the
types of wharves built. Some of these site-specific circumstances
are water conditions (e.g., currents, tides), bottom conditions
(e.g., type of riverbottom soils), and the financial capabilities
cf the individuals who paid for the wharves to be built
(Heintzelman 1985). This diversity associated with specific site
conditions and histories has also been noted by Norman (1987).

Wharves in the eighteenth and early-nineteenth centuries were
highly variable. Each one was constructed to suit a particular
site and circumstance. While the concepts and rules followed
for the construction of wharves were transferred from wharf
to wharf, the application of these concepts differed from one
to the next based on the structural needs of the wharf and the
ingenuity of the builder [Norman 1987:104-105].

What do these findings mean in terms of future archaeological
research of waterfront structures? First, research questions
concerning temporal changes in craft traditions and wharf
construction technology {cf. Henn et al. 1986} cannot be addressed
at this time. This is a result of the apparent site-specific nature
of wharf construction along the eastern seaboard (i.e., north of
the Virginia/North Carolina border, and excluding Massachusetts),
as it is currently described in the literature. However, joining
methods, which are rarely described in reports on waterfront sites,
may be sensitive to temporal and geographic differences 1in
craftsmanship and technology. This area of wharf technology has
not been the focus of recent archaeclogical research.
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Joinery represents one of the major engineering components of a
wharf, and is linked to the types of activities that were planned
to occur in relation to the wharf. These activities would include
how ships were to dock along the wharf, the type of cargo that was
to be unloaded, whether the cargo was to be stored on the wharf,
and so forth. In terms of field efforts, focusing on wood Jjoints
requires recordation of the exteriors (front and back) and
interiors of as many sections of a wharf as possible. This
recordation should follow standard engineering/structural
terminology, as was used in the Site 1 Washington Street Urban
Renewal study (Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. 1987b). The results
of this recordation would then be analyzed in terms of temporal and
geographic affiliation. If the configuration of wharf Jjoints is
also found to be related only to site-specific environments, then
archaeological data on wharves can be used only to describe the
foundations that are uncovered during an urban excavation. It
should be noted that recordation of wharf joints does net require
extensive excavations. These data can easily be obtained during
archaeoclogical monitoring activities (cf. Louis Berger &
Associates, Inc. 1987b).

In addition, further research is needed on the Massachusetts sites
to determine the reason behind the apparent clustering of certain
technological features within that state, regardless of the time
the wharves were built. Were the craftsmen working in Massachusetts
different in some way (e.g., ethnically) from others working along
the coast? Did Massachusetts dock builders have a local craft
tradition different from that of dock builders in other states? Did
the nature of the Massachusetts shoreline require construction
techniques different from those used at other eastern ports? These
questions could best be addressed through historical research
rather than archaeological investigations. However, it would be
interesting to determine if the types of joinery used within the
Massachusetts wharves were different from those used in other
regions.



VI. CONTRIBUTIONS OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS
OF LANDFILL SITES

The Professional Archaeoclogists of New York City (PANYC) and the
New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission co-sponsored a
symposium on landmaking in New York cCity on May 21, 1986. The
objective of this gathering of professional archaeologists was to
review the status of archaeclogical studies of landfill soils and
landmaking structures in the city. All present agreed on the
importance of archaeological investigations of waterfront
structures, such as wharves, piers, and bulkheads. However, two
differing points of view were brought up on (a) the research value
of landfill contexts, (b) the methods that should be used in
landfill studies, and (c) the appropriate levels of effort that
should be applied to future archaeological investigations of
landfill sites. It was the view of one group that landfill sites
should be studied in greater detail, that research should be
conducted on patterns of landfill variability using materials
within landfill soils for the study of New York City's changing
economic and social character. Following. this approach, artifacts
from landfill would be considered as "the city's material culture,"
and thus could be used in studying "the city." Others at the
symposium stated that research of landfill soils should not be a
primary focus of future investigations in New York because
materials from landfill could not be linked to specific historical
assoclations (e.g., individuals, households, or businesses)} (PANYC
Newsletter 1987). Thus, materials from landfill soils should not
be used in the study of economic and social change within the city.

These differences of opinion were not resolved during the symposium
and remain unresolved at the present time. This chapter will
attempt to provide some answers to these outstanding issues.

The first question to be considered is, What techniques have been
used to sample landfill within waterfront sites? as may be seen
from Table 6.1, the primary methods used have included hand-dug
excavation units and backhoe trenching. At sites where backhoe
trenching was employed, samples were taken of either natural soil
strata or arbitrary soil levels (usually one-foot levels), and
sometimes screened. The size of the screened samples is indicated
in Table 6.1 when it was noted in the site reports.

Hand-dug excavation units provide the best stratigraphic control
for the investigation of landfill deposits. There is, however, a
safety problem in using hand-dug units, owing to the great depth
of landfill soils and the saturated nature of these soils. In
addition, the excavation of these units is very costly because of
the safety measures that must be used and the depths to which the
units must be extended if the base of landfill deposits is
to be sampled. Regardless of the difficulties that acconmpany the
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Site & Date Band-dug Backhoe Trench Excavatien,
of Excavation Sampling Ratural Strata
Landfilling Units (slze of sample screened in

TABLE 6.1

METHODS USED FOR INVESTIGATION OF LANDFILL SITES

parentheses)

Salem, Massachusetts

Forrester Wharf x3
Late 1Bth/Early
19th Century

Newbury Port, X x*
Massachusetrts

Boston, Massachusetts

Scottow Wharf %9
17cth Century

Long Wharf
18th Century

New York City

64 Pearl Street X .
Late 17th Century :

7

Hanover Square X x8

Late 17th Century

Barclays Bank Site X X {40 gal.}

Late 17th Century

old slip

18th Ceptury1

Schermerhorn_Row X
18th Centuzry

175 Water Street X
i8ch Century

209 Hatepx Street X
18th Century

Telco Block Site X
18ch Century

Assay Sirte X
Late 18th/Early
19ch Century

Site 1, Washingten
Screet Urban Renewal
Area

Late 18th/Early
19th Century

Alexandzria, Virginia

Carlyle Wharf

Ot b LD R

Limited excavations.

Sampling of artifaects exposed in landfill soil profile.
Type cof strata/levels followed not indicated.

Sample size used not noted.

Sample size used equaled one backhoe bucket.

Sample size used equaled cne filied wheelbarrow.
"Testholes,” no other specifics available.
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Backhoe Trench Excavatlon,
Sampling Arbitrary Levels
(size of sample screened in
parentheses)

X (40 gal.)

X (30 gal.)

X (40 gal.)

Flotation
from Units
and/or
Trenches

X (not
processed)

X (not
. processed)



excavation of hand-dug units, should this type of excavation method
even be applied to landfill deposits?

To date, the primary reason for investigating landfill soils has
been to determine the general content of the fill soils and the
approximate time they were placed within a site (cf. Geismar 1983).
Backhoe trenching has provided this type of information on several
sites in New York, and hand-dug units were not required. For
example, at Site 1 of the Washington Street Urban Renewal area,
excavation of three test trenches in a three-block area, and the
screening of soils from these trenches, provided sufficient
information to characterize the content of landfill soils and to
date the deposits (Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. 1987b).
Trenching at the 175 Water Street Site provided similar information
(cf. Geismar 1983). It should be noted, however, that it is often
not possible to have good stratigraphic control when retrieving
s0il samples from machine-excavated trenches. One may ask, though,
how important are tight stratigraphic controls in the excavation
of landfillz.

Archaeclogical monitoring has demonstrated that it is possible to
retrieve some archaeological field data during construction
activities, particularly during excavation of building foundations.
For example, monitoring of foundation excavations at Site 1 of the
Washington Street Urban Renewal Area resulted in the identification
of wharf construction technology, including the configuration of
wharf joinery (Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. 1987b). Several
other investigations in New York (e.g., the Assay Site) and in
other cities (e.g., Alexandria, Virginia) have been successfully
conducted while construction-related excavations have been on-
going.

-Landfill excavation opportunities at the Assay Site were unique,

and it is unlikely that the metheds used there will be duplicated
in the future. For example, the deep test trenches were lined with
metal sheeting which extended into landfill scils and created a
safe environment for excavating and sampling landfill deposits.
This type of trenching, however, is extremely costly. Hand-dug
excavation of landfill soils occurred after the completion of a
slurry wall around the entire ‘Assay construction site, again
providing a safe and water-free environment for sampling landfill
deposits. The probability of a similar scenario occurring on future
sites is low, since it is the desire of most construction firms,
for reasons of cost and safety, to have the archaeoclogical work
completed before construction activities begin. Further, the
installation of a slurry wall around an entire construction site
rarely occurs in Manhattan. The use of a slurry wall at the Assay
Site met the special construction needs of this property.

Which of the above methods, or combination of metheds, 1is most
effective in providing the types of data that are needed to address
research issues that involve the investigation of landfill? This
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As a preliminary to addressing these- questions, it will be useful
to examine whether various archaeological studies involving
landfill deposits and artifacts have been successful in
accomplishing their stated research goals. If it is found, for
example, that none of these studies achieved their research
objectives, then it may be possible to draw certain conclusions:
perhaps the methods used were incorrect, or the particular site was
not conducive to addressing these goals, and/or the landfill
deposits themselves were not appropriate to the research issues
posed.

Among the first group of archaeological investigations of landfill
in New York were 01d Slip, excavated in 1969; Schermerhorn Row,
excavated in 1977; 209 Water Street, excavated in 1978; and 64
Pearl Street, excavated in 1980. These studies represented the
first opportunities to look at the nature and content of landfill
soils in the city, and although their primary research objective
was a descriptive one, such projects did present suggestions
concerning future research issues. In his study of landfill of
Cruger's Wharf, Huey states:

If such sites are properly studied, they may hold the key to
understanding New York not only as a colonial distribution
center reaching far inland but also its relation to other
ports along the eastern seaboard. Through careful analysis of
the types and specific attributes of artifacts retrieved from
stratified datable river bottem layers such as under or near
Cruger's Wharf, it may be possible to determine changing
patterns of trade involving the goods imported to New York by
geographical distribution based on comparison with data from
other sites [Huey 1984:24].

Huey ends his article by recommending that additional historical
and archaeological research can be used to more fully address
questions on the cultural differences and relationships within New
York and between New York and other ports (Huey 1984:33).

The first large-scale excavation in the city to examine the
research potential of landfill was the 7 Hanover Square project
(1981) . Unfortunately, the report on 7 Hanover Square has not been
completed. The next group of landfill sites excavated in the city
includes the Telco Block (excavated in 1981) and the 175 Water
Street Site (excavated in 1981-1982). The reports on both of these
projects have been completed and are readily available (Geismar
1983; Rockman et al. 1983).

The original research proposal for the Telco Block included a
research question regarding the nature of the city's participation
in the world economy in the eighteenth century and how this
participation changed through time. The origins of artifacts from
fill soils and riverbottom contexts as well as later occupational
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in the world economy :ih the eighteenﬁh‘ century and how this
participation changed through time. The origins of artifacts from
fill soils and riverbottom contexts as well as later occupational
deposits (Rockman et al. 1983:6) were to be used to address this
question. However, the results of the excavations and additional
research in the literature demonstrated that this question could
not be addressed with materials from the site. It was not possible
to determine the place of manufacture of many of the artifacts
recovered from the fill and riverbottom deposits (Rockman et al.
1983:7). These findings suggest that Huey's research topics for
future landfill site studies may therefore not be feasible.

Given the inappropriateness of their original research proposal,
Rockman et al. (1983:10) developed new guestions to guide the
analysis of the Telco Block. One of these questions concerned the
nature of the landfilling segquence and landfilling technology
within the block, while another had to do with the use of the
project area prior to filling. In addition, Rockman et al. placed
their research of the site inte a larger research framework. The
site would document, following the works of Wallerstein, the
development of the capitalist world economy, specifically the trend
of commodification of land and labor {Rockman et al. 1983:13). The
excavation and documentary study of landfill, and the waterfront
structures, would provide information on the commercialization of
land within the eighteenth-century New York port (Rockman et al.
1983:13).

Rockman et al. were able to document, through extensive historical
research, the commercialization of land during the eighteenth
century, and to identify the historical contexts in which landfill
processes functioned. However, archaeological data were not used
to investigate these research domains. Landfill and the wharves and
bulkheads within the site were simply physical manifestations of
the commercial processes of the waterfront, and those related to
landmaking.

In the concluding sections. of their report, they state that "the
excavation of these [landfill] sites provides a means of charting
'on the ground' those processes which are incompletely described
in the records" (Rockman et al. 1983:244). How this is accomplished
is not clear. As noted above, Rockman et al.'s investigation did
not use archaeological data, such as the configuration of the
wharves and the content of landfill, to describe or explain the
city's social and economic processes. Rather, historical research
provided data for describing and explaining these processes.

Rockman et al. (1983:244) then detail several future research
endeavors, such as correlating proposed and documented landfilling
with the financial and political character of water lot owners and
with overall economic trends. They do not state how landfill data
should be used to accomplish this research. As noted in Chapter II,
it is very difficult to make the 1link between archaeological
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contexts, such as landfill, and abstract wvariables, such as
"economic trends.® e .

The research issues involving landfill on the 175 Water Street
project were site-specific. Geismar posed the following hypothesis:
histerical research indicates that the block as a whole was created
at approximately the same time, thus the f£ill techniques used to

make land should be similar, if not identical, across the block

(Geismar 1983:11). The excavations revealed, however, that the fill
and f£ill retaining structures within the block varied.

GCeismar states:

Variability in both the fill techniques and the chronoloegy
indicated through archaeological testing has expanded the
information from historic data; conversely, independent
historic data has offered explanations for what was found
archaeologically [Geismar 1983:12].

"What was found archaeologically" was a derelict ship used as a
fill retaining feature across several water lots. Through
historical research on these water lots, Geismar identified a
cooperative effort among the water lot owners to stabilize and
develop portions of the block. What is important about these
findings is that it was archaeological evidence that indicated the
occurrence of something unusual involving landfilling within an
area of the site. Based on this evidence, Gelsmar went to the
documents to determine the reason for the presence of the ship
across several water lots. This historical research then identified
economic ties between the various water lot owners. This is an
example of where archaeology provided a line of inquiry that would
most likely not have been followed if the landfilling process
within the 175 Water Street Site had been studied only through
historical research.

The filling techniques at the 175 Water Street Site not only
represented site-specific eighteenth-century fill procedures, but
also demonstrated a continuation "or readaptation of ancient
European solutions to similar situations" (Geismar 1983:708). In
her comparison of fills used in New York and among sites in
medieval and early renaissance Europe, Geismar found that garbage
was the universal fill.

Geismar was generally successful in addressing the project's
research issues. This may be due to the site-specific nature of
the questions posed. Geismar did not attempt to use the landfill
to examine aspects of the city's economic and social structure, as
was attempted by Rockman et al. (1983). However, on Site 1 of the
Washington Street Urban Renewal Area, located on the Hudson River,
Geismar did attempt to examine landfill in the context of city-
wide social attitudes toward public health (Louis Berger &
Associates, Inc. 1987b). During fieldwork, the differences between
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the fill within Site I 4nd the fill £hit had been recorded on
landfill sites along the East River became obvious. Site 1
contained few artifacts in its fill compared to the East River
sites. It was hypothesized that these differences were due more to
time than location. Site 1 was dated to the first two decades of
the nineteenth century, while the East River sites dated from the
eighteenth century to the first decade of the nineteenth century.

What occurred within the city between the filling dates of the East
River sites and Site 1 that would explain these differences in the
fills, and what social attitudes may have influenced these
differences? These were two of the research questions posed in the
Site 1 project. Combining the results of historical research and
analysis of materials recovered from Site 1's fill soils, Geismar
found that the differences between the Hudson River site and the
East River sites "may reflect the imposition of city ordinances and
laws; these were controls instituted to protect the health of a
burgeoning population and maintain a viable workforce" (Geismar
1986:1). These ordinances and laws were created after the East
River sites had been filled; thus time was a factor in the
differences among the sites. The Site 1 project was successful in
addressing its research objectives. As with the 175 Water Street
Site, the study of the landfill soils present in Site 1 led
researchers back to the historic record to explain the patterns
observed in the archaeclogical record.

The Barclays Bank Site was the last landfill site investigated
before work began on the Assay Site. The research topic involving
landfill soils within the Barclays Site attempted to synthesize
the results of the earlier archaeological projects in 1lower
Manhattan. A hypothesis was posed that the process of landfilling
within the block would be the same as for contemporanecus landfill
sites, but different from that of later fill sites (Louis Berger
& Associates, Inc. 1987a).

Table 6.2, which is from the Barclays Bank Site report, was used
to compare the overall characteristics of the New York City
landfill sites. Data on the frequency of artifact groups within the
fill soils were available from the 175 Water Street Site, Site 1
of the Washington Street Urban Renewal Area, the Barclays Bank
Site, and the Assay Site. Figures 6.1 and 6.2 summarize these
artifact frequencies. Based on the data presented in the table and
the two figures, and on the overall results of these projects, it
appears that seventeenth-century landfill sites did have much in
common 1in terms of the types of fill retaining structures used
and the speed with which the sites were filled.

The 1later Site 1, however, was also filled quickly. Anocther
similarity between the earlier East River sites and Site 1 was the
evidence of fill soils from leveling of natural features within the
city's landscape. Thus, the Barclays Site research indicated that
similar characteristics occur among sites of different time periods
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and different locations within the city. However, the proportions
of artifact classes within the fills of the sites are variable. It
was posed that this varlablllty may be related to site- spec1f1c
histories, and in the case of Site 1, time.

The Barclays Bank project was successful in addressing its research
objectives that dealt with landfill soils. However, the Barclays
Site research was strictly descriptive, examining patterning among
the various sites, but not attempting to explain, with historical
and archaeological data, the observed patterns.
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TABLE 6.2

' COMPARISON OF NEW YORK CITY LANDFILL SITES
(from Louls Berger & Associates, Inc. 1987a, Table VIII.14, Page VIII-27)

~

Fill Deposits Fill Constructions
Native
American Clean Sand Stone Retain- | Wooden Features Bulk—
Site and Date of Landfilling Garbagel Ballash Artifacts or Barth ing Walls Piers, Wharves, etc.| head | Ship
64 Pearl Streetl X X X X X - - -
Late 17th century
7 Hanover Square? X X X 7 X .2 - -
Late 17th century
Barclays Bank Site X X X - X X - -
Late 17th century
oid slip? X - ? X - X - -
18th century (Limited excavations)
< Schermerhorn Row3 X - ? ? - X - -
T{ 1Bth century (Limited excavations}
\O .
17% Water Street3 X X X - - X X X
18th century
209 Water Street3 X - ? - - - - X
18th century (Limited éxcavations)
Telco Block Sited X X X X - X X -
18th Century
Assay Site? X X - X - X X -
Late 18th - early 19th century
Site 1, Washington X - X X - X - -
street Urban Renewal hrea?
Late 18th - early 19th century

1. pickman and Rothschild 1982
2, Geismar 1986, Table 3, Page V-2 and 3
3. Geismar 1983, Table 5.4, Page 707

Table dons nol include fast ~ land sites
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So, what has been the contribution of archaeological landfill
studies, as seen in these projects from New York City? Most have
provided information on site-specific developmental histories. Few
have attempted to use archaeological data from landfill to describe
and explain the social and economic character of the city and how
these aspects of the city changed through time. This was one of the
objectives of the Telco project, but this goal was not achieved by
using archaeological data.

The contributions of archaeological research of landfill, in terms

of increasing ocur knowledge of urban lifeways and processes, do not

appear to be extensive. Of all of the above studies, only the 175
Water Street project resulted in "new" information, i.e., how water
lot owners cooperated in the landfilling process. This information
was based on archaeological data. Historic records were used only
to confirm the economic connection of the water lot owners. If the
ship had not been found, then this cooperative effort among the
owners might not have been investigated. It should be pointed out
that analysis of landfill soils was not a factor in the development
of this "new" information. The results of the 175 Water Street

project confirm the importance of studying waterfront structures,

but not the fill soils.

The utility of using landfill soils in research that is not site-
specific can also be evaluated by addressing Research Question 3,
posed in Chapter II. The question is as follows:

Is the content and configuration of each eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century landfill site, along the U.S eastern
seaboard, different, and is this diversity linked to site-
specific circumstances?

The previous chapter has shown that site-specific circumstances
seem to be the primary factor in determining the configuration of
wharves, bulkheads, and other waterfront structures dating prior
to the third decade of the nineteenth century. Alsc, there may be
some clustering of construction techniques by region. Time, and
the urban economic and social processes that change through time,
do not appear to be factors. With the current data base, it is not
possible to determine whether engineering aspects of these
structures (i.e., wood joining) change through time. Also, the link
between the economic function of a structure and the engineering
features used cannot be identified. These outstanding issues will
need to be addressed through future, detailed studies of these
waterfront structures.

What about the fill soils within these sites? Almost all of the
archaeological reports used in this study note that "garbage" or
"refuse" was present in the fill. However, the quantities of
different classes of materials are generally not noted, except for
some of the New York City sites. The Telco researchers calculated
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the volume of artifacts within various categories of fill found in
the site (Rockman et al. 1983:78-80). Clean soils and soils with
redeposited refuse were identified. The trash-laden deposits
contained refuse from tanneries that would have been located along
the waterfront. This tannery refuse was also mixed with both
domestic and commercial materials from other sources (Rockman et
al. 1983:78).

Figures 6.1 and 6.2 present information on the content of landfill
soils within other New York City sites. The proportions of various
artifact classes have also been calculated for the Assay Site
(Table 6.3). Given the way the rough-sort analyses were perfcormed
on the Assay Site landfill contexts, it is not possible to include
counts for leather.

TABLE 6.3

PERCENTAGE OF CERAMICS, GLASS, BONE, AND FLORAL
MATERIALS FROM ASSAY SITE LANDFILL

Test Cut Ceramics Glass Faunal Floral
J Test Cuts 65% 31% 2% 2%
N Test Cuts 80% 15% 4% 1%
X Test Cuts 42% 36% 15% 7%
R Test Cut 93% 5% 1% 1%

The crown glass counts are not included in Table 6.3. As noted
earlier, crown glass was most frequent in the J and X test cuts.

Table 6.3 shows variation among the landfill soils within the site.
Each area of the site appears to represent different depositional
events, associated with the dumping of broken ceramics (Test Cut
R and the J test cuts), broken crown glass and bottle glass (the
J and X test cuts), and possibly domestic refuse (the N test cuts,
and possibly the X test cuts as shown in the proportion of hone,
though the bone count is only 84).

When compared to the sites represented in Figures 6.1 and 6.2, the
Assay Site has the highest proportion of ceramics. The occurrence
of the large crown glass deposits within the Assay Site is another
difference. Also, the Assay Site exhibits the lowest proportions
of faunal remains. Similarities among the sites can be seen in the
proportions of glass within some of the Assay test cuts and one of
the 175 Water Street contexts. These same proportions of glass are
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also found in the two Site 1 contexts; however, the counts for
glass from Site 1 are much smaller than the counts for the Assay
and 175 Water Street sites.

These comparisons, as well as the results of the Telco study, all
indicate a diversity in the content of fill soils among the sites.
This diversity also occurs within the sites themselves, as is
evident from the Telco, Assay, and 175 Water Street sites. Part of
the diversity among the sites is clearly due to temporal factors,
such as the implementation of ordinances and laws concerning trash
disposal (Geismar 1986). However, this diversity appears to be
linked more to the type of activities that occurred around the area
to be filled. This is best exemplified by the Assay Site, which
contained several different landfill deposits adjacent to the
wharves, within the wharves, and in the center of the site. The
types of artifacts within these many deposits indicated separate
dumpings from different commercial and domestic activities, and a
combination: of these activities.

Based on the artifact content of the landfill soils from these
sites, it appears that each site, dating prior to the early
nineteenth century, is unique. If the sites represent unigque
landfilling activities, then how can the materials from these
landfill contexts be used tc examine social and economic events and
processes of a city? In order to examine changes in material
consumption patterns within New York City as a whole, GCI assumed
that the artifacts from the Assay Site's fill deposits represented
the city's general material culture. However, this approach has
serious methodological flaws. During the period in which the Assay
Site was filled, Manhattan's population grew from 33 thousand to
60 thousand individuals (Albion 1239). To consider these thousands
of individuals as a single social entity, i.e., "the city," ignores
the results of extensive historical research which has identified
the social and economic diversity of this and other urban
populations {(cf. Abbott 1974; Albion 1939; Wilkenfeld 1973, 1976).

These factors touch on anocther fundamental problem with the use of
landfill soils in addressing research issues not specific to a
particular site. We generally do not know where the artifacts in
the £ill came from. Thus, these deposits cannot be used in the same
fashion as deposits from urban or rural lets on fast land, in which
the recovered materials can be linked to specific households or
businesses, or class of household or business.

So the question remains: What should be studied on future landfill
sites? Based on this review, it is recommended that landfill soils
be used only to describe the specific depositional histories of the
sites under investigation. If unusual artifact deposits are found,
such as from a china dump, then specialized studies can be
performed as a means of increasing our understanding of these
artifact types. For example, work by Janowitz and Stehling (1986)
on ceramics from china dumps from two New York sites provided new

VI-14




,

information on the range of decorations and forms available among
relychrome pearlwares 1mported into the ¢ity. This type of ware is
rarely illustrated or discussed in the available literature
(Janowitz and Stehling 1986:12). Also, if artifacts that rarely
occur in fast land contexts are recovered from landfill, then these
materials should be studied more fully since they represent
important archaeeological data for culture studies. Dutch artifacts,
for example, are found in fast land contexts in the city, but the
number of sites containing these types of materials is quite low.
Recovery of such materials from landfill soils would provide
additional information for studies of Dutch ceramics, pipes, tiles,
etc., in terms cf the Dutch period "decorative arts." It should
be noted that the scope of a detailed material culture or
"decorative arts" study is wusually beyond the scope of a
compliance-related cultural resource investigation. Such research

can best be accomplished within an academic or research
institution.

Based on the results of these archaeological investigations of
landfill sites, it appears that materials and soils from landfill
are most suited to site-specific research. In terms of field
methods to be used, only a representative sample of landfill soils
needs to be obtained from these sites, given the low information
Yield of these types of deposits when compared to contexts directly
associated with residential, commercial, and industrial activities.
This sample can be easily retrieved through machine-excavated
trenches. Since the primary goal of this sampling is to record the
landfill depositional history of the site, the level of effort
expended 1in analyzing the artifacts from landfill should not be
comparable to the 1level of effort expended in sampling post-
landfill occupational deposits. If unusual clusters of artifacts
are identified in landfill soils, such as a china dump, then
alternative excavation methods, such as hand-dug units, may be used
if the landfill environment is stable and shallow enough for the
safe retrieval of these materials.
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VII. RESEARCH POTENTIAL OF THE ASSAY SITE

A. INTRODUCTION

The research potentlal of the Assay artifact collection has not
been exhausted in the present project, and the collection remains
a major resource for future scholarly studies. This chapter
presents several research issues that can be addressed by other
scholars. The most obvious component of the collection which is
suitable for more in-depth analysis is the artifact assemblage from
Feature 18 in Lot 6.

B. THE FEATURE 18 ASSEMBLAGE

This feature represents the best preserved deposit attributable to
domestic occupations. The materials in this feature appear to be
from three sources: the Ming cooperage (ca. 1789-17%92), the Jochn
Elsworth boarding house (ca. 1799), and the Courtlandt VanBeuren
household (ca. 1801-1812). To use the Feature 18 artifacts, it will
be necessary to conduct additional analyses of the collection in
order to sort out the historical associations of the artifacts.

This may be accomplished through different types of analyses. LBA
recommends a more extensive cross-mending of ceramics and glass
from within the feature and from soils both beneath the feature and
in Feature 28 in Lot 7. This cross-mending may identify discrete
depositional events within what now appears to be one large
unstratified context. It should be noted that LBA's preliminary
analyses have shown that there is a clustering of ceramic ware
types and forms in different contexts within the feature. It may
also be wuseful to conduct computer-generated distributional
analyses of the types, subtypes, and forms of all artifacts in the
feature. These analyses would provide a mechanism for detailing
spatial relationships of various artifacts which could indicate
separate depositional events. These events could then be linked to
specific historical associations within Lots 6 and 7.

If materials within the feature can be confidently linked to the
VanBeuren occupation, LBA recommends the following research
strategy. First, historical research should ke undertaken to
define the household's relative economic position. This can be
accomplished by determining the household's taxable wealth, with
reference to city-wide surveys that provide decile rankings for the
early nineteenth century. Research should also be undertaken to
define the composition of the household and provide informaticn on
its life cycle. Federal census records will provide minimum
information on the household, and this can be supplemented by other
sources such as church records So far, no commercial papers
relating to the VanBeuren grocery have been located, either at the
New York Historical Society or the New York Public Library. It is
possible that the household was part of the soccially and
politically prominent VanBeuren family, or part of the Van

VII-1



Courtlandt family. Secondary sources dealing with these elite
families should be reviewed.

Archaeological analyses should then focus on examination of the
formation processes or refuse dlsposal patterns that characterize
the deposit. Most important, ceramic cross-~mending with surrounding
contexts, particularly those in adjacent Lot 7, will be necessary
to determine the type of refuse context represented by the
collection and what systemic event or events created the deposit.

The Feature 18 assemblage contains a large faunal collection. These
materials can be used in several lines of inquiry, dependlng on the
historical source of the materials. If these faunal remains are
linked to the boarding house, then a comparative analysis can be
conducted with faunal materials from mid-nineteenth-century
boarding houses in Lowell, Massachusetts (cf. Beaudry and Mrozowski
1987a, 1987b). The I@well houses were associated with workers
within the Boott Mills textile manufacturing complex. If the faunal
materials are associated with the VanBeuren household, then an
economic scaling of meat cuts, following the Schulz and Gust method
(1983), can be undertaken. Since food generally accounted for a
much higher proportion of the household budget than ceramics, it
is thought that economic scaling based on dietary remains w111
provide a more sensitive reflection of household spending patterns.

Upon completion of the various historical and archaeological
analyses, comparisons should be made between the VanBeuren dep051ts
and contemporaneous deposits from other sites. There are six
deposits, dating between the 1780s to the 1820s, assignable to
specific households in Manhattan (cf. Louis Berger & Associlates,
Inc. 1987a: Table VIII.1l), and this sample can be expanded by use
of sites in other cities.

This more detailed analysis of the Feature 18 assemblage should be
performed in the context of developing and testing models of
consumer behavior. GCI's orlglnal research design presents such a
model which can be tested using materials from the feature and
possibly other contexts within the Assay Site. This model exanmines
the domestic deposits in terms of the emergence of the family
consumer economy, during the Federal period. At this time, the
family moves from being a unit of production to one concerned with
consumption. This shift invelves several factors, including the
separation of home and work place, and the emergence of the
"women's sphere" (Henn and.Wall to Baugher, April 4, 1984; and cf.

Wall 1987).

This shift has been examined by historians; however, another avenue
of research would be the material manifestation of this shift. If
a link between material culture (i.e., the gquantity, quality, and
diversity of ceramic, glass, floral, and faunal assemblages) and
this shift in the structure and role of the family can be defined,
then artifacts from the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
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centuries can be used to mgeasure when this shift actually occurred
and how it is expressed'among diffefent’ types of families (e.q.
families of different social classes).

If the initial analysis of the Feature 18 deposits does not
identify distinct strata or clusterings of artifacts but determines
that the dep051ts are totally mixed, then the research value of the
assemblages is diminished. As noted in earlier chapters, it is
extremely important to identify the historical context of materials
under investigation. The p0551b1e origins of the artifacts in
Feature 18 are very different in terms of their "systemic context"
(cf. Schiffer 1972). As a result, it would not be possible to
explain any patterning within the assemblage, as the observed
patterning might have resulted from activities within the boarding
house, the cooperage, the VanBeuren household, or a combination of
these.

C. THE CROWN GLASS DEPOSIT

Lot 41 contained a large crown glass deposit within the landfill.

The city directories show that the water lots on this block had
been sold and filled between 1785 and 1804. Lot 41 had been built
on and occupied by 1808. During this time period, the American
glass industry was just beginning, with the bulk of window glass
still being imported from England; and most of the imported window
glass was already pre-cut. The predominance, within this deposit,
of disc edges and bull's-eyes exhibiting cut marks suggests that
this glass was made domestically. In addition, the glass is similar
in appearance to examples of window glass known to have been made
in New Jersey and Pennsylvania. These data peint to a glassmaker
within the vicinity of the Assay Site. This local manufacturer
appears to have used this waterfront location as a place to dump
waste materials from the glassworks. Only by closely examining the
glass, however, can the question of its origin be resolved.

The crowh glass deposit contains approximately 170,000 fragments.
These includes bull's- eyes, edges, and body fragments. Some of the
pieces clearly show scoring and cut edges. Angles are also present
on several pieces. In appearance the glass has a greenish tint and
a good clarity.

The crown glass deposit appears to represent the remains of work
done by local craftsmen, and in this respect it is unique in New
York City and should be more fully described. The glass fragments
clearly show the pattern of cutting panes from the discs. In
addition, traces of a tin-mercury coating are present on some of
the edges, suggesting that mirrors were being made of crown glass.

In order to verify that this glass was in fact domestically
produced, it is suggested that trace analysis be done on similar
glass of known provenience (0lin and Sayre 1974). This would
require obtaining samples of window glass from the glass regions
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of England and France as well as examples of locally produced
window glass from the New York metropolitan area. Several glass
houses sprang up in New York and New Jersey during the first two
decades of the nineteenth century, and samples from some of these
could be used both for visual comparison and trace analysis.

Historical research on glassworks within the city and vicinity
should also be conducted as part of the investigation of this crown
glass deposit.

D. WOODEN ARTIFACTS

The great range of wooden objects from the Assay Site provides an
opportunity to study the types of wood used during the early to
mid-nineteenth century, the manufacturing techniques employed, and
the nature of the wood artifacts themselves. Wood is an ideal
material from which to fashion things because of its soft nature.
Wear marks are left on the surface of the wood as a result of
manufacturing, and learning to identify the characteristic marks
of specific tools can lead to information about manufacturing
techniques. In order to recognize specific wear marks on wood it
is necessary to investigate written sources and to observe crafters
using the tools of the period.

Thin sectioning is a method used for identifying wood species. It
may also be used to identify the point of origin for certain types
of wood, for example English versus American oaks. A good
application of this method would be with the Ming cooperade
deposit. According to the city directories the Ming cooperage
existed on Lot 7 from 1789 to 1795. It left behind wood chips in
the wood privies in Lot 6 and Lot 7. These wood chips are the
physical remains of activities within the cooperage. A preliminary
examination has shown that these chips bear the marks of the tools
used to create them. Thus, it might be possible to identify not
only the wood types but also the methods of manufacture. In
addition, the relationship of the wooden artifacts from some of the
deposits to Ming's cooperage as the place of manufacture could be
investigated.

Some of the wood artifacts within the BAssay collection are
retrievable by their computer codes; however, many others are not
highlighted. Therefore, the first task in this study would be to
go through the collection and sort out a selection of suitable
artifact types. A good starting place for locating wooden artifacts
would be the conserved wood samples which were boxed separately.
The best approach for categorizing the artifacts would be to divide
them into broad categories such as the following: Structural--
pilings, planks, wooden boxes, barrel cisterns, wharves, spread
footers; Commercial--block and tackles, pulleys, wood chips,
barrels, tools; Domestic--handles, furniture parts, scrub brushes,
toys, spoons. The artifacts would need to be identified, analyzed
by wood type, and examined for tool marks.
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E. FAUNAL AND FLORAL MATERTALS. g

Faunal and floral analyses provide the most information when
applied to deposits whose characteristics have been previously
established through artifact analysis. In other words, a deposit
whose temporal parameters and type of occupation (residential,
commercial, or mixed) and depositional context (yard deposit,
feature fill, landfill) are already known, is the most appropriate
for zooarchaeological and ethnobotanical studies. Several deposits
from the Assay Site have the potential to meet these reguirements:
the wood privies in Lots 6 and 7; the stone-lined privies from Lots
6, 7, and 8; the warehouse floor in Lot 9; and the barrel cistern
in Lot 43.

The faunal and floral collections from these deposits could be used
in further research concerning both foodways and site formation
processes. As a first step in any analysis, the faunal and floral
materials will have to be identified. To date, most of the faunal
remains have simply been counted .and most of the floral material
and shell has only been weighed, without identification or
separation by class or species regardless of the type of deposit.
The exceptions to this are depositional units that have fairly
clear historical associations (i.e., the warehouse in Lot 9 and the
wood privy in Lot 6, though the specific historical association of
depositional contexts within the latter will require very detailed
cross-mend analyses).

The area of foodways ("foodways" defined in the broadest sense as
what people ate, how they prepared and served food, where the food
was obtained, etc.) could be investigated through the examination
of bones, fish scales, seeds, shells, and nuts, from appropriate
contexts and from selected soll samples. For instance, the
domestic deposits from the privies in Lots 6 and 7 might reflect
the daily diets of middle or upper class New Yorkers while the
warehouse materials would show what was available for sale. These
two deposits could be compared and contrasted.

The presence or absence and type of bones, shells, seeds, nuts,
and fish scales within a given deposit can provide information
about site formation processes. Faunal and floral materials are
generally disposed of by households on a daily basis while other
types of cultural materials are disposed of periodically. The
state of preservation of floral and faunal materials (when compared
to artifacts such as ceramic tablewares and glassware) can help
determine whether contexts contain primary, secondary, tertiary,
de facto, and/or displaced refuse deposits.

The minimum level of analysis required for these features should
include identifying species and element; examining modifications,
including types and locations of butchering marks, gnaw marks;
researching evidence of cooking techniques; and identifying
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indications of the use of bone in manufacturing (such as button
blanks, partially completed handles, and horn cores).

F. CHINA SHOP DEPOSITS

The Assay Site assemblage also includes two concentrations of
creamwares and pearlwares, which may be "dumps" within landfill
coils. These ceramics may represent vessels either damaged in
transport or in china shop accidents. The deposits, Cx 839 from
Test Cut J6 and several contexts from Test Cut R within Test Trench
East, consist of thousands of sherds. Similar deposits have been
found at the 7 Hanover Square and 175 Water Street sites (Janowitz
and Pipes 1983; Stehling and Janowitz 1986). At these two latter
sites, it was possible to correlate the dumped ceramics with nearby
china shops. Analysis of the ceramics from these dumps provided new
information on the range of decorations and forms that were
available among polychrome pearlwares imported into the city. This
type of ware is rarely illustrated or discussed in the available
literature (Janowitz and Stehling 1986:12). :

The sherds from the two Assay Site deposits should be marked and
then sorted by ware type and pattern and cross-mended in order to
determine the range of forms and decorations present. Any
observable makers' marks and identifiable patterns will add
precision to the dating. It is expected that this assemblage, when
combined with information from the Hanover Square and Water Street
dumps, will help in the study of the late eighteenth- and early
nineteenth-century ceramics trade between Great Britain and New
York City.

G. GENERAL SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER ANALYSES

The artifacts from the features, with the exception of the
warehouse and the wood privy in Lot 6, received an intermediate
level of analysis; but those from non-feature contexts were
subjected only to a preliminary rough-sort analysis (see Chapter
II). If these contexts are to be used to address future research
cohcerns, then the materials in these contexts should be subjected
to more detailed analyses than were possible within the parameters
of the current study.

The ceramics from non-feature deposits were separated by size and
then those sherds two inches or greater were sorted by general
categories of whiteware, ironstone, porcelain, creamware, etc. (see
Chapter II) in order to provide rough date ranges. The ware types
into which they were sorted were general and did not specify
differences within each type. Other unusual ware types were counted
and placed in the "other" category. These artifacts could be
further analyzed to at least the intermediate level, which would
include information about decoration, makers' marks, form, and
function.
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Glass from the features received an intermediate level of analysis,
but non-feature glass was simply counted. ‘Glass from the site could
be analyzed at the intermediate level and the glass from the
features could be cross-mended and attempts made to determine
ninimum numbers of vessels.

The small finds/architectural artifacts from the non-feature
contexts were separated into non-diagnostic, diagnostic, and
architectural groups and counted. The small finds/architectural
artifacts from feature deposits received an abbreviated
intermediate level of analysis. These artifacts could be given a
complete intermediate level of analysis. More intensive research
would be helpful for several well-represented classes of artifacts:
buttons, cloth, bale seals, window leads, ship-related artifacts,
and the assemblage associated with the bottom of the wharf. The
latter deposit has good research potential, given the quantity and
range of whole items present. However, before artifacts from the
riverbottom deposits can be used in any type of research, it will
be necessary to confidently define the depositional context
represented by these materials. For example, Are the artifacts from
this location the result of dumping from docked ships, from
residences adjacent to the wharves, and/or from businesses on and
adjacent to the wharves? LBA's preliminary examination of the
riverbottom contexts adjacent to the North-South wharves and
Bache's Wharf suggests that materials associated with the wooden
privies in Lots 6 and 7 are present in these riverbottom soils.
Therefore, the assemblages from the latter context and from the two
features should be examined for this possible linkage. If this
connection can be established, then materials from the riverbottom
next to the wharves could be included in the consumer behavior
studies involving the Lot 6 and 7 assemblages.

H. SUMMARY

These are just a few of the research issues that could be addressed
with the Assay Site collection. As noted in Chapter II, many of
these research topics fall within the purview of acadenic
institutions, where the institutional framework allows researchers
the time and resources to grapple with the major methodological and
theoretical issues that must be addressed when attempting to
examine broad research domains (e.qg., the changing role of women
within nineteenth-century households) or detailed, material-
specific analyses (e.g., studies of hand-painted pearlware
ceramics, crown glass, or wooden artifacts). It should be
remembered that historical research and artifact analyses on a
mandated archaeological data recovery program must be completed
quickly and at a reasonable cost. The primary variable that forces
this work to be completed in a timely manner is the Certificate of
Occupancy (C of 0). The report on the data recovery program must
be completed and approved by municipal review agencies before the
C of 0 is given. Research deadlines within academic institutions
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are much later, and more flexible, than those in contract
situations. :

Mandated archaeclogical work provides a beginning point for more
in-depth research. Research by Wall (1987) is an excellent example.
This is not to say that contract archaeology projects should not
attempt to conduct research on the social and economic processes
that characterized American society, and on the specific material
culture and decorative arts of this society. However, these
projects should not attempt to examine topics that are beyond (a)
the reach of both the artifacts and features contained within a
site, and (b) the methods readily available to analyze these
artifact and features. Care must also be taken to avoid research
strategies that cannot be successfully examined in the often rushed
context of contract archaeclogy.

Thus, the full research potential of the Assay Site, Barclays Bank
Site, 175 Water Street Site, Telco Block, 7 Hanover Square, and
other New York <City projects, has yet to be realized. This
realization can occur only as a result of future studies of these
sites by scholars from local and regional universities and research
institutions.
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APPENDIX 1

RESUMES OF PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATORS



NAME :

EDUCATION:

PROFESSIONAL
AFFILIATIONS:

EXPERIENCE:

1989 to *
Present

1983 to 1989 *

RESUME

Terry H. Klein

M.A., Anthropoleogy, Southern Illinois University,
1979. B.A., Anthropology, University of Arizona,
1974.

Society for American Archaeology

Society for Historical Archaeology
Council' for Northeast Historical Archaeology
Professional Archaeologists of New York City
Society of Professional Archaeologists

Chief, Cultural Resources, Southeast Region,
Cultural Resource Group, Louis Berger & Associates,
Inc.

Administrative Manager, Cultural Resource Studies
for North Carolina Department of Transportation.
Management and review of archaeological and historic
architectural investigations for 32 Department of
Transportation projects throughout North Carolina.

Project Director, Phase III Data Recovery of the
Raleigh-Gaston Roundhouse in Raleigh, for the North
Carolina Department of Administration.

Assistant Director and Senior Archaeologist,
Cultural Resource Group, Louls Berger & Associates,
Inc.

Administrative Manager, Indefinite Quantity Option
Contract for Federal Bureau of Prisons. Survey,
testing and data recovery of cultural resources
throughout the United States.

Adninistrative Manager, Indefinite Quantity Option

Contract for Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation, Harrisburg. Phase I, II and III
cultural resources investigations threughout
Pennsylvania.

Principal Investigator, Phase II Investigations of
the Fountain-Moucquin House Site, Fort Wadsworth,
Staten Island, New York, for the Department of the
Navy, Northern Division. Site was an eighteenth and
nineteenth century farmstead/suburban residence.
Testing examined yard deposits, building foun-
dations, and a prehistoric component.



1581 to 1983 =

Principal Investigator, Cultural ‘Resource
Investigations of the Hamlin Historic Archaeological
Site, Warren County, New Jersey, for the New Jersey
Department of Transportation. Site was a late-
eighteenth, early-nineteenth century farm,
containing midden deposits and a complex of
structural features.

Principal Investigator, Cultural Resource Overview
and Master Plan, Fort Hamilton and Fort Totten, New
York, for Mid-Atlantic Office, National Park
Service. Project involved developing prehistoric
and historic overviews, conducting archaeoclogical
and architectural inventories, and writing a
management plan for the two military facilities.

Principal Investigator, Phase I, II, and III,
Archaeological and Historical Investigation of a
block in the Christina Gateway Project, Wilmington,
Delaware, for the City of Wilmington. Block con-
tained privy/wells dating from late eighteenth to
late nineteenth century.

Co-Principal Investigator, Phase II Archaeological
Investigation of Site 1, Washington Street Urban
Renewal Area, for Shearson Lehman/American Express
and the New York City ©Public Development
Corporation. Site contained nineteenth century
landfill constructions and foundry remains.

Co-Principal Investigator, Phase II and III,
Archaeological and Historical Investigations of the
Barclays Bank, 100 Water Street Site, Manhattan, for
the London and Leeds Corporation. Site contained
late seventeenth century landfill deposits and
features and remains of eighteenth century domestic
occupations.

Project Director, Archaeological Investigations for
Peacekeeper Environmental Impact Assessment
Cheyenne, Wyomlng Project consisted of survey and
testing of historic and prehistoric resources with
historic Fort D.A. Russell and area surrounding
Cheyenne.

Senior Archaeologist and Acting Branch Manager,
Soil Systems, Inc., Wilmington, Delaware.

Georgia Power Bartletts Ferry Electric Generating
Project, Harris County, Georgia. Survey and testing
of 112 acre tract for proposed borrow pit. Conducted
test excavations on two early to late nineteenth
century farmsteads.
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1581 *

1578 to 1980 *

General Services Administration Federal Building
Site, Jamaica,* Queens County, New York. Served as
Principal. Investigator for testing of portions of
a city block. Site contained late eighteenth to
early twentieth century cultural resources.

Georgia Power Vogtle-Wadley Transmission Line
Testing, Burke and Jefferson Counties, Georgia.
Testing of four prehistoric sites dating from the
Early Archaic to Mississippian Periods.

Georgia-Power Vogtle-Wadley Transmission Line
Survey, Burke and Jefferson Counties, Georgia.
Survey of 22 miles of a proposed transmission line.

Columbia Gas Pipeline Survey, Orange County, New
York. Survey of two miles of proposed pipeline.
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co.

Tennessee Gas Transmission Co. Pipeline Survey:
Survey of 150 miles of proposed pipelines in New

Jersey, Pennsylvania, New York, Massachusetts, and
New Hampshire. .

Staff Archaeologist, Thunderbird Research
Corporation.

Participated in the excavation of a large Woodland
site in the Shenandoah River Valley.

Director, Alexandria Regional Preservation
Office.

Directed a comprehensive archival and archaeological
survey of Alexandria, Virginia, and contributed to
an archaeclogical preservation plan for the city.
Conducted Environmental Impact Surveys.

Taught courses in survey techniques.

Lectured to community groups.

Participated in workshops on the Federal Resource
Protection Planning Process.

1977 to 1978 * Archaeologist, National Register of Historic

Places, Heritage Conservation and Recreation
Service.



1976 to 1977 *

1875 *

Reviewed State and Federal National Register
nominations and determinations of eligibility for
archaeological properties, provided professional
staff support and assisted in the preparation of
National Register program guidelines and reviewing
reports.

Archaeologist, Interagency Archaeological
Services, Office of Archaeclogy and Historic
Preservation.

Reviewed reports and policy documents originating
in the office, reviewed determinations of no adverse
effect requests, and researched coal strip mining
and its impact on cultural resources.

Coordinated a pilot bibliography project in which
five states were contracted to create bibliographies
and maps on all Federally derived archaeological
reports within their respective states.

Research Assistant, Black Mesa Archaeological
Project, Southern Illinois University, Carbondale.

Conducted original research using data from Black
Mesa, Arizona.

Analyzed excavation and laboratory data from two
sites on Black Mesa.

Assistant Crew Chief, Black Mesa Archaeoclogical
Project, Kaventa, Arizona.

Supervised students and Navajo workmen and directed
a small crew for surveying and recording sites in
the area.

Research Assistant, Star Lake Archaeological
Project, Southern Illinois University, Carbondale.

Analyzed prehistoric and protchistoric ceramics from
Star Lake in northwest New Mexico.

Survey Crew Member, Black Mesa Archaeological
Project, Kayenta, Arizona.

Principal recorder for a survey crew on Black Mesa.

University of Arizona, Graduate Archaeological Field
School, Grasshopper, Arizona.

Participated in the excavaticn of a large Mogollon
site.
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1974

PUBLICATIONS:

le87

1883

1979

1977

University of Arizona, Undergraduate Archaeological
Field School. Snowflake, Arizona.

Participated in the excavation of a small pueblo in
the Hay Hollow Valley. ’

Nineteenth-Century Households and Consumer Behavior
in Wilmington, Delaware. Co-authored with Charles
H. LeeDecker, Cheryl A. Holt, and Amy Friedlander.
In Socio-economic Status and Consumer Choices:
Perspectives in Historical Archaeology edited by
Suzanne Spencer-Wood. Plenum Publishing Corp., New
York.

A Public Consumption Report, Archaeological
Investigations at the Wilmington Boulevard, New
Castle County, Delaware. Co-authored with Amy
Friedlander. Delaware Department of Transportation
Archaeology Series 12. Dover, Delaware.

Management of the Past: Balancing Scientific and
Community Needs. In Approaches to Preserving a

City's Past. Alexandria Urban Archaeology Progran,
Alexandria, Virginia. '

The Anasazi Adaptation: Star ILake as Chacoan
Hinterland. Co-authored with Walter Wait. In The
Star lake Archaeological Proiject: Anthropoloay of
a Headwater Area of Chaco Wash, New Mexico. Edited
by Walter Wait and Ben Nelson. Southern Illinois
University Press, Carbondale.

A Manual for Urban Survey. Alexandria Papers in
Urban Archaeology, No. 1. Alexandria Archaeology
Research Center, Alexandria, Virginia.

IAS Begins Bibliography Project. 11593 Vol. 4 No.
1 Urban Archaeology, No. 1. Alexandria Archaeology
Research Center, Alexandria, Virginia. :

Methods for Perceiving Social Group Size Chandge on
Black Mesa, Arizona. M.A. thesis on file, Department
of Anthropology, Southern Illinois University,
Carbondale.

IAS Begins Bibliography Project. 11593 Vol. 2, No.
5. Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation,
National Park Service.



Contributor to: Excavations on Black Mesa, 1976: A

Preliminary Report, edited by Stephen Plog.
Archaeological Service Report, No. 50, Southern
Illinois University, Carbondale.

CONTRACT REPORTS:

1987

1986

1985

1984

1283

Druggists, Craftsmen, and Merchants of Pearl and
Water Streets, New York: The Barclays Bank Site.
Editor and Senior Author. Louis Berger & Associates,
Inc, East Orange, New Jersey.

The Hamlin Site, 1780-1856: A Study of Rural

Consumer _ Behavior. Editor. Louis Berger &
Associates, Inc., East Orange, New Jersey.

Nineteenth-Century Wilminocton Households: The
Christina Gateway Project. Editor. Louis Berger &
Asscociates, Inc., East Orange, New Jersey.

Phase 1T Historical and Archaeclogical
Investigations of the Fountain-Mouguin House Site

- {AO85-01-0007), Fort Wadsworth, Staten Island, New

York. Editor and Senior Author. Louis Berger &
Associates, Inc., East Orange, New Jersey.

A Cultural Resource Overview and Management Plan,
For U.S. Army Property Fort Hamilton, Brooklyn, New
York Fort Totten, Queens, New York. Editor. Louils
Berger & Associates, Inc., East Orange, New Jersey.

Final Archaeological Investigations at Wilmington
Boulevard-Monroe Street to King Street, Wilmington,
New Castle County, Delaware. Co-editor with Patrick
Garrow. DelDOT Archaeoclogy Series 29. Delaware
Department of Transportation, Dover.

Phase I Study of a Block Between Third, Fourth,
King, and French Streets, Wilmington, Delaware.
Co-author with Amy Friedlander, Lucinda Foss, and
Charles LeeDecker. Louis Berger & Associates, Inc.,
East Orange, New Jersey.

An Archaeological and Historical Assessment of the
Barclays Bank Site, 100 Water Street, New York, New
York. Co-author with Amy Friedlander. Louis Berger
& Associates, Inc., East Orange, New Jersey.

Cultural Resource Survey and Testing of the
Bartletts Ferry Electric Generating Project, Harris
County, Georgia. Senior author, Soil Systems, Inc.,
Marietta, Georgia.



+

1982

1981

;‘ﬂﬁ"»" . ik
Phase II Archaeological Investigations, Proposed
Social Security Administration Building, Jamaica,
Queens County, New York. Senior author. Soil

Systems, Inc., Marietta, Georgia.

Cultural Resource Survey and Testing of the Proposed
Vogtle-Wadley Transmission Line, Burke and Jefferson
Counties, Georgia. Soil Systems, Inc., Marietta,
Georgia.

Archaeological Testing of Sites 10072-5NY,
10072-12NY, 10072-4Pa (36-5Q-1), and 10072-1NJ
(28-8X-273) . Soil Systems, Inc., Marietta, Georgia.

Final Report of an Archaeological Survey of
Additional Tennessee Gas Transnission Company
Natural Gas Pipelines in New Jersey, Pennsylvania,
New York, Massachusetts, and New Hampshire. Soil
Systems, Inc., Marietta, Georgia.

Report of an Archaeological Survey of a Transmission
Pipeline in Orange County, New York.

The Temora Dump Site. ‘Thunderbird Research
Corporation, Front Royal, Virginia.

ACADEMIC HONORS:

Phi Beta Kappa

Phi Kappa Phi



NAME:

EDUCATION:

PROFESSIONAL
REGISTRATION:

PROFESSIONAL
AFFILIATIONS:

EXPERIENCE:

1984 to Present

RESUME

Charles H. LeeDecker

M.A., Anthropology, The George Washington
University, 1978.
B.A., Anthroepclogy, Cornell University, 1970.

Accredited by the Society of Professional
Archaeologists in Field Research and Cultural
Resource Management

Society of Professional Archaeologists

Society for American Archaeclogy
Society for Historical Archaeology

Senior Archaeologist, Louls Berger & Associates,
Inc.

Principal Investigator for preliminary
archaeological evaluation of the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority E-Route,
Mid-Ccity Segment, District of Columbia.

Principal Investigator for excavation and
recordation of the Raleigh & Gaston Railroad
Roundhouse, Raleigh, North Carolina.

Project Archaeologist for archaeolegical
excavations at the Allegheny Portage Railroad
National Historic Site.

Principal Investigator for archaeclogical data
recovery at the Indian Creek IV Site, Greenbelt
Storage Yard, Beltsville, Maryland.

Principal Investigator for archaeclogical
testing at the Dobson Mills Slte, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania.

Principal Investigator for archaeological
testing and data recovery at the Bennett St. and
7th & Church Street projects, Wilmington,
Delaware.



Resume - Charles
Page Two

EXPERIENCE:
(Continued)

H. LeeDecker

Principal Investigator for archaeological survey
of Texoma Distribution Enchancement Project,
Cameron and Calcasieu Parishes, Louisiana, for
Flucr Engineers, Inc. ‘

Principal Investigator for archaeéological data
recovery at Block 1184, Wilmington, Delaware,
for the Christina Gateway Corporation.

Principal Investigator for analysis of
collections and report preparation for the Assay
Office Site, Block 35, New York City, New York,
for the Howard Ronson Organization, New York.

Principal Investigator for archaeological survey
and site evaluation at the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, Greenbelt
Storage Yard, Greenbelt, Maryland.

Project Archaeologist for re-evaluation of rural
histeric context for the Fort Drum, New York,
vicinity, for the National Park Service,
Mid-Atlantic Region.

Principal Investigator for tésting of eight
historic sites at Fort Drum, New York, for the
Naticnal Park Service, Mid-Atlantic Region.

Co-Principal Investigator for testing and data
recovery at the Christina Gateway Project, Block
1101, Wilmington, Delaware, for the City of
Wilmington.

Principal Investigator for archaeoclogical
testing and data recovery at the Howard Road
Historic District, Washington, D.C., for the
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit- Authority.

Principal Investigator for archaeological survey
of 14 District of Columbia Department of
Recreation Properties.

Principal Investigator for archaeological
testing of three sites at Marine Corps Base,
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina,; for the Naval
Facilities Engineering Command, Atlantic
Division.
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Page Three

EXPERIENCE:
(Continued)

1981 to 1984

1980 to 1981

1976 to 1980

Principal Investigator for archaeological survey
of Jones Point Park, Alexandria, Virginia.

Project Archaeologist for preliminary
archaeological assessment of a proposed
parking facility at Squares 803 and 804,
District of Columbia.

Project Archaeoclogist for archaeological
resource management plan for Quantico Marine
Corps Base, Virginia.

Principal Investigator for archaeological
assessment of the Langston Terrace Project,

" Washington D.C., for the District of Columbia

Department of Housing and Community Development.

Senior Archaeologist and Branch Manager, Soil
Systems Division, Alexandria, Virginia.

Responsible for administration, long-term plan-
ning and business development in the Middle
Atlantic region. Directed archaeological studies
for East Tennessee Natural Gas Transmission
Corp. pipeline expansion in southwest Virginia;
National Photographic Interpretation Center
building addition, Washington, D.C.; Philadel-
phia's Fairmount Park; Felsenthal National
Wildlife Refuge, Arkansas; Fort Belvoir,
Virginia; Raritan Township Municipal Authority
201 Plan, New Jersey; etc.

President, LeeDecker & Associates. Springfield,
Virginia. Directed cultural resource projects
for the Caruthersville Harbor, Missouri; four
dredge disposal sites in Dorchester County,
Maryland; Helena and Vicinity, Arkansas; and Ia
Grue Bayou, Arkansas.

Archaeologist, Iroguois Research Institute,
Fairfax, Virginia.

Established and managed the Institute's Branch
office in Memphis, Tennessee. Responsible for
preparation-of research proposals and direction
of more than 30 archaeological projects

‘throughout midwestern and southeastern states.

Major projects include intensive survey and

1-10
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EXPERIENCE:
(Continued)

1975

1974 to 1975

PUBLICATIONS AND

1s84

1985

1985

testing of 200 miles of drainage ditch inmprove-
ments in the St. Francis River Basin, Arkansas
and Missouri; archaeological survey and testing
of 7,400-acre Gathright Lake, Virginia; prepara-
tion of cultural resource management guidelines
for the Federal Power Commission; survey of
14,000 acre Taylorsville Lake, Kentucky;
archaeological rescurce management plan for
Perry Lake, Kansas; archaeological
reconnaissance and predictive model for 110,000-
acre flood easement lands at Truman Dam,
Missouri.

Archaeological excavations and laboratory pro-
cessing at the Shawnee-Minisink Site, a multi-
component stratified site in the Upper Delaware
River Valley, Pennsylvania.

Student Intern, Smithsonian Institution, Museum
of Natural History, Conservation Laboratory.
Conservation and restoration of archaeological
and ethnographic collections.

PAPERS PRESENTED:

"U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region
IIstage IB Surveys in New Jersey: An Assessment
of Archaeclogical ‘Sampling Technigques". 1In
Historic Preservation Planning in New Jersev:
Selected Papers on the Identification,
Evaluation, and Protection of Cultural
Resources. Office of New Jersey Heritage,
Trenton.

"From House to Outhouse: A Study of Nineteenth
Century Households in Wilmington, Delaware."
With Terry Klein, Amy Friedlander and Cheryl
Holt. Presented at the Society for Historical
Archaeology Annual Meeting, Boston and at the
Middle Atlantic Archaeological Conference,
Rehcboth Beach.

M"Filling the Middle-Range Theory Gap in Urban
Archaeclogy: A Household Paradigm." With Amy
Friedlander. Presented at the 84th Annual
Meeting of the American Anthropological
Association, Washington, D.cC.

i-11
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PUBLICATIONS AND PAPERS PRESENTED:

{Continued)

1987

1989

1950

forthcoming

"Nineteenth Century Households and Consumer
Behavior in Wilmington, Delaware." With Terry
Klein, Amy Friedlander and Cheryl Holt. In
Socio-Economic Status and_Consumer Choices:
Perspectives in Historical Archaeology. Suzanne
Spencer-wWood, editor. Plenum Press.

"Consumer Behavior Studies: An Historical
Perspective on Consumer Research." Presented at
the Annual Meeting of the Society for Historical
Archaeology, Baltimore.

Archaeological and Historical Investigation of
Block 1184, Wilmington, New Castle Countv,
Delaware. Delaware Department of Transportation
Archaeology Series No. 78.

"Historical Dimensions of Consumer Research." To
be published in Historical Archaeology in a
special volume of papers edited with Terry
Klein.

SELECTED TECHNICAL REPORTS:

1977

1977

1877

1877

Co-author and Project Coordinator of
Archaeclogical and Historical Investigations for
Energy Facilitieg: A State of the Art Report.
Submitted to the Office of Energy Systems,
Federal Power Commission.

Contributing author of The Cultural Resources of
Clinton Lake, Kansas: An Inventory of
Archaeology, History and Architecture. Submitted
to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Kansas City
District. -

Senior author of Preliminary Management Plan for
Cultural Resources, Perry Lake, Xansas.
Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Kansas City District.

Senior co-author of Cultural Resources Studies:
Tuttle Creek Lake and Marysville Flood Study

Area, Big Blue River, Kansas. Submitted to the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Kansas City,
District.



-
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TECHNICAL REPORTS:
(Continued)

1977 Co-author of Testing-Mitigation at 44BA2S,
Gathright lake Project, Virginia. Submitted to

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Norfolk
District.

1978 Contributing author of Cultural Resources
Management Plan for New Melones Project Area,
California. Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Sacramento District.

1978 Contributing author of The Cultural Resources of
Lowes Island, Virginia. Submitted to the Fairfax
County Water Authority.

1978 Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Survey Level Report of Locust Creek, Greene
County, Arkansas: Archaeology., History and
Architecture. Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Memphis District.

1978 Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Reconnaissance Level Report of the Belle’
Fountain Ditch and Tributaries Project,
Mississippi County, Arkansas and Dunklin &
Pemiscot Counties, Missouri Archaeology, History
and Architecture. Submitted to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Memphis District.

1978 Principal Investigator and senior author of A
survey Tevel Report of Ditches 70, 71, 21A and
25 Channel Enlargement Proiject, Mississippi
County, Arkansas. Submitted to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Memphis District.

1978 Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Survey TLevel Report of the Ditch 19 Channel En-
largement Project, Dunklin County, Missouri.
Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Memphis District.

1978 Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Survey Level Report of the Buffalo Creek
Diversion Project, Craighead and Mississippi
Counties, Arkansas. Submitted to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Memphis District.
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TECHNICAL REPORTS:

(Continued)

1978

1978

1978

1978

1878

1279

1879

1979

Contributing author of Predicting Cultural Re-
sources in the St. Francis River Basin: A
Research Design. Submitted to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Memphis District.

Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Survey ILevel Report of the Castor River Ditch
Enlargement Project, Item 1, Stoddard County
Missouri. Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Memphis District.

Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Survey level Report of the Madison to Highway 64

Channel Cleanout Project, Ttem 2, Cross and St.
Francis Counties, Arkansas. Submitted to the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Memphis District.

Principal Investigator and senior author of A
sSurvey ILevel Report of the Ditch 24 channel
Enlargement Project, Stoddard County, Missouri.
Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Memphis District.

Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Survey lLevel Report of the Ditch 27 and Tribu-
taries Channel Enlargement Project, Mississippi
County, Arkansas. Submitted to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Memphis District.

Principal Investigator and senior author of A
survey Level Report of the Blackfish Bavou
Channel Enlargement Project Items 2 and 3,
Crittenden and St. Francis Counties., Arkansas.
Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Memphis District.

Senior co-author of A Prioritization Plan for
the Conservation of Historical. Archaeclogical
and Architectural Resources at Gathright Lake,
Virginia. Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Norfolk District.

Contributing author of Inventory and Evaluation

of Archaeological Resources of Clinton Lake,

Kansas and Mitigation of Potentially Eligible
Sites. Report submitted to the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Kansas City District.
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TECHNICAL REPORTS:
(Continued)

1979 Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Survey lLevel Repocrt of the Wappapello to
Crowleys Ridge Channel Cleanout and Scour Repair
Project, Butler and Stoddard Counties, Missourij.

Submitted to the U.s. Army Corps of Engineers,
Memphis District.

1979 Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Survey Tevel Report of the Big Creek channel
Enlargement Project, Item 2, Crittenden County,
Arkansas. Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of
"Engineers, Memphis District.

1979 Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Survey level Report of the Castor River Channel
Enlargement Project, Item 2. Bellinger and
Stoddard Counties, Missouri. Submitted to the
U.S5. Army Corps of Engineers, Memphis District.

1979 Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Survey Level Report of the Honey Cvpress Ditch
Enlargement Project, Dunklin County, Missouri
and Mississippi County, Arkansas. Submitted to
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Memphis
District.

1979 " Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Preliminary Report of Stations 0+00 to 50+60 of
the Big Creek Enlargement and Diversion Proiject,
Item 1, Crittenden County, Arkansas. Submitted
to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Memphis
District.

1980 Principal Investigator and senior author of
Prehistoriec Archaeological Reconnaissance in the
Harry S. Truman Dam and Reservoir 50 Year Flood
Easement Lands, Osage River Basin, Missouri.
Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Kansas City Dlstrlct

1980 Principal Investigator and senior author of In-
terim Report of cultural Resource Survey and
Testing of Stations 50+60 to 196+00 of the Big
Creek Enlargement and Diversion Proiject,
Crittenden County, Arkansas. Submitted to the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Memphis District.
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TECHNICAL REPORTS:

(Continued)

1980

1980

le81

1981

1581

1982

1982

1982

Principal Investigator and senior author of A
survey Level Report of the Upper Buffalo Ditch
Enlargement Project, Dunklin County, Missouri
and Mississippi County, Arkansas. Submitted to
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Memphis
District.

Principal Investigator and author of A Survey
Level Report of the Caruthersville Harbor
Project, Pemiscot County, Missouri. Submitted to
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Memphis
District. .

Principal Investigator and author of A Cultural
Resource Reconnhaissance of Four Federal Mainten-
ance Dredging Projects in Dorchester County,
Maryland. Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Baltimore District.

Principal Investigator and senior author of A
Cultural Resource Reconnaissance of the Helena,
Arkansas and Vicinity Project, Phillips County,
Arkansas. Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Memphis District.

Principal Investigator and author of A cultural
Resource Survey of the I.a Grue Bavou Permit
Area, Prairie County, Arkansas. Submitted to the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Memphis District.

Principal Investigator and author of Phase IT
Archaeological Investigation of Sites 44WMie4
and 44WM182, Clifford Hutt Property,
Westmoreland County, Virginia. Submitted to the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore
District.

. Principal Investigator and author of

Archaeological Assessment of the Fort McNair
Metrobus Garage Facility, Southwest Washington,
D.C. Submitted to Skidmore, Owings & Merrill
Architects, Washington, D.c. - '

Contributing author to Archaeoclogical
Investigations at the National Photographic
Interpretation Center Addition, Washington, D.C.
Navy Yard Apnnex. Submitted to Leo A. Daly
Architects, Washington, D.cC.

i-1e
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TECHNICAL REPORTS:

(Continued)

1983

1983

1983

1983

1983

1983

1883

1983

Principal Investigator and senior author of
Phase II Archaeological Investigation of Sites
44WG248 and 44WG249 on the East Tennessee
Natural Gas Company Transmission Line Expansion,
Washington County, Virginia. Submitted to East
Tennessee Natural Gas Company, Knoxville,
Tennessee,

Principal Investigator and senior author of
Phase I Archaeological Investigation of Segment
J2 of the Franceonia-Springfield Metrorail Line,
Fairfax County, Virginia. Submitted to Wallace,
Roberts and Todd, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Principal Investigator and senior author of
Phase I Archaeological Investigation of Secqment
Hl of the Franconia-Springfield Metrorail Line,
Fairfax County, Virginia. Submitted to Wallace,
Roberts and Todd, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Project Manager for Phase T Archaeological
Investigation of National Park Service Lands in

the Vicinity of Chain Bridge, District of
Columbia and Virginia. Submitted to the
Arlington County Department of Public Works.

Project Manager for A Phase II Investigation of
the Prehistory and History of Five Sites in St.
Mary's County, Marvland. Submitted to the
Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Principal Investigator for Phase I
Archaeological Investigation of the Fairfax
Yacht Club Occoguan Marina. Submitted to Marine
Structural Applications, Inc.

Principal Investigator for Stage 1A Cultural
Resource Survey of the Raritan Township

Municipal Authority 201 Plan, Hunterdon County.

New Jersey. Submitted to AEPCO, Inc.

Project Manager for A Phase I Archaeological
Survey of the Proposed Nokesville Communitv

"Park, Prince William County, Virginia. Submitted

to the Prince William County Park Authority.
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TECHNICAL REPORTS:

(Continued)

1983

1983

183

1983

1984

1384

1984

1984

Principal Investigator for U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency Stage 1B Survevs in New
Jersey: An Assessment of Archaeological Sampling
Procedures. Prepared for the Office of Historic
Preservation, New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection.

Principal Investigator for Survey for
Archaeological and Historical Resources Along
the WMATA E-Route from Fort Totten Drive to the
District Line. Submitted to Wallace, Roberts and
Todd.

Principal Investigator for Phase I
Archaeological Investigation of the Academy
Apartments, West Point, Virginia. Submitted to
the American Development Group, Inc.

Principal Investigator for Managing
Archaeclogical Rescurces in Fairmont Park.
Submitted to Wallace, Roberts and Todd.

Project Archaeologist for Archaeological Testing
of Twelve Sites in the Felsenthal Navigation
Pool and National Wildlife Refuge, Arkansas.
Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Vicksburg District.

Project Manager and Co-principal Investigator
for Cultural Resource Survey and Evaluation at
Fort Belvoir, Virginia. Submitted to the
National Park Service, Mid-Atlantic Region.

Principal Investigator for Phase II
Archaeological Investigation of the Fisenhower
Avenue Farthwork Site, City of Alexandria,
Virginia. Submitted to Wallace, Roberts and Todd
and the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority.

Principal Investigator for Preliminary
Archaeological Assessment of Fourteen Department

of Recreation Properties in the Anacostia

Section, District of Columbia. Submitted to the

Department of Recreation, District of Columbia.
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TECHNICAL REPORTS:

(Continued)

19285

1985

1885

1985

1885

1985

1986

1986

Principal Investigator for Archaeological Survey
of a Proposed Bike Path, Foot Path and Soccer
Fields at Joenes Point Park, Alexandria,
Virginia. Submitted to the City of Alexandria
and the National Park Service, National Capltal
Region.

Principal Investigator for Archaeological
Testing of Sites 310N348, 310N281 and 310N350.
Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune, Onslow Countv,
North Carolina. Submitted to the Naval
Facilities Engineering Command, Norfolk.

Co-principal Investigator for Nineteenth Century
Wilmington Households: The Christina Gatewav
Project Submitted to the Department of Commerce,
City of Wilmington.

Principal Investigator for Historical and
Archaeological Assessment of Two Proposed
Satellite Parking TLots, Scquares 702 and 703,
Washington, D.C. Submitted to the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority.

Co-Principal Investigator for Nineteenth-century
Wilmington Households: The Christina Gatewav
Project. Submitted to the Department of
Commerce, City of Wilmington, Delaware.

Principal Investigator for Archaeological,
Architectural, and Historical Investigations at
the Howard Road Historic District, Washington,
D.C. Submitted to Wallace, Roberts & Todd and
the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority.

Principal Investigator for Cultural Rescurce
Study at the Marine Corps Development and
Education Command. Submitted to Bairley &
MaGinniss, P.C. for Marine Corps Development and
Command, Quantice, Virginia.

Principal Investigator for Preliminary
Historical and Archaeological Assessment of the
Langston Terrace Proiject, Washington, D.C.
Submitted to Glen B. Leiner, Architectural
Historian.
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TECHNICAL REPORTS:

(Continued)

1286

1986

1987

1987

1987

1288

1988

Co-author of Re-Evaluation of Rural Historic

‘Contexts for the Fort Drum, NY Vicinity.

Submitted to the National Park Service, Mid-
Atlantic Region.

Principal Investigator for Archaeological and
Historical Investigation of State-Owned ILands on
Block 1184, Wilmington, Delaware: Interim

Report. Prepared for the Christina Gateway
Corporation, Wilmington, Delaware.

Principal Investigator for Phase I
Archaeological Survey of Md. Route 28
Improvement Project, Montgomervy County,
Maryland. Submitted to the Maryland Department
of Transportatiocn.

Principal Investigator for Archaeological and

Historical Investigations at the Assay Office
Site, Block 35, New York, New York: Interim

‘Report. Prepared for HRO International, New

York, New York.

‘Principal Investigator for Level II Cultural

Resource Investigation for the Texoma
Distribution Enhancements Proiject. Cameron and
Calcasieu Parishes, Louisiana. Prepared for
Fluor Engineers, Inc., Houston, Texas.

Principal Investigator for Preliminary
Archaeological Reconnaissance of Charles County
Landfill No. 2, Charles County, Marvland, and
Preliminary Archaeological Reconnaissance of
Billingsley Read from Tandfill No. 2 to Marvland

Route 5, Charles County, Maryland. Prepared for
Whitman, Requardt and Associates, Baltimore,
Maryland.

Principal Investigator for Archaeological
Reconnaissance of Marviand Route 68 Crossings at
Antietam and Beaver Creeks, Alternate 6,
Washington County, Maryland. Prepared for
Maryland Department of Transportation.
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TECHNICAL REPORTS:
(Continued)

1988 Principal Investigator for Archaeological
Evaluation of the Greenbelt Storage Yard, Prince
Georges County, Maryland. Prepared for Wallace,.
Roberts & Todd and the Washington Metropolitan
Area Transit Authority.

1989 Principal Investigator for Cultural Resource
Assessment of U.S. Route 113, Milford-
Georgetown, Sussex County, Delaware. Prepared
for the Delaware Department of Transportation.

1989 Prinipcal Investigator for Archaeological
Testing of the Dobson Mills, East Falls,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Prepared for Rouse
Urban Housing, Inc., Philadelphia.

1589 Principal Investigator for Preliminary
" Archaeological Evaluation of the WMATA E-Route
" (Green Line), Mid-City Segment, Alternatives
ARS, ¢, €-2, C-MOD, District of Columbia.
Prepared for Wallace Roberts & Todd.

1989 Project Archaeologist for Phase 1A Evaluation of
the Clermont Avenue Interchange, City of
Alexandria and Fairfax County, Virginia.
Prepared for the Virginia Department of
Transportation.

1889 Principal Investigator for Stage I Cultural
Resource Investigation of the Shoregate

Development Project, Albany, New York. "Prepared
for Smith & Mahoney, P. C.
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INTRODUCTION TO
APPENDIX 2, SECTIONS 1 TO 9

All data from tax lists and city directories spanning the period
1800 to 1850 have been consolidated into Appendix 2, Sections 1
through 9. The interpretive problems inherent in the tax lists
that predate 1800 have been discussed in detail in the text,
where the interpretation of these lists, applicable to the study
lots, 1is also presented. Section 9 contains relevant data from
the 1810 federal census, which were cross-referenced against the
relevant city directory.

Sections 1 through 8 fellow the same format. Data are presented

in chronological order. A1l names, whether found in the tax
lists or the directories, were placed in the column labeled
"Name." The first entry (i.e., horizontal set of data) for any

year contains the information from the tax list, if a tax list
for that year has survived. Information from the directories has
been placed in the column labeled "Directory." If additional
names or a slightly different presentation of the name, such as
"Henry Ceoit & Co." as opposed to merely "Henry Coit," was found
in the directory, then this information was placed in a separate
entry following the data derived from the tax list. In a few
instances, more than one directory was issued in a given year.
When the entries differed, the wvariation 1s discussed in a

footnote. In order to reduce the cumbersome level cof detail, no
citations have been given unless necessary to explain an
interpretation. All references are 1listed in the relevant

section of this repcrt.

It should be observed that the level of detail in the directories
was not consistent. Distinctions between work place and
residence were not consistently observed whether within a single
year or from year Yo year. Thus, absence of information on
residence was not interpreted to mean a consolidated work place
and residence. Careful perusal of the following lists should
amply demonstrate the pitfalls of this extrapolation.

A similar caveat on the interpretation of the wvalue of real
property and personal property "should alsc be observed. In
general, the value of real property tended to change consistently
across all 1lots. This implies that the fluctuation reflects
modification in assessment and not necessarily a physical change
in a given structure. Virtually all the buildings were damaged
or lost during the 1835 fire, which is the only event that had a
documented impact on the study area. Other modifications and/or
construction episodes have been difficult to ascertain solely
from the historical record. Secondly, due to the conflation of
commercial inventory with household chattels together with the
predominance of merchants in the study area 1in the early
nineteenth century, it is premature to assign a residential or
mixed commercial/residential occupation to a lot scolely because
the individual enumerated in a tax list reported both real and

- .. 2-1



personal property. In several documented cases, there were
entries for both real and personal property in the tax list as
well as a directory entry that specified separate residence and
work place. Although it is probable that reporting beth real and
personal property at a single address generally indicated
combined home and work place, it is a well-known statistical
fallacy to apply a generalization to an individual, particularly
in the face of documented exceptions.

The following editorial conventions have been cbserved. Square
brackets ([...]) enclose interpolated material.. Angled brackets
(<...>) enclose material crossed out or deliberately obscured in
the original text, reflecting an historical decision. The
alteration is, hence, integral +to the manuscript. This is
distinguished from a damaged manuscript by intentionality.
Interpolations to a text that was damaged by fire or misuse are,
therefore, enclosed by square brackets. Reconstruction of a text
that was deliberately changed, possikly because of an error in
the originally recorded information or a change in the status of
the information, is enclosed in angled brackets. In this regard,
it is interesting that all examples of the latter, that is, of
historically modified entries, were associated with the 1835
fire, suggesting that mid-year revision of the tax 1lists was
necessary due to the cataclysmic effect of the blaze on ownership
and occupancy of these buildings.



SECTION 1
ILOT 6
1800-1850
Real Personal
Year Name Description Estate Estate Directory
1800 William Attorney
Bache 91 Front Street
1801 Courtlandt Grocer
VanBeuren 91 Front Street
1802 cCourtlandt Brick Store $5500 Grocer
VanBeuren 91 Front Street
1803 Courtlandt Grocer
VanBeuren 91 Front Street
1804 Courtlandt Grocer
VanBeuren 91 Front Street
1805 Courtlandt Grocer
VanBeuren 91 Front Street
1806 Courtlandt Grocer
VanBeuren 91 Front Street
1807 Courtlandt 0ld No. 91 $3500 $1000 Grocer
VanBeuren New No. 8¢ 91 Front Street
House
VanBeuren & Merchants
Schoonmaker 91 Front St:eet
1808 Courtlandt 0ld No. 91 $3500 $1000 Grocer
VanBeuren New No. 89 S1 Front Street
House
VanBeuren & Merchants
Schoonmaker 91 Front Street
Daniel In d[itt}o $ 500
Fisher
1809 Courtlandt 0ld No. 91 $3500 $1000 Grocer
VanBeuren New No. 8¢9 $1 Front Street
House
VanBeuren & Merchants
Schoonmaker 91 Front Street
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Year Name

1809 John
Hasbrouck

1810 Courtlandt
VanBeuren1

John
Hasbrouckl

1811 Courtlandt
VanBeuren

John
Hasbrouck

1812 Courtlandt
VanBeuren

John
Hasbrouck

SChaonmaker

& Hasbrouck .

1813 Schoonmaker
& Hasbrouck

Michael
Schoonmaker

John
Hasbrouck

1814 Courtlandt

VanBeuren

Michael
Schoonmaker

John
Hasbrouck

Real
Description Estate
In dlitt)]o
0ld No. 91 $3500
New No. B9
House .
In d[itt]o
0ld No. 91 $3500
New No. 8%
House
0ld No. 91 $3500
New No. 89
House
0ld No. 91 $7000
New No. 8¢
House

Personal
Estate

$ 200

$1000

$ 300

$ 300

$20,000

lconfirmeq in 1810 federal census; see Section 9.

Directory

Grocer
91 Front Street

Grocer
91 Front Street

Merchant
91 Front Street
Home: 5§ Brcad

81 Front Street
Home: 22 Provost

91 Front Street
Home: 55 Broad

Name only
91 Front Street

Grocers

Grocer
91 Front Street

Merchant
91 Front Street

Grocer
91 Front Street

Grocer

21 Freont

Home: 30 Frankfort
Merchant

81 Front Street
Home: 30 Front



Year Name

1815 Courtlandt
VanBeuren

1816 Courtlandt
VanBeuren

Courtlandt
VanBeuren
& Son

1817 Courtlandt
VanBeuren

Courtlandt
VanBeuren
& Son

1818 Schoonmaker,

VanBeuren &
Co.

Michael

Schoonmaker

Martin
Schoonmaker

1819 Scheonmaker,

VanBeuren &
Co.

Michael
Schoonmaker

1820 Schoonmaker,

VanBeuren &
Co.

Michael
Schoonmaker

Egbert
VanBeuren

1821 Ccurtlandt

VanBeuren

Description

014 No. 91
New No. 89
House & Store

0ld No. 91

New No. B89
House & Store

0ld No. 91
0ld No. 89
House )

0ld No. 91
New No. 89
House

No. 87

No. 87

No. 87

Real

Estate

$7000

$6000

$5500

$6000

$6000

$5000

$5000

Personal
Estate

$15, 000

$15,000

$15, 000

$1000

$ 100

$1000

$1000

Directory

Grocer
91 Front Street

Grocer
91 Front Street

91 Front Street

Merchant
51 Front Street

91 Front Street

Merchants
91 Front Street

Merchants
87 Front Street

Merchants
87 Front Street

87 Front Street
Home: 12 state
Street



1822

1823

1824

Michael
Schoonmaker

Schoonmaker,
VanBeuren §&
DeForest

Egbert K.
VanBeuren

Joseph
DeForest

Michael
Schoonmaker

Schoonmaker,
VanBeuren &
DeForest

Egbert K.

VanBeuren

Joseph
DeForest

Michael
Schoonmaker

VanBeuren &
DeForest

Egbert K.
VanBeuren

Joseph
DeForest

VanBeuren &
DeForest

Egbert K.
VanBeuren

Real
Description Estate
n inll
No. 87 S5000
No. 87 $5000
No. 87 S$5000
2-6

Personal
Estate

$1000

$1000

Directory
87 Front Street

Merchants
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street
Home: 12 State st.

Merchant
87 Front Street
Home: 12 Stone St,

87 Front Street

Merchants
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street
Home: Brooklyn

Merchant
87 Front Street
Home: Brooklyn

Merchants
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street
Home: 170 Fulton St.

Merchant
87 Front Street
Home: Brooklyn®

Merchants
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street
Home: Brooklyn



1825

1826

1827

1828

1829

Real Personal
Name Description Estate Estate

Joseph
DeForest

VanBeuren & No. 87 55000
DeForest

Egbert K.
VanBeuren

Joseph
DeForest

VanBeuren & No. 87 $5500
DeForest .

Egbert K.
VanBeuren

Joseph
DeForest

VanBeuren & No. 87 $5500
DeForest Store

Egbert K.
VanBeuren

VanBeuren & No. 87 $5500
DeForest

Egbert
VanBeuren

Joseph
DeForest

VanBeuren & No. 87 $5500
DeForest

Egbert K.
VanBeuren

Joseph
DeForest

Martenus
Schoonmaker

Directory

Merchant
87 Front Street
Home: Brooklyn

Merchant
87 Front Street
Home: Brooklyn

Merchant
87 Front Street
Home: Brooklyn

Grocers
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street

Grocers
87 Front Street

Home: 409 Broadway

Grocers
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street

Grocers
87 Front Street

87 Front Street

87 Front Street

87 Front Street
Home: Brooklyn



1831

1832

1833

1834

1835

Name

VanBeuren &
DeForest

Egbert K.

VanBeuren

Joseph
DeForest

[?]
Voorhees

Conovert &
Labaugh

Conovert &
Labaugh

Convert &
Lambaugh

<Peter Mead>
Smith &

Rudd

Hezekiah F.

_Rudd

1836

1837

Alexander H.
Smith

Buloid & Co.
Buloid & Co.
Buloid &

Caswell

Robert
Buloid

Real Personal
Descriptiocon Estate Estate

No. 87 55500
Store

No. 87 $9000
No. 87 $10,000
Store

No. 87 $10,000
Store

No. 87 $5500
Store

No. 87 $10,000
Store

No. 87 $21,000
Store

No. 87 $21,000
Store
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Directory

Grocers
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street
Home: Brooklyn

Merchant
87 Front Street
Home: Brooklyn

Commission
Merchants
87 Front Streef

Commission
Merchants
87 Front Street

Grocers
87 Front Street

Grocer
87 Front Street

Grocer
87 Front Street
Home: Brooklyn

Merchants
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street



1840

1841

1842

1843

1844

1845

1846

Name

John
Caswell

John

- Caswell

John
Caswell

John
Caswell

John
Caswell

John
Caswell

John
Caswell

Widow Van
Voorhees

John
Caswell

Soclcmon T.

Caswell

Widow Van
Voorhees

John
Caswell

Solomon T.
Caswell

Widow Van
Voorhees

John

Caswell & Co.

Sclomon T.
Caswell

Description

No. 87
Store

No. 87
Store

No. 87
Store

No. 87
Store

No. 87
Store

No. 87
Store

No. 87
Store

No. 87
Store

Real
Estate

$22,000

$22,000

$22,000

$18, 000

$16,000

$18, 000

$18, 000

$18, 000

Personal

Estate

Directory

Merchant
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street

Dealer in Teas,

Imported Wines and

Liquors
87 Front Street
Home:

Merchant
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street

Clerk
87 Front Street

Merchant
87 Front Street

Clerk

Grocers
87 Front Streest

Grocer
87 Front Street

76 Warren St.



1847

1848

1849

1850

Name

Widow Vvan
Voorhees

John
Caswell & Co.

Solomon T.
Caswell

Widow Van
Voorhees

John
Caswell & Co.

Solomon T.
Caswell

Widow Van
Voorhees

John

Caswell & Co.
Solomon T.
Caswell

Widow Van
Voorhees

John
Caswell & Co.

Description

No. 87
Store

No. 87
Store

No. 87
Store

No. 87
Store

Real
Estate

Personal
Estate

$18,000

$18,000

$18, 000

$18, 000

Directory

Grocers
87 Front

Grocer
87 Front

Grocers
87 Front

Grocer
87 Front

Grocer
87 Front
Grocer
87 Front

Grocers
87 Front

Street

Street

Street

Street

Street

Street

Street



1800
1801

1802

1803

i804

1805

1806

1807

1808

1809

1810

Name

No Data
No Data

Thomas
Delves

Stephen
Miller

Stephen
Miller

Stephen
Miller

No Data

Mrs. Troup

Thomas
Farmer

Edward
Wilkie

Thbmas
Farmer

Edward
Wilkie

Garrett

Sicklesl

SECTION 2
LoT 7

1800-1850

Real
Estate

$4250

$3500

$3500

Description
No. 93

Brick Store
"in d[itt]o"
House

0ld No. 93

New No. 91
"Unoccup[ied]"
House

0ld No. 93

New No. ©1

House
0l1d No. 93
New No. 91
House
0l1d No. 93
New No. 91

leonfirmed in federal census; see Section 9.

$3500

$3500
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Perscnal
Estate

$ 50

$ 200

$ 300

Directory

Merchant
23 Front St.
House: 18 Gold St.

Merchant
93 Front St.
House: 18 Gold Sst.

Merchant
93 Front St.
House: 18 Gold st.

Boarding House
93 Front St.

Thomas Farmer & Co.
75 Front St.

Branch Pilot
93 Front St.

Branch Pilot
93 Front St.

Boot/Shoemaker
93 Front St.



1811

1812

1813

1814

1815

1816

1817

1818

Name

Tyzack
Hodge52

Daniel
Sickles

William
D. Hill

Garret
Sickles

Garret
Sickles
Joseph
Duvall
Garret

Sickles

Garret
Sickles

Garret
Sickles

Garret
Sickles

Henry
Thorn

Robert

McCormnick

Henry W.
Thorne

Description
"in d[itt]o"
"in d[itt]o
"in d[itt]o"
House

0ld No. 93
New No. 91
"in 4d[itt]lo”
House

0ld No. 93
New No., 91
House

0ld No. 93
New No. 91
House

01d No. 93
New No. 91
House & Store
0ld No. 93
New No. 921
House

01d No. 93
New No. 91
IIInll

Real Personal
Estate Estate
$ 100
S 100
S 200
$3500 S 200
S 200
$3500 S 200
$6600
$6600 $1000
$6000 $ 500
$5500
S 500

Directory

Boot/Shoemaker
93 Front St.

Boot/Shoemaker
93 Front St.

93 Front St.

Boot/Shoemaker
93 Front St.

Beoot/Shoemaker
93 Front St.

Boot/Shoemaker
93 Front St.

Boot/Shoemaker
93 Front St.

93 Front S5t.

Grocer
96 Front St.
Heme: 93 Front St.

93 Front St.

2nIsaac" Hodges shows in the 1810 federal census and in the associated
directory; see Section 9.



1819

1820

1821

1822

1823

1824

1825

Name

Robert
McCormick

Robert
McCormick

Robert
McCormick

George
Blair

Ezekial
Blair

G. Blair

Robert
McCormick

Thomas
Nevins

Robert
McCormick

Mrs. Martin
Feury

Robert
M'Cormick
Ezekiel

Blair

Robert
McCormick

Robert
McCormick

Description

House
014 No. 93
New No. 91

Store
No. B9

No. 89

No. 89

No. 89

No. 89

No. 89

Real Personal
Estate Estate = Directory

$6000 $1000 Grocer
’ 96 Front St.
///’ Home: 93 Front St.
$6000
Groéer

89 Front St.

$5000 Watchmaker
5 89 Front st.
\
Cartman
89 Front St.
$5000 Grocer
93 Wall St.
Home: 89 Front St.
Grocer
94 Front St.
Home: 89 Front St.
$5000 Cooper
89 Front St.
Home: 85 Front St.
Grocer
94 Front St.
Home: 89 Front St.
45000
Grocer
g4 Front St.
Home: 89 Front 5t.
Cartman
89 Front St.
S5000 Grocer
94 Front St.
Home: 89 Front St.
$5500 Grocer
94 Front St.
Home: 89 Front St.
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Year

1826

1827

i828

1829

1830

1831

1832

1833

1834

1835

Name

Robert
McCormick

G. P. Holmes
& Co.

Robert
McCormick
William
Chamberlin

William
Chamberlin

William
Chamberlin
S. McAllister

& Co.

Samuel
McAllister

S. Mcallister
& Co.

"Vacant"

[2]
<Peter Mead>
Parker,

Howard & Co.

Ebenezer
Parker

John T.
Howard

Joseph
Howard

Description

No. 89

Store
No. 89

Store
No. 89

Store
No. 8%

Store
No. 8%

No. 89

No. 89
Store
No. 89

Store
No. 89

Store
No. 89

Real Personal

Estate Estate Directory
$5000 Grocer
94 Front St.
Home: &9 Front St.
55500 89 Front St.
Grocer
94 Front St.
Home: 89 Front St.
$5500
$5500 Merchant
89 Front st.
$8500 Merchant
89 Front St.
Home: 40 Greene
$8500 Grocers
89 Front St.
Heome: 52 Frankfort
$2000
$9000
$16,000
$16,000

Merchants
89 Front St.

Merchant
Home: Brooklyn

Home: Brooklyh

Home: Brooklyn




Year

1836

1837
1838
1839

1840

1841
1842
1843

1844

1845

Name

Parker & Co.

Parker,
Howard & Co.

Ebenezer
Parker

John T.
Howard

Joseph
Howard

B. L. Wooley
Brittain L.
Merchant

B. L. Wooley

B. L. Woolley

B. L. Wooley

B. L. Wooley

B. L. Wooley

B. L. Wooley

Thomas
Marean

B. L. Wooley

Thomas
Marean

Description

Store

No. 89

Store
No. 89

Store
No. 89

Store
No. 89
Store

No. 89

Store
No. 89

Store
No. 89

Store
No. 89

Store
No. 89

Real
Estate

$21,000

$21, 000

$22,000

$22,000

$21,000
$18,000
$18,000

$18, 000

$18,000

Personal

Estate

Directory

Merchants
89 Front Sst.

Merchant
Home: Brooklyn

Home: Brooklyn

Home: Brooklyn

Merchant
89 Front St.

Merchant
B9 Front St.

Merchants
89 Front st.

Merchants
89 Front St.
Home: 40 Vesey

Merchants
89 Front St.

Merchant
89 Front St.

Merchant
89 Freont St.

Merchant
89 Front St.

Commission
Merchant
89 Front St.

Commission
Merchant
89 Front st.



1847

1848

1849

1850

Name

Ezra

Wheeler

B. L. Wooley

Thomas
Marean

Ezra
Wheeler

Ezra
Wheeler

Thomas
Marean

Ezra
Wheeler
& Co.

Thomas
Marean
Ezra
Wheeler
Thomas
Marean
Ezra

Wheeler

Thomnas
Marean

Description

Store

No. 89

Store
No. 89

Store
No. 89

Store
No. 89

Store
No. 89

Real
Estate

$18,000

$18,000

$17,500

$17,500

$17,500
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Personal
Estate

Directory

Grocer
89 Front St.

Commission
Merchant
89 Front St.

Grocer
89 Front St.

Grocer
89 Front St.

Commission
Merchant
89 Front St.

Grocers
89 Front St.

Commission
Merchant
89 Front St.

Grocers
89 Front St.

Commission
Merchant
89 Front St.

Grocers
89 Front St.

Commission
Merchant
89 Front S5t.




SECTION 3
LOT 8
1800-1850
Real Personal
Year Name Description Estate Estate Directory
1800 No Data
1801 Thomas Merchant
Delves (?) 56 Wall st.
Store:
Gouverneur's
Wharf
1802 Thomas Brick Store $4250 Merchant
Delves No. 83 56 Wall st.
93 1/2 Front St.
1803 Thomas Merchant
Delves 56 Wall
Store:
93 1/2 Front Sst.
1804 Thomas Merchant
Delves 56 Wall st.
Store: 93 1/2 Front
st.l
1805 Thomas Merchant
Delves 56 Wall st.
Store: 93 Front St.
1806 Thomas Merchant
Delves 56 Wall sSt.
Store: 93 Front St.
1807 Delves & Store $2500
Thompson 0ld No. 93
New No. 91
Thomas Merchant
Delves 56 Wall st.
Store: 93 Front St.
1808 H. & J.G. Store 53500
Coster 0ld No. 93
New No. 91

1Langdon's {1804-1805:n.p.)
Longman's (1804) gives the

directory gives Delves's address as 93 1/2;
address as 93 as do all subsequent directories.
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Year Name Description
1808 John
Hutchinson?
1809 Jchn Store
Hutchinson 014 No. 93
New No. 91
1810 John G. Store
Coster 0ld No. 93
New No. 91
1811 No Data.
1812 H. A. & Store
John G. Cld No. 95 [?]
Coster New No. 93 [7?7]
1813 H. A. House & Back
Coster Store
01d No. 95 [7]
New No. 93 [7?7]
1814 John G. Store
Coster 0ld No. 95 [?]
New No. 93 [7]
1815 Henderson Store
& Cairns ©0ld No. 93
New No. 21
Henry W.
Thorne
1816 Henderson Store
& Cairns 0ld No. 93
New No. 91
Henry W.
Thorne
1817 Walsh & Store
Gallagher 0l1d No. 93
New No. 91
1818 Walsh & Store
Gallagher 01d No. @93
New No. 91
2See also Section 7.

Personal
Estate

Real
Estate

$3500

$3500

$4500

$4500

$9000

$9000

$8000

$8000

$7000

Directory
Commission
Merchant

93 Front St.
47 South St.

Merchants
93 Front st.

93 Front S5t.

Merchants
93 Front St.

93 Front St.




1820

1821

1822

1823

1824

1825

1826

1827

1828

1829

Name

Walsh &
Gallagher

Walsh &
Gallagher

Hinton &
Moore

"Jacant?"
"Vacant"

Walsh &
Gallagher

Henry
Grinnell

Charles
Green

John G.
Coster

John G.
Coster

James C.
Richards

Condit &
Richards

Condit &
Richards

" James C.

1830

Richards

Condit &
Richards

James (.
Richards

Description

Store
No. 91

Store
No. 91

No. 91

Ne. 91
No. 91

No. 91

"Store in
rear"
No. 91

"Store in
rear"
No. 91

"WVacant
Store in
rearh"
No. 91

Store
No. 91

Neo. 91

Store
No. 91

Real

Estate

$7000

$6000

$5500

$5500
$5000

$5000

$5500

$7000

$7000

$7000

$7000

$7000

Personal

Directory

Merchants
91 Front Sst.

Merchant
91 Front St.
Home: 28 Market

91 Front st.

91 Front Sst.

Merchants
91 Front st.

Home: 52 Cedar

Merchants
91 Front st.

Home: 40 Roosevelt



Real Personal )

Year Name Description Estate Estate Directory

1831 Condit & No. 91 $9000 Merchants
Scott %1 Front St.
Henry Home: State St.
Condit
John M. 91 Front St.
Scott

1832 Condit & Store $10,000 Merchants
Scott No. 91 91 Front St.
Henry Home: 10 State St.
Condit
John M. ' 91 Front St.
Scott

1833 Condit & Store $10,000 Merchants
Scott No. 91 91 Front St.
Henry 91 Front St.
Condit
John M. ' ' 91 Front St.
Scott

1834 Condit & Store $10, 000 Merchants
Scott No. 91 891 Front St.
Henry 91 Front St.
Condit
John M. 91 Front St.
Scott

1835 <Condit & Store $10,000 Merchants
Scott> No. 91 891 Front St.
Henry Home: 44 Broadway
Condit
John M. Home: 24 Grand st.
Scott

1836 <Condit & Store $19,000 Merchants
Scott> No. 91 91 Front St. or

72 South st.

1837 Condit & Store $20,000 Merchants

Scott No. 91 91 Front St.
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. ‘Real Personal
Year Name Description Estate Estate Directory
1838 Condit & Store $20, 000 Merchants
Scott No. 91 91 Front st.
1839 condit & Store $22,000 Merchants
Scott No. 91 91 Front St.
Henry Home: 578 Broome
Condit
1840 Condit & Store $22,000 Merchants
Scott No. 91 91 Front St.
Henry ) Home: 578 Broome
Condit
1841 Condit & Store $21,000 Merchants
Scott NO, 91 91 Front st.
1842 Estate of Store $18,000
John Coster No. 91
Condit & Grocers
Scott 91 Front St.
1843 Moses Store $16,000
Taylor No. 91
Condit & Grocers
Scott 91 Front St.
Thomas Commission
Marean Merchant
91 Front St.
1844 Moses Store $18,000
Taylor No. 91
Brower & Commission
Neilson Merchants
John H. Merchant
Brower Consul, & Agent
N. ¥ Insurance
Co.
75 Wall st.
91 Front St.
1845 Moses Store $18,000
Taylor No. 91
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-

Real Personal

Year Name Description Estate Estate Directory
1845 Brower & Commission
Neilson Merchants
91 Front St.
John H. Merchant
Brower Consul, & Agent
N. Y Insurance
Co.
91 Front st.
1846 Moses Store $18, 000
Taylor No. 91
Brower & Commission
Neilson Merchants
51 Front St.
John H. Merchant
Brower Agent
N. ¥. Insurance
Co.
91 Front St.
Gill, Gillets Teas
& Noyes 91 Front St.
1847 Moses Store $18,000
Taylor No. ¢1
Gill, Gillets Teas
& Noyes 91 Front St.
1848 Moses Store $17,500
Taylor No. 91
Gill, Gillets Teas
& Noyes 81 Front St.
J. L. & N. L. Merchants
Griswold 91 Front St.
1849 Moses Store $17,500
Taylor No. 381

Gill, Gillets
& Noyes

J. L. & N. L.
Griswold

b
\

22.

Teas
91 Front St.

Merchants
91 Front St.




1850

Name

John S. Hill

Moses Store

Taylor No. 91

Gill, Gillets
& Noves

J. L.
Griswold

Warrington
L. Gillet

J. S. Hill

Charles
Hill

Description

Real
Estate

$17,500

Personal
Estate

Directory

Commission
Merchant
91 Front st.

Teas
91 Front sSt.

Merchant
91 Front St.

Home: Philadelphia

Commission
Merchant
91 Front st.

Merchant
91 Front st.



1801

1802

1803

1804

1805

18086

1807

1808

Name

Adam Pentz

No Data
Peter A.

Camman

Peter A.
Camman
No Data

Cadle &
Stringham

William
Hill

Cadle &
Stringham

William
Hill

Cadle &
Stringham

William
Hill

Cadle &
Stringham

William
Hill

Description

Brick Store

No. 95

Store
0ld No.
New No.

Store
0ld No.
New No.

95
93

a5
93

SECTION 4
10T 95

1800-1850

Real

Estate

Persocnal
Estate

$5500

$2500

$3500

Directory
Cooper

95 Front St.
Home: 8 Roosevelt
Merchant

95 Front St.
Home: 30 Cedar
Merchant ]

95 Front S8t,
Home: 64 Broad
Merchants

25 Front St.
Merchant

95 Front St.

Merchants
95 Front St.

Merchant
895 Front St.

Merchants
95 Front St.

Merchant

895 Front St.
Home: 15 & 17
Cortlandt

Merchants
95 Front St.

Merchant

95 Front

Home: 15 & 17
Cortlandt



1810

1811

1812

18113

Name

George
Johnston

Cadle &
Stringham

William
Hill

George
Johnston

Cadle &
Stringham

Cadle &
Stringham

William
Hill

George
Johnston

William

Hill

George
Johnston

William
Hill
George

Johnston

William
Hill

Real
Description Estate
Store $3500
0ld No. 85
New No. 93
Store $3500
0ld No. 85
New No. 93
Store $3500
014 No. 95
New No. 93
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Personal
Estate

Directory

Merchant
1l & 95 Front St.

Merchants
95 Front St.

Merchant
95 Front
Home: 15 & 17
Cortlandt

Merchant
95 Front St.

Merchants
95 Front St.

Merchant
95 Front
Home: 15 Cortlandt

Merchant
95 Front St.
Home: 4 State St.

Merchant
95 Front
Home: 15 Cortlandt

Merchant
95 Front St.

Merchant
95 Front
Home: 15 Cortlandt

Merchant
95 Front St.

Merchant
95 Front
Home: 15 Cortlandt



Real Personal
Year Name Description Estate Estate
1813 George
Johnston
1814 William Hill Store $9000
0ld No. 95
New No. 93
George
Johnston
1815 George Store $9000
Johnston 0ld No. 95
New No. 93
1816 Hinton & Store $8000
Moore ©ld No. 95
New No. 93
1817 Hinton & Store $7500
Moore . 014 No. 85
New No. 93
1818 Hinton & Store $7500
Moore 0ld No. 85
New No. 93
1819 Hinton & . Store $7000
Moore No. 93
1820 Hinton & Store S6000
Moore No. 93
1821 Hinton & No. 93 $6000
Moorel
1822 A, V. Winans No. 93 S6000
1823 A. V. Winans No. 93 $6000
lgee also Section 3.
2-26

Directory

Merchant
95 Front St.
Home: 6 Vesey

Merchant
g5 Front Sst.
Home: 15 Cortlandt

Merchant
95 Front St.
92 Greenwich

Merchant
85 Front st.
Home: State St.

Sail/Duck Store
95 Front St.

Sail/Duck Store
95 Front St.

Sail/Duck Store
95 Front St.

Sail/Duck Store
93 Front St.

Sail/Duck Store
93 Front st.

'Sail/Duck Store &

Ship Chandler
93 Front Sst.

Grocer

93 Front 5t.

Home: 76 Frankfort
Grocer

Front St. corner of

Gouverneurs Lane
Heme: 76 Frankfort



1825

1826

1827

1828

1829

1830

1831

1832

1833

1834

1835

1836

1837

A. V.
& Co.

A. V.,
& Co.

A. V.
& Co.

A. V.
& Co.

A. V.
& Co.

A. V.
& Co.

A. V.
& Co.

<A. V. Winans

& Co.>

Anthon
Winans

James

Vankenschoten

J.
Vanben

Winans

Winans

Winans

Winans

Winans

Winans

Winans

Winans

Winans

Winans

Winans

y V.

choten

Description

Ne. 93

No. 93

No. 93

Store
No. 93

Store
No. 93
Store

No. 93

Store
No. 93

Store
No. 93

Store
No. 83

Store
No. 93

Store
No. 93

Store

No. 93

Store
No. 93

Real
Estate

56000

$6500

$6500

$6500
$6500
No. 93
$6500
$9500
$9500
$11, 000
$11,000

$11, 000

$11,000

$21,000

$30,000

Personal

Estate

Directory

Grocer
Front 5t. corner of
Gouverneurs Lane

Home: 76 Frankfort
Grocer
Front St. corner of

Gouverneurs Lahe

Home: 76 Frankfort
Grocer
Front St. corner of

Gouverneurs Lane
Home: 76 Frankfort

Grocer
93 Front St.

Grocers
93 Front St.

Grocers
93 Front St.

Grocers

93 Front St,
Grocers

93 Front 5t.
Grocers

93 Front St.

Grocers
93 Front St.

Grocer
93 Front St.

Grocer
93 Front St.

Home: 25 Cliff

Merchant
93 Front sSt. .
Home: 755 Broadway



1841

1842

1843

1844

1845

1846

1847

Name

John G.
E. Baker

and
Baker & Co.
Baker & Co.
Baker & Co.
Henry E.
Morris

John G. and

Edward Baker

J. G.
Baker

and E.
Ann Morris

John G. and
Edward Baker
Ann Morris

John G. and

Edward Baker
B. L. Woolley
Ann Morris
John G. and
Edward Baker
B. L. Woolley

Ann Morris

John G. and
Edward Baker

Description

Store
No. 93

Store
No. 93

Store
No. 93

Store
No. 93

Store
No. 93

Store
No. 93

Store

No. 93

Store
No. 93

Store
No., 93

Real
Estate

$31,000

$28,000

$26,000

$24,000

$21,000

$25,000

$25,000

$25,000

$25,000

Personal

Estate

Directory

Wine Merchants

93 Front st.

Wine Merchants

93 Front St.

Wines
83 Front St.

Wines
93 Front St.

Importers of Wines

and Liquors
93 Front St.

Importers
93 Front Sst,

Importers
93 Front st.

Importers
93 Front st.

Merchant

893 Front st.

Importers
93 Front st.

Merchant
93 Front st.

Importers
93 Front St.



1850

Name

Ann Morris

John G. and
Edward Baker

Ann Morris

John G. and
Edward Baker
Ann Morris

John G. and
Edward Baker

Description

Store
No. 93

Store
No. 93

Store
No. 93

[ ]

Real Personal
Estate Estate Directory
$25,000

Inporters

93 Front St.
$25,000

Importers

93 Front St.
$25,000

Importers

93 Front St.
-29



1809

1810

1811

1812

1813

1814

Name

Gerard Walton

Marston &
Osbhorne

William
Osbhorn

Osborn &
Willis
William
Osborn

Melick &
Burger

James
Chrystie

Wwilliam

Osborne

Hubbard &
Greene

William
Osbhorn

Perit &
Lathrop

Daniel W.
Coit

Daniel W.
Coit

Daniel W,
Coit

Samuel T.
Coit

Description

"Vacant Lot"

Store
No. 48

Store
No. 48

"in
store?

Store
No. 48

Store
No. 48

Store
No. 48

Store
No. 48

SECTION 5
10T 41

1807-1850

Real Personal
Estate Estate

$1200

$4000

$4000 $ 500

$ 100

$4000

$4000

$4000

$9000

Directory

Merchant
48 Scuth St.

Merchants
48 South st.

Merchant
48 South St.

Merchants
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South st.
Home: 47 John St.

Commission
Merchants

Merchant
48 South St.
Home: 82 Greenwich

48 Socuth St.
48 South st.

Merchant
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South st.



1816

1817

1818

1819

1820

lgz1

1822

1823

Name

John B.
Murray

James and
William Dunlap

Hazard and
Williams

John Bulkley

John Bulkley
& Co.

John Bulkley

John Bulkley
& Co.

John Bulkley
& Co.

John Bulkley

John Bulkley
& Co.

John Bulkley

John Bulkley
& Son

John Bulkley

John Bulkley
& Son '

Real Personal
Description Estate Estate
Store $9000
No. 48
Store $9000
No. 48
Store $8000
No. 48
Store $7000
No. 48
Store 56000
Na., 48
Store $6000
No. 48
Store $S6000
No. 48
Store $S6000
No. 48
2-31

‘Home::

Directory

Merchant
48 South St.
Home: 129 Chanmbers

Merchant
48 South S&t.
Home: 12 Barclay

Ship Chandlers
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South st.
Home: 41 Greenwich

Ship Chandlers
48 South St.

Ship Chandlers
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South St.
46 Greenwich

Ship Chandlers
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South st.
Home: 46 Greenwich

Ship Chandlers
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South st.
Home: 46 Greenwich

Ship Chandlers
48 South st.



1824

1825

1826

1827

1828

1829

_Real Personal
Name Description Estate Estate
John Bulkley
John Bulkley Store $6000
& Son No. 48"
John Bulkley
H. D. Bulkley
John Bulkley Store $7000
& Son No. 48
John Bulkley
H. D. Bulkley
John Bulkley  Store $7000
& Son No. 48
H. D. Bulkley
John Bulkley Store $7000
& Son No. 48
H. D. Bulkley
John Bulkley Store $7000
& Son No. 48
H D. Bulkley
Dan{iel] No. 48 $7000
Tuttle
John Bulkley
& Son

2-32

- Directory

Merchant
48 South St.
Home: 46 Greenwich

Merchant

48 South Sst.

Home: 46 Greenwich
Merchant

48 South St.

Home: 46 Greenwich

Merchant

48 South st.

Home: 46 Greenwich
Merchant

48 South St.

Home: 46 Greenwich

Merchants
48 South S5t.

Merchant
48 South st.

Merchants
48 South S5t.

Merchant
48 South st.
Home: 46 Greenwich

Merchants
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South St.

Merchants
48 South St.

Merchants
48 South St.



Year Name

1829 John Bulkley

1830 Dan[iel]

Tuttle & Co.

Dan[iel]
Tuttle & Co.

1831

1832 Dan[iel]

Tuttle & Co.

1833 Danliel]

Tuttle & Co.

Hallam
Chesebrough

1834 Danf[iel]

Tuttle & Co.

Daniel
Tuttle

Hallam
Chesebrough

1835 Dan[iel]

Tuttle & Co.
-Hallam
Chesebrough

Smith &
Town

1836

John S,
Smith, Jr.

Charles H.
Town

Description

Store
No. 48

Store
No. 48

Store
No. 48

Store
No. 48

Store
No. 48

Store
No. 48

Store
No. 48

lassessed value

Personal
Estate

Real
Estate

2

$9000
$9000
$9000

$9000

$9000

$9000

$30,7001

includes Gouverneurs Lane.

-33

Directory

Merchant
48 South St.
Home: 46 Greenwich

Merchants
48 South Sst.

Merchants
48 Scouth Sst.

Merchants
48 South St.

Merchants

48 South St.

Home: 15 Whitehall
Grocer

48 South Sst.

Home: 85 Front St.
Merchant

48 South Sst.

Home: 78 Elm St.
Grocer

48 South st.

Grocer
48 South St.
Home: 76 Front St.

Commission
Merchants
48 South st.

Merchant
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South St.



1838

1839

1840

Name

Hallam
Chesebrough

Joseph Store
Foulke No. 48

Smith &

Town

John S.
Smith, Jr.

Charles H.
Town

Joseph Foulke
& Scns

Joseph Foulke

Joseph Foulke
Jr.

Louis P.
Foulke

Joseph Store
Foulke No. 48

Joseph Foulke
& Sons

Joseph Foulke
Jr.

Pierre L.
Foulke

Joseph Sfore
Foulke No. 48

Joseph Foulke
& Sons

Joseph Foulke
Jr.

Pierre L.
Foulke

Description

Real
Estate

$33,000

$38,000

$36,000

Personal

Estate

Directory

Grocer
48 South St.

Commission
Merchants
48 South Sst.

Merchant
48 South St.
Home: 626 Broadway

Merchant
48 South St
48 South St.

48 South St.

48 South St.
48 South St.
48 South St.
48 South SF.
48 South St.
48 South 5t.
48 South st.
48 South Sst.
48 South st.

48 South St.



1842

1843

1844

Real

Name Description Estate

Store
No. 48

Joseph $36,000

Foulke

Joseph Foulke
Jr.

Pierre L.
Foulke

Store
No. 48

Joseph $25,000

Foulke
Joseph Foulke
& Sons

Joseph Foulke
Jr.

Pierre L.
Foulke

William
Foulke

Store
No. 48

Joseph $22,000

Foulke & Sons

Joseph Foulke
Jr.

Louis P.
Foulke

William
Foulke

Store
No. 48

Joseph $26,000

Foulke & Sons

Joseph Foulke
Jr.

Louis P.
Foulke

William
Foulke

Isaiah C.
Whitmore

Personal
Estate _

Directory

48 South Sst.
Home: Hellgate

48 South St.
Home: 629 Broadway

48 South st.
Home: 68 Amity

Merchants
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South Sst.
Merchant
48 South St.
Merchant

48 South St.

Merchants
48 Scuth st.
Merchant

48 South St.

Merchant
48 South St.

Merchant
48 Socuth St.

Merchants
48 Scuth St.

Merchant
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South St.



1845

1846

1847

Joseph
Foulke & Sons

Joseph Foulke
Jr.

Louis P.
Foulke

William
Foulke

Isaiah C.
Whitmore

Joseph
Foulke & Sons

Joseph Foulke
Jr,

Louis P.
Foulke

William
Foulke

Isaiah C.
Whitmore

Joseph
Foulke

Joseph
Foulke & Sons

Joseph Foulke
Jr.

Louis P.
Foulke

William
Foulke

Daniel cCurtis
Jr.

Description

Store

No.

48

Store

No.

48

Store

No.

48

Real
Estate

$26,000

$26,000

$26,000

Personal
Estate

Directory

Merchant
48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchants

48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchants

48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchant
48 South

‘Merchant

48 South

St.

St.

St.

st.

St.

sSt.

St.

st.

st.

sSt.

St.

St.

St.

St.

Commission

Merchant
48 South

sSt.



Year Name

1847 Speofford,

Tileston &

Co.

Paul
Spofford

Thomas
Tileston

1848 Joseph
Foulke

Joseph

Foulke & Sons

Joseph Foulke .

Jr.

Louis P.
Foulke

William
Foulke

Daniel Curtis

Jr.

Speofford,

Tileston &

Co.

Paul
Spofford

Thomas
Tileston

1849 Joseph
Foulke

Joseph

Foulke & Sons

Joseph Foulke

Jr.

Louis P.
Foulke

Description

Store

No.

48

Store

No.

48

~Real
Estate

$26,000

$26,000

Persocnal
Estate

Directory

Commission

Merchants

48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchants

48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchant
48 South

st.

St.

St.

St.

st.

st.

st.

Commission

Merchant
48 South

st.

Commission

Merchants

48 South

Merchant
48 South

Merchant
48 Socuth

Merchants

48 South

Merchant
48 Scouth

Merchant
48 South

s5t.

sSt.

St.

s5t.

st.

St.



Year Name

1849 William

1850

Foulke

Daniel Curtis
Jr.

Spofford,
Tileston &
Co.

Paul
Spofford

Thomas
Tileston

Joseph Store
Foulke No. 48

Joseph
Foulke & Sons

Joseph Foulke
Jr.

Iouis P.
Foulke

William
Foulke

Daniel Curtis
Jr.

Spoffoerd,
Tilestoeon &
Co.

Paul
Spofford

Thomas
Tileston

Charles
Spofford

Description

Real
Estate

$26,000

Perscnal

Estate

Directory

Merchant
48 South S8t.

Commission
Merchant
48 South St.

Commission
Merchants
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South st.

Merchant
President, Phoenix
Bank

48 South st.

Merchants
48 South st.

Merchant
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South St.

Commission
Merchant
48 South st.

Commission
Merchants
48 South St.

Merchant
48 South St.

Merchant
48 Scuth St.

Boots
48 South St.



SECTION &
LOT 42
1807-1850
Real Personal
Year Name Description Estate Estate Directory
1807 Thomas H. Store 83500 Merchant
Merry No. 47 47 South S5t.
Home: 116 Liberty
A. D. Duff Merchant
47 South St.
1808 John Grozart Store $4000 Merchant
No. 47 47 South St.
Home: 116 Liberty
A. D. Duff Merchant
; 47 South st.
John Commission
Hutchinson Merchant
93 Front and
47 South Sts.l
1809 James [Jchn?] Store 34000
Hutchinson No. 47
1810 Gordon & Store $4000
Hutchinson No. 47
1811 Daniel W. Coit Merchant
47 South St.
Henderson Merchants
& Cairns 47 South St.
1812 Henderson Store $4000 47 South St.
& Cairns No. 47
John 47 South St.
Goddard
1813 March & Store $4000 Merchants
Benson No. 47 47 South St.
1814 John Store $9000
Jackson No. 47
lgee also Section 3.
2-39



1815

181e

1817

1818

1819

1820

Name

Robert
Benson Jr.=2

March &
Benson

Robert
Benson Jr.

March &
Benson

Robert
Benson Jr.2

March &
Benson

Robert
Benson Jr.2

March &
Benson

Robert
Benson Jr.2

Charles
March

Ledger missing.

March &
Benson

Robert
Benson Jr.

Charles
March

5. Robinson
& Co.

S. Robinson

J. M.
Robinson

Description

Store
No. 47

Store
No. 47

Store
No. 47

Store
No. 47

Store
No., 47

pages missing in the directory.

Personal
Estate

Real
Estate

$9000

$9000

$9000

$9000

$8000

Directory

47 South St.
Home: 110 Broadway

Merchants
47 South st.

47 South St.
Home: 110 Broadway

Merchants
47 South St.

47 South St.
Home: 110 Broadway

Merchants
47 Socuth St.

47 South St.
Home: 110 Broadway

Merchants
47 South St.

47 South St.
Home: 110 Broadway

47 South St.
Home: 9 State

Merchants
47 South St.

47 South S5t.
Home: 82 Chambers

47 Scuth St.
Home: 14 Warren
Merchants

47 South 5t.
Home:

Brooklyn

Merchant
47 Scouth St.




1822

1823

1824

1825

Name Description
8. Robinson Store
& Co. No. 47
Silvester
Robinson
J. M.
Robinson
S. Robinson Store
No. 47

S. Robinson
& Co.

Silvester

Robinson

J. M.
Robinson

Thaddius [sic] No. 47
Phelps

S5ilvester
Robinson

Thad[deu]s No. 47
Phelps

Thadeus
Phelps & Co.

Silvester
Robinscn

Thadeus [sgic] Store
Phelps & Co.  No. 47
Thadeus
Phelps

Estate

W%
1

Real Personal
Estate

$7500

$7500

$7000

$7000

$8000

41

Directory

Merchants
47 South st.

Home: 338 Pearl St.

Merchant

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South st.
76 Leonard St.

Merchant
47 Socuth St.
76 Leonard

Merchant
47 South St.
Home: 109 Liberty

Merchant
47 South S&t.
Home: 28 Rivington

Merchant
47 South St.
Home: 109 Liberty

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.
28 Rivington St.

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.
Home: 109 Liberty



1827

1828

1829

Thadeus [sic]
Phelps & Co.

Thadeus
Phelps

Henry Coit

E. H.

Averill & Co.
Henry Coit
Thadeus [sic]
Phelps & Co.

Thadeus
Phelps

E. H.
Averill & Co.

Henry Coit
Thadeus [sic]
Phelps & Co.
Thadeus
Phelps

E. H.

averill & Co.
A. Averill
Frederic

Bull

Henry Coit

Thadeus [sic]
Phelps & Co.

Description

Store
No. 47

Store
No. 47

Store
No. 47

Store
No. 47

Real

Estate

$8000

$8000

$8000

$8000

Personal

Directory

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St,

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.

Merchants
47 South st.

Merchant
47 South st.

Home: 52 Beekman

Merchants
47 South St.

47 Scuth St.

Home: 16 Cortlandt

Merchant
47 Socuth St.

Merchant
47 South St.

Home: 76 White

Merchants
47 South St.



1830

1831

1832

Name

Thadeus [sic]
Phelps

E. H.
Averill & Co.

Henry Coit
Thadeus [sic]
Phelps & Co.
Thadeus
Phelps

E. H.

Averill & Co.
A. Averill
Thomas B.

Richards

Henry Coit

Thadeus [sic]
Phelps & Co.

Thadeus

Phelps

E. H.
Averill & Co.

A. Averill

Thomas B.
Richards

T. Phelps

Real
Description Estate
Store $10,000
No. 47
Store $11,000
No. 47

Merchant
Store $12,500
No. 47

2-43

Personal

Estate

Directory

Merchant
47 South St.

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.
Home:

Merchants
47 South St.
Merchant

47 South St.

Merchant
47 Socuth st.

Merchant
47 South
Home:

S5t.

Merchants
47 South St.

47 South St.

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant

47 South St.
Home:
Place

Merchant
47 South St.

Merchants
47 South St.

76 Greenwich

76 White

54 Exchange



1832 Henry Coit
& Co.

Thadeus
Phelps
E. H.

Averill & Co.

A. Averill
Joseph oOtis
1833 H. & A,

Averill

Thadeus [sic]
Phelps & Co.

Thadeus
Phelps

E. H.
Averill & Co.

A. Averill

Joseph Otis

1834 H. & A.
Averill

Augustin
Averill
Henry
Averill

Joseph 0Otis

1835 H. & A.
Averill

Description

Store
No. 47

Store
No. 47

Store

. No. 47

Real
Estate

Personal
Estate

$12,500

$12,500

$12,500

Directory

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South st.
Home: 76 Greenwich

Merchants
47 South st.

Merchant
47 South st.

Merchant
47 South st.

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South st.

Me;chants
47 South st.

Merchant
47 South st.

Merchant
47 South St.
Home: 80 Franklin

Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South st.
Home: 12 White

Boarding House
18 Dover St.

47 South St.



=

1835

1836

1837

1838

1829

1840

1841

Name

Augustin
Averill

Joseph Otis

Thomas
Andrews

Augustin
Averill
& Co.

Thomas
Andrews

Thomas
Andrews

Thomas
Andrews
Frederick G.

Thurston & Co.

Thompson
& Adams

Jonathan
Thompson, Jr.

William
Adams

Thurston & Co.

Thonmpson

& Adams

Jonathan

Thompson, Jr.

Description

Store
No. 47

Store
No. 47

Store
No. 47

Store

No. 47

Store
No. 47

Store
No. 47

Real
Estate

$25,000

$23,000

$23,000

$25,000

$24,000

$24,000

Persconal
Estate

Directory
Merchant

47 South St.
Home: 12 White

47 South St.
Home: 44 Franklin

Merchants

133 Front St. "until
1st September, will
then return to 47
South"

Home: 77 Amity

47 South St.

47 Socouth St.

47 South st.
Home: 15 Rutgers
Place

47 South St.

47 South St.

47 South st.

47 South st.

47 South St.

47 South St.

47 South St.



1842

1843

1844

1845

1846

Real Personal

Name Description Estate Estate Directory
wWilliam 47 South st.
Adams
Moses Taylor No. 47 $21,000
Thompson 47 South St.
& Adams
Jonathan 47 South St.
Thompson, Jr. Home: 83 Beekman
William 47 South st.
Adams
Moses Taylor Store $17,500

No. 47
Thompson Merchants
& Adams " 47 Scouth st.
Jonathan Merchant
Thompson, Jr. 47 South St.
William Merchant
Adams 47 South St.
Moses Taylor Store $19,500

No. 47
Thurston & Co.3
Thompson Merchants
& Adams 47 South St.
Jonathan Merchant
Thompson, Jr. 47 South st.
Moses Taylor Store $19,500

) No. 47

Jonathan Merchant
Thompson, Jr. 47 South St.
Moses Taylor Store $19,500

No. 47

Jonathan
Thompson, Jr.

SRecorded in the tax list;

not shown in the directory.

2-46

Merchant

47 South St.
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1848

1849

1850

Name

Moses Taylor
Jonathan
Thompson

Isaiah C.
Whitmore

Moses Taylor
Thompson
& Adans

Jonathan
Thompson

Isaiah C.
Whitmore

A. Averill

& Co,
Augustin
Averill
Moses Taylor
Jonathan

Thompson

Isaiah C.
Whitmore

A. Avgrill
& Co.

Augustin
Averill

Moses Taylor

Jonathan
Thompson

Description

Store
No. 47

Store
No. 47

Store

No. 47

Store

No. 47

Real
Estate

$19,500

$19,500

$19,500

$19,500

2-47

Personal
Estate

Directory

Merchant
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.

Merchants
47 South st.

Merchant
47 8South St.

Merchant
47 South st.

Commissijion
Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.

Commission
Merchants
47 South St.

Merchant
47 South St.

Merchant

47 South St.



1850

Isaiah C.
Whitmore

A. Averill
& Co.
Augustin
Averill

James Couper
Lord

Description

Real

Estate

Personal

Estate

Directory

Merchant

47 South St.

Commission
Merchants

47 South St.

Merchant

47 Scuth St.

Merchant

47 South St.



1809

1810

1811

1812

1813

1814

1815

Name

John D. Aymar

John D. Aymar

Melick &
Burgher

John D. Aymar

John D. Aymar

John D. Aymar

John D. Aymar

Jchn Aymar
John D. Aymar
Daniel Aymar
John D. Aymar

Daniel Aymar

Description

House
No. 46

House
No. 46

House
No. 46

House
No. 87

House & Shop
No. 46

House & Shop
No. 46

House & Shop
No. 46

House & Shop
No. 46

INext entry is for Aymar's wharf, valued

SECTION 7
LOT 43
1807-1850
Real Personal
Estate Estate
$3500
$3000 $ 200
$3000 $ 500
$30001
$3000 $ 200
$3000 $ 2002
$7500 $ 2003
$7500 $ 2003
at $2000.
at $2000.

2Next entry is for Aymar's wharf, valued

Directory

Block & pumpmaker
Bache's wharf

Block & pumpmaker
Bache's wharf

Merchants
46 South St.
33 014 slip

or

Block & pumpmaker
46 South St. andg
Bache's wharf

Block & pumpmaker
46 South st. and
Bache's wharf

Block & pumpmaker
46 South St.

46 South St.
Block & pumpmaker
46 South St.

Block & pumpmaker
46 Scuth St.

Shipmaker
46 South S5t.

Block & pumpmaker
46 South St.

Shipmaker
46 South Sst.

3Next entry is for Aymar's wharf and pier, valued at $2000.
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Year Name

1816 John D. Aymar

1817 John D. Aymar

1818 John D. Aymar

1819 Missing ledger.

John D. Aymar

1820 John D. Aymar
1821 John D. Aymar
1822 John D, Aymar
1823 John D. Aymar
1824 John D. Aymar

1825 John D. - Aymar

1826 John D.

Aymar

1827 John D. Aymar

Frederick
Dull

Real
Description Estate
House & Shop $7500
No. 46 '
House & Shop $7500
No. 46
House & Shop $7500
No. 46
House & Store $5000
No. 46
No. 46 $5000
House & Store $5000
No. 46
No. 46 $4500
Lot $4000
No. 46
Store $8000
No. 46
Store $8000
No. 46

r

Store $8000
No. 46

3Next entry is for

Block & pumpmaker

Block & pumpmaker

Block & pumpaker

Block & pumpmaker

Block & pumpmaker

Block & pumpmaker

Block & pumpmaker

Personal
Estate Directory -
$ 2003

46 Scouth St.
$ 2003

46 South St.
$ 2004

46 South St.

46 South st.
$2000

46 South st.
$2000

46 Scouth St.
52000

46 Scouth St.
$2000

Block & pumpmaker
46 South St,

Block & pumpmaker
46 South St. and
105 Water st.

Block & pumpmaker
46 South St. and
105 Water st.

Block & pumpmaker
46 South St. and
91 Water St.

Block & pumpmaker
46 South St. and
91 Water St. .

Merchant
46 South St.

Aymar's wharf and pier, valued at $2000.

4Next entry is for Joshua Jones's pier and wharf, valued at $4000; this
entry is followed by Aymar's pier and wharf, valued at $4000.



. Real Personal
Year Name Description Estate Estate Directory
1828 John D. Aymar Store $8000 Block & pumpmaker
No. 46 46 South St. and
91 Water St.
1829 John D. Aymar No. 46 $8000 Block & pumpmaker
46 South st. and
91 Water st.
1830 John D. Aymar Store $10,000 Block & pumpmaker
No. 46 46 South st. and
91 Water st.
Osborn & Merchants
Youngs 46 South st.
E. F. Osborn Merchant
46 South St.
Thomas F. Merchant
Youngs 46 South st.
Stephen Home: 7 Bowling
Whitney - Green
1831 william Store $11, 000 Merchant
Whitlock Jr. No. 46 46 Scuth St.
Osborn & Merchants
Youngs 46 South sSt.
E. F. Osborn Merchant
46 South St.
Thomas F. Merchant
Youngs 46 South st.
1832 William Store $12,500 Merchant
Whitlock Jr. No. 46 46 South st.
Osborn & Merchants
Youngs 46 South St.
E. F. Osborn Merchant
46 South St.
Home: 683 Broadway
Thomas F. Merchant
Youngs 46 South st.
2~51



1833

1834

1835

1836

William
Whitlock Jr.

Osborn &
Youngs
E. F. Osborn

Thomas F.
Youngs

William
Whitlock Jr.

Osborn &
Youngs

E. F. Osborn

Thomas F.
Youngs

Francis
Osborn

William
Whitleck Jr.

Osborn &
Youngs

E. F. Osborn

Thomas F.
Youngs

Henry and
William
Delafield

William
Whitleck Jr.

Real

Description Estate
Store $13,000
No. 46

No. 46 $12,500
Store $12,500
No. 46

Store $21,000
No. 46

2-52

Personal

Estate

Directory

Merchant
46 South st.
Home: 26 Beach

Merchants
46 South st.

Merchant
46 South st.

Merchant
46 South St.
Home: 11 Barclay

Merchant
46 South st.

Merchants
46 South St.

Merchant
46 South st.
Home: 47 Franklin

Merchant
46 South St.
Home: 533 Pearl St.

Wine Merchant
46 South St.
Home: 47 Franklin

46 South St.

Merchants
46 South st.

Merchant
46 South St.

Merchant
46 South st.

46 & 40 South St.
Home: 104 Franklin

Merchant
46 South Sst.
32 Beach



1836

1837

1838

1839

1840

1841

1842

1843

1844

Osborn &
Youngs

E. F. Oshorn

Thomas F.
Youngs

William
Whitlock Jr.

William
Whitleck Jr.

William
Whitlock Jr.

William
Whitlock Jr.

William
Whitlock Jr.
William
Whitlock. Jr.

William
Whitlock Jr.

Averill &
Co.

Augustin
Averill-

William
Whitlock Jr.
A. Averill

& Co.

Augustin
Averill

Description

Store
No. 486

Store
No. 46

Store
No. 46

Store
No. 46

No. 46

Store
No. 46

Store
No. 46

Real
Estate

$21,000

$22,000

$22,000

$22,000

$19,000

$17,000

$18,500

Personal

Directory

Merchants
46 South st.

Merchant
46 South St.
47 Franklin

Merchant
46 South St.

Home: 533 Pearl St.

Merchant
46 Scuth St.

Merchant
46 South St.

Merchant
46 South st.

Merchant
46 South St.

Merchant
46 South Sst.

Home: 32 Beach

Merchant
46 South St.

Merchant
46 South Sst.

Commission
Merchants
46 South St.

Merchant
46 South Sst.

Home: 99 Amity

Merchant
46 South st.

Commission
Merchants
46 South St.

Merchant
46 South st.



1845

1846

1847

1848

1849

William
Whitlock Jr.

A. & G.
Averill & Co.

Augustin
Averill

William
Whitlock Jr.

A. Averill &
Co.

Augustin
Averill

William
Whitleck Jr.

A. Averill &
Co.
Augustin

Averill

William
Whitlock Jr.

A. Averill &
Co.
Augustin

Averill

William
whitlock Jr.

Benjamin
Richards

Description

Store
No. 46

Store
No. 46

Store
No. 46

Store
No. 46

Store
No. 46

Real
Estate

$18,500

$18,500

$18,500

$18,500

$18,500

Personal

Estate

Directory

Commission
Merchants
46 South St.

Merchant
46 South St.

Merchant
46 South Sst.

Commission
Merchants
46 South St,

Merchant
46 South st.

Merchant
46 South St.

Commission
Merchants
46 South St.

Merchant
46 South Sst.

Merchant
46 South St.

Commission
Merchants
46 South St.

Merchant
46 South Sst.

Merchant
46 South St.

Commission
Merchant
46 South St.



Year Name Description
1850 william Store
Whitlock Jr. No. 46
Benjamin
Richards

Real
Estate

$18,500

Personal
Estate

Directory

Merchant
46 South st.

Commission
Merchant
46 South st.



I SECTICN 8
IOT 44
. 1807-1850
Real Personal
l Year Name Description Estate Estate Directory
1807 Melick & Store $3500 Merchants
Burgher No. 45 46 South St. or
33 old slipl
Alexander Merchant
l Coffin, Jr. 45 South st.
1808 Melick & Store $4500
l Burgher No. 45 .
1809 Melick & Store 54500
l Burgher Ne. 45
Goodhue & Store
I Swett No. 45
1810 Hcyt & Tom Store $4500 "Hoyt & Tom's Office
No. 45 47 South st.
I 1811 Smith & Merchants
Hubbell 45 South st.
I Joseph Smith Merchant
45 South S8t.
Home: 5 Bridge St.
l Anson Hubbell Merchant
45 South st.
l Home: 26 Beekman
1812 Hoyt & Tom Store $4500 Hoyt, Tom & Co.
I & Co. Ne. 45 45 South st.
Smith & 45 South Sst.
Hubbell
. 1813 Hoyt & Tom Store $4500 Hoyt, Tom & co.
& Co. Ne. 45 45 South Sst.
I Smith & Merchants
Hubbell 45 South St.
I lsee Section 7.
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1814

1815

1816

Name Description

Joseph Smith

Anson Hubbell

Hoyt & Tom Store
& Co. No. 45
Smith &
Hubbell

Joseph Smith

Anson Hubbell

Smith & Hubble Store
[gic] & co. No. 45

Joseph Smith
Anson Hubbell

Hoyt & Tom

Smith & Hubble Store
[sic] & Co. No. 45

Joseph Smith
Anson Hubbell

Hoyt & Tom

Goold Hoyt

Real
Estate

$10,500

$10,500

$10,000

Personal

Directory

Merchant
45 South st.
Home: 5 Bridge St.

Merchant
45 South St.
Home: 106 Greenwich

Hoyt, Tom & Co.
45 South st.

Merchants
45 South st.

Merchant
45 South St.
Home: 5 Bridge st.

Merchant
45 South St.

Merchants
45 South st.

Merchant

45 South st.
Merchant

45 South st,

Home: 106 Greenwich
45 South st.

45 South Sst.
Merchant

45 South st.
Merchant

45 South St.

Home: 106 Greenwich
45 South st.
Merchant

45 South st.
Home: 30 Broadway



Real
Year Name Description Estate

1815 Philip Hoyt
1816 Joseph Smith

Anson Hubbell

1817 Smith & Hubble Store $10,000
[sic] & Co. No. 45

Joseph Smith
Anson Hubbell

Hoyt & Tom

Goold Hoyt

1818 Smith & Hubble Store $10,000
[sic] & Co. No. 45

Joseph Smith

Hoyt & Tom

Goold Hoyt

1819 Ledger missing.

Smith &
Hubbell

Joseph Smith

Hoyvt & Tom

Personal
Estate

Directory

Merchant
45 South st.

Merchant
45 South st.

Merchant
45 South st.
Home: 106 Greenwich

Merchants
45 South st.

Merchant
45 South St.
Home: 7 Bridge st.

Merchant
45 South st.
Home: 30 Whitehall

45 South st.

Merchant
45 South St.
Home: 30 Broadway

Merchants
45 South Sst.

Merchant
45 South St.
Home: 7 Bridge st.

45 South st.

Merchant
45 South st.
Home: 30 Broadway

Merchants

45 South Sst.
Merchant

45 South st.

Home: 7 Bridge St.

45 South st.



Year Name

1819 Goold Hoyt

1820 Hoyt & Tom

Goold Hoyt

Smith &
Hubbell

Joseph Smith

1821 Hoyt & Tom

Goold Hoyt

Joseph
Smith

1822 Hoyt & Tom

Goold Hoyt

1823 Goold Hoyt

Hoyt & Tom

1824 Goold Hoyt

Hoyt & Tom

1825 Goold Hoyt

Hoyt & Tom

Description

Store
No. 45

No. 45

Store
No. 45

No. 45

Store
No. 45

Store
No. 45

Real

Estate

$8500

$8000

$8000

$7500

$7500

$8500

Personal

Estate

Directory

Merchant
45 South st.
Home: 30 Broadway

45 South St.

Merchant
45 South st.
Home: 30 Broadway

Merchants
45 South st.

Merchant
45 South S&t.
Home: 7 Bridge St.

45 South s5t.

Merchant

45 South S5t,

Home: 30 Broadway
Merchant

45 South S8t,

Home: 19 Bridge St.

45 South st.

Merchant
45 South st.
. Home: 30 Broadway

45 South St.
Home: 30 Broadway

45 South St.

45 South sSt.
Home: 27 Park Pl.

45 South st.

Merchant
45 South St.
Home:

27 Park Pl.

45 South Sst.



Year Name

1825 James Hoyt

1826 Goold Hoyt
Hoyt & Tom
James Hoyt

1827 Goodhue &

Swett

Goold Hoyt

1828 George
Douglas

1829 George
Douglas

George
Douglass &
Co. [sic]

1830 George
Douglas

George
Douglass &
Co. [sic]

1831 George

Douglass [sic]

George
Douglass &
Co. [sic]

1832 H, Coit

Henry Coit
& Co.

Description

Store
No. 45

Store
No. 45

Store
No. 45

No. 45

Store
No. 45

Store
No. 45

Store
No. 45

Real
Estate

$8500

$8500

$8500

$8500

$10, 000

$12,500

$12,500

Personal
Estate

Directory

Merchant
45 South st.
Home:

Merchant
45 South St.

Merchants
45 South St.

Merchant
45 South st.

Merchant .
45 South st.
Home: 27 Park Pl.

Not listed.

Merchants
45 South st.

Merchants
45 South St.
Home: 64 Liberty

Merchants
45 Scuth St.

Merchants
45 South st.
Home: 76 White

136 Duane St.



Year Name

Gecrge
Douglass &
Co. [sic]

Thomas B.
Richards

1833 H. Coit & Co.

Theomas B.
Richards

1834 H. Coit & Co.

Thomas B.
Richards

1835 H. Coit & cCo.

Thomas B.
Richards

1836 Charles G.

Hecksher

Charles A. &
E. Heckscher?

C. A,
Heckscher

Edward
Heckscher .

John A.
Williams

1837 Charles

Hecksher

Charles A. &
E. Heckscher

Description

Store
No. 45

Store
No. 45

Store
Noc. 45

Store
No. 45

Store
No. 45

“The surname is spelled "Hecksher®

city directories.

Real
Estate

Personal
Estate

$12,500

$12,500

$12,500

$21,000

$23,000

Directory

Merchants
45 South st.
Home: 57 Bleeker St

Merchant
45 South st,

45 South st.
Home: 76 White

Merchant
45 South St.

Merchants
45 South St.
Home: 76 White

Merchant
45 South st.

Merchants
45 South st.
Home: 76 White

Merchant
45 South St.

Merchants
45 South st.

Consul
45 South St.

Home: 539 Broadway
Merchant

Home: 26 Park Pl.
Merchant

Home: Madison
Merchants

45 South st.

in the tax lists and "Heckscher" in the



Real

Year Name Estate

Description

1837 C. A.
Heckscher

Edward
Heckscher

1838 C. A. Heckscher

Edward
Heckscher

Heckscher,
Coster &
Matfield

Gustavus
Matfield

Gerard H.
Matfield

1839 Charles
Hecksher

Store
No. 45

$22,000

C. A.
Heckscher

Edward
Heckscher

Heckscher,
Coster &
Matfield

Gustavus
Matfield

Gerard H.
Matfield

1840 Charles
Hecksher

Store
No. 45

$22,000
C. A.
Heckscher

Edward
Heckscher

Personal

Estate

Directory

Consul

45 South st.

Home: 539 Broadway
Merchant

Home: 26 Park P1.
Consul

45 South St.

Home: 539 Broadway
Merchant

Home: 26 Park P1.
4% South st.

Home: 169 Sullivan
Banker

45 South st.

Consul
45 South st.

Merchant
45 Scouth st.

45 South st.

Home: 169 Sullivan

Banker
45 South St.

Consul
45 South st.

Merchant
45 South st.



1840 Heckscher,
Coster &
Matfield

Gustavus
Matfield

Gerard H.
Matfield

1841 Charles
Hecksher

C. A.
Heckscher

Heckscher
& Coster

Gerard H.
Coster

1842 John G.
Coster

Heckscher
& Coster

Charles A.
Heckscher

Edward
Heckscher

Peter
Heckscher

Gerard A.
Coster

1843 Moses Taylor
A. Averill
& Co.3

Isaiah C.
Whitmore

Description

Store
No. 45

No. 45

Store
No. 45

Real
Estate

$22,000

$19,000

$17,000

Personal

Directory
45 South st.

Home: 169 Sullivan

Banker
45 South st.

Consul

45 South St.

Home: 515 Broadway
45 South St.

Banker
45 South st.

Merchants
45 South st.

Merchant
45 South St.

45 South St.
Clerk
45 South st.

Merchant
45 South st.

Merchant
45 South St.

*Reported in the tax list but not in the city directory.
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Year Name

1844 Moses Taylor

Mason & Co.%

William D.
Thompson

1845 Moses Taylor
William D.
Thompson

1846 Moses Taylor
William D.
Thompson

1847 Moses Taylor
William D.
Thompson
Brower &

Neilson

John H.
Brower
William
Neilsqn

1848 Meoses Taylor

Brower &
Neilson

Description

Store
No. 45

Store
No. 45

Store
No. 45

Store
No. 45

Store
No. 45

Real
Estate

$19,000

$19, 000

$19,000

$19, 000

$19,000

Perscnal

Estate

Directory

Merchant
45 South st.

Merchant
45 South St.

Merchant
45 South Sst.

Merchant
45 South Sst.

Commission
Merchants
45 South st.

Merchant and
Agent, New
Jersey Insurance
Company

45 South St.

Commission
Merchant
45 South St.

Commission
Merchants and
Agents, Texas and

New York Packet Line

45 South St.

4Reported in the tax list but not in the city directory.

Ny
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Year Name

1849

1850

John H.
Brower

William

Neilson

Moses Taylor

Brower &

Neilson

John H.
Brower

Moses Taylor
Brower &

Neilson

John H.
Brower

Charles A.
Heckscher

Description

Store
No. 45

Store
No. 45

Real
Estate

$19,000

$19,000

65 .

Persconal
Estate

Directory

Merchant and
Agent, New
Jersey Insurance
Company

45 Ssouth St.

Commission
Merchant
45 South St.

Commission
Merchants and
Agents, Texas and
New York Packet Line
45 South st.

Merchant and
Agent,; New
Jersey Insurance
Company

45 South st.

Commission
Merchants and
Agents, Texas and
New York Packet Line
45 South st.

Merchant and
Agent, New
Jersey Insurance
Company

45 South st.

.Consul

45 Scuth st.




SECTION 9
FEDERAL CENSUS OF 1810
The following List of names was taken from the federal census of 1810 and checked against Longworth's American

Almanac, New York Register and City Directory (1810). The sequence represents the order in which the names
were found in the census, which in turn reflects the census taker’s route.

Total in White
Name Address Occupation Household Hen Women Slaves “Others®
William Hunter 129 Front st, Baker g 4 5 v} 0
James Mathews 129 Front st. Grocer 6 3 3
Samuel Paxton 127 Front St. Auctioneer 4 1 3 0
102 Water st.
Solomon Levy 125 Front S$t. Merchant 11 4 é 1 0
Mary Tapp 123 Front St. Boarding House 23 11 9 2 1
John W. Hinton 43 Stone St. Sailmaker 14 10 3 1 0
Joseph Sinklair Not listed 3 2 1 0 1
Joseph Smith Not listed 2 2 0 0 Q
N John Goodhue 13 Broadway Merchant 2 1 1 0 0
o 44 South st.
o Garrett Sickles ?3 Front st. Boot/shoemaker 11 -] 5 0 0
Cort. VanBeuren 91 Front St. Grocer 10 3 6 0 0
Isaac Hodges 93 Front St. Accountant 4 2 2 0 0
John C. Hasbrouck 91 Front st.! 5 2 3 0 0
William Gibbins 89 Front St. Grocer 5 1 4 v} 0
Robert Elkins 89 Front St, Cooper 7 4 3 0 0
James Sinkleter 28 Catherine §t. Shipmaster 1 1 0 0 0
Robert Sterling B9 Front St. Cooper 4 2 2 0 0
B5 Front St.
William Murdock 87 Front st. Grocer 1 1 0 0 0

1Not listed in the directory but jdentified in the tax list.



APPENDIX 3
HARRIS MATRICES



NOTE:

The following Harris Matrices
were developed by LBA based on
GCI's field forms and
preliminary Harris Matrices.
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HARR!S MATRIH WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT A, Test Trench West, Lot 7
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HARRIS MATRIK WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT A, Test Trench West, Lot 7 .
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HRRRIS MATRIY WORKSHEET '
LOCHS: TEST CUTS AA and AB, Lot 43
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Notes: c¢x'x 568-576 —- Test Cut AA
cx 588--Test Cut AB



’ HARRIS MATRIH IWORKSHEET
LOCUS: Test Cuts AC, AE and AJ, Lot 6 Privy .
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cx 589 and 392--yard/landfill deposits

in north end of Test Cut AC

e

cx'x 591,595,599-~yard/landfill deposits in south end of Test Cut AC
cx 579--inner privy wall

cx 1041--outer extent of privy wall

cx 1035--s0il between privy wall (cx's 579 and 1041)
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HARRIS MATRIKX WORKSHEET :
LOCUS: TEST CUT AD, Lot 42
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Notes: cx 287--possible post hole



HARRIS MATRIX WWORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT AF, Lot 7 Wharf Clearing
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Notes: c¢x 776--grillwork in wharf



HARRIS MATRIHX WORKSHEET )
LOCUS:  TesT cutT A, Lot 44
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- HARRIS MATRIH IWWORKSHEET
LOCUS:  TEST cuT AH, Lot 43 Barrel
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cx 807--barrel staves and bottom

cx 936—-clay below barrel

¢x 926--clay liner outside barrel

cx 871--rubble overburden, not screened
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Lacus:

HARRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET

TEST CUT AK, Lot 6 Box
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HARRIS MATRIK WWORKSHEET :
LoCusS: TEST CUT AL, Lot 6 Wharf Clearing
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HARRIS MATRIHX WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUTS AM and AN, Lot 6 Box
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Notes: cx 913--barrel staves
cx 924--profile collapse in Test Cut AM
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HARRIS MATRIX WORKSHEET
LOCUS:  TEST CUT AQ, Lot 43
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HARRIS MATRIX WORKSHEET
LoCUS: TEST CUT AP, Lot 6 Wharf Clearing
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HARRIS MATRIX WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT AS, Lot 7 Box -
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HARRIS MATRIX WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT AV, Lot 6 Box
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Notes: cx 1201--sump
cx 1202--profile cleaning



) HARRIS MATHIX WORKSHEET ‘
LOCUS:  TEST CUT AX, Lot 8 '
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HARRTS MRTRIH WWORKSHEET
LOCus: TEST CUT AY, Lot 8
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Notes: test cut opened to search for
rear of Lot 8; none found



HARRIS MATRIHX IDORKSHEET
LOCUS:  TEST CUT B, Lot &2
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Nates: ¢x 129--brick shaft ex 129--builder's trench for shaft (cx 129)

cx 412--wall collapse cx 403--test boring hole
ex 445--wood bulkhead



HARRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET

LOCUS: TEST CUT BA, Lot 6 Box :
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HARRIS MATRIY WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT BB, Lot 6 Wharf Clearing
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Naotes: cox's 1213, 1214, 1216, 1217



HARRIS MRTRIK WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT BD, Lot 9 Warehouse
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cx 1168--brick floor ¢x 1175-~concrete floor
cx 1196—-plank {lcor ex's 1177, 1187-burnt deposits
cx 1173--overburden disturbed by slurry.wall construction
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HARRIS MATRIK WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT BE, Lot 9 Warehouse :
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Notes: cx 1196--plank floor : cx 1169--brick floor
cx 1197-—column . cx 1198--gupport bheams
cx 1194--wall collapse cx 1257--profile c¢leaning
cx's 1178, 1190--burnt deposits
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HARRIS MATRIY WWORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST cuT BF, Lot 9 Warehouse
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cx 1170--brick flecor cx 1196--plank flcor. '
cx 1174--rubble layer



HARRIS MATRIH IDORKSHEET
LOCUS:

TEST CUT BG, Lot 9 Warehouse
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Notes:

cx 1183--barrel

Dot

cx 1171--brick floor
cx's 1426, l427--beams on floor
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HARRIS MATRIK [WDORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT BH, Lot 9 Warehouse
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cx 1196--plank floor cx 1397--joist
cx 1338--foundation beams cx 1288-—-stone wall
cx 1329--bean, "possible skid" ¢x 1308--horizontal plank '"haseboard"

cx 1342--landfill below plank floor cx 1172—-bhrick floor
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HHHHIS MATRIX WWORKSHEET
Locus: TEST CUT BRI, Lot 9 Warehouse
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Notes: ex's 1271, 1272, 1280, 1333--barrels
cx 1126--plank floor cx 1423~--stone wall
cx 1419--1landfill .
cx 1403--deposit between wall (cx 1423) and wall board (cx 1421)
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HARRIS MATRIHY WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT BJ, Lot 9 Warehouse .
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Notes: cx 1196--plank floor cx 128B--stone wall
cx 1314--landfill cx 1255--brick floor



HARRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET

LOCUS:

TEST CUT BK, Lot 9 Warehouse .
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cx 1262--concrete floor cx 1196--plank floor .
cx 1181--stone wall




HARRIS MATRIH IVORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST cuTS BL and BS, Lot 9 Warehouse
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HARRIS MATRIX WORKSHEET ’
LOCUS: TEST CUT BM, Lot 9 Warehouse
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HARRIS MATRIK WORKSHEET
LOCUS: 7TEST CUT BN, Lot 9 Warehouse

Tl

cx 1291--brick/concrete floor cx 1196--plank fleoor
cx 1328--wood frame extending from Test Cut BR
cx 1330-=-wood "A-frame" )



HARRIS MATRIY WORKSHEET
TEST CUT BO, Lot 9 Warehouse
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cx 1l196~-plank floor
cx 1407--deposit between baseboard {cx 1185)

and stone wall



HARRIS MATRIY WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT BP, Lot 9 Warehouse
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Notes: c¢x 1191--stone wall cx 1186--edge of brick floor
¢x 1185--baseboard cx 1196--plarik floor
cx 1324--wood crate



HARRIS MATRI!K WORKSHEET _
LOCUS: TEST CUT BQ, Lot 9 Warehouse
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Notes: cx 1339--concrete floor cx 1196--plank floor
cx l1408--intrusive builder's trench with rubble




HRRRIS MATRIH HJORKSHEET
Locus: TEST CUT BR, Lot 9 Warehouse
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Notes: Test Cut BR opened to remove wood frame (cx -1411) originally
found in Test Cut BN, where it was given cx no. 1328
Unit not excavated to olank floor
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HARRIS MATRIHX WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT BS, Lot 9 Warehouse
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Test cut opened to excavate remainder of barrel from other units :
cx 1196—-plank fleoor cx 1310--barrel
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HARRIS MATRIY WORKSHEET
Locus: TEST CUT BT, Lot 9 Warehouse
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Notes: Test cut BT opened to remove crate (cx '1335) exposed in Test
Cut BI.

cx 13l6--concrete floor cx 1196--plank floor
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HRBRIS MARTRIY WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT BU, Lot 9 Warehouse
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Notes: Test Cut BU opened to expose wood frame (cx 1411) in Test Cut BN.
cx 1346--concrete floor cx 1196--plank floor
cx 1l417--beam extending to Test Cut BK
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HARRIS MATRIX WORKSHEET
LOCUS:  TEST CUT BV, Lot & Wharf Clearing
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HARRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT BW, Lot 41
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Notes: cx 385--glass from profile cut below wall :
cx 643--stone wall
cx's 397,607--wall overburden
cx 642--builder's trench associated with wall (cx 643)
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HARRIS MATRIK WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT BX, Lot 8 clearing
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Notes: scils from test cut not screened



HARRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT C, Lot 9
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Notes: «cx's 212, 213--spread footers
cx 214--footing storne
cx 218--spread footers, probably the same as cx 234 beams
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HARRIS MATRIH LWORKSHEET '
LOCUS: TEST CUT CP, Lot 43
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Notes: test cut excavated to sample small ceramic deposit on lot line bordering
lots 7 and 43
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HARRIS MATRIKX WORKSHEET
Lacus: TEST CUT CQ, LOT 7

SRR
RIPEETT
Ay

A,

REFPER

3 x o
E 3 2 ¥ . = 3 2
H F i 2 i : F i i
H H H
E: 1 3 o z i

TS PRENR R PRLIP TS

oo

SETEY

A AT

wcoig et Sremanectea et

Ed £

e ] -
- ] s

H S

g H

> Tt

4

TN

#
F
H

Feerreen

A g AL

H
x
H
sovconist
H . : [ e
: i
: S
Fesrangons H H

3 5
£ H
H H

SR z

JPRETIVR.

% > et ot .
: : : : : :

L H i H H H i

v reseedi Lossarcemiertopot

H H

ps— » PATEI.

H H H

3 H H

3 3 H

o =

M e

AN AR

T SR

KRN

A SYRRVRVERINE 2

A

B

Test Cut was

”



HARRIS MATRIK IWWORKSHEET

LOCUS:

TEST CUT D, Lot 92 Warehouse
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Notes:
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99--plank floor
92--rubble layer below concrete floor

3-45

SERPRTFERI




HARR!S MATRIH WWORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT E, LOT 8 Shovel Test

oo

ZYPES
e

H
-

oo

T

. e AN
H H H
i 3
i i i 3 i
s 3 P Bl R kR
oonensinsoeeany sty s
H *

£
£

:

e

JCRYRPRE:

RTRENRLE

RRRPRPRT!

H
H
H

g :
P ;
H 5

SR A Fomanaananannond!

reveereTy
PEVILY)

i
E b

v
i S ;
H H z
5 i
S i

QITYVPEY
TPPERLE:
AL,

3

Pty

3 ; :: cerange
H 4 §
SPRPTRTTRReY ST | Bssnanconstcanadt
¥ R
H i H
H ; H
3 H &
oanmaneoomaon] Frnmsmoestanats,

Tttt et

Hatedenniriet

cx's 137-142 were mostly rubble
cx l44——wood beam, part of cobb wharf in Lots 8 and 9




i HARRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT F, Lot 42
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Notes: c¢x 771-—-spread footer
c¢x 775--barrel



HARRIS MATRIK IWORKSHEET : H
LOCUS: TEST CUT G, Test Trench East, Lot 43
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HARRIS MATRIK IWORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT G, Test Trench East, Lot 43
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HARRIS MATRIX WORKSHEET
L0CUS: TEST CUT G, Test Trench Tast, Lot 43
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HARRIS MATRIX WORKSHEET

LOCUS:

TEST CUT H, Lot 41
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Notes:

field records do not permit accurate interpretation of
diagram reflects excavation sequence
test cut appears to have sampled mixed fills throughout
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. HARRIS MATRIK WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT I, Lot 43
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Notes: cx 245--spread footer
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HARRIS MATRIX WORKSHEET ' -
Locus: TEST CUTS J1 and J2, Lot 9 ‘
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Notes: Test Cut JZ2 is west extension of Test Cut J1 {aka Test Cut J), west as :
far as cobb wharf



HARRIS MATRIH IWORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT J3, Lot 9
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Notes: c¢x 817 overlies Test Cuts J3, J4 and J5
cx 821-—wall collapse
cx 819-~equivalent to cx 390 (Test Cut J2) and cx 241 (Test Cut J)
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HARRIS MATRIK WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT J4, Lot 9
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HARRIS MATRIH WWORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT J5, Lot 9
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HARRIS MATBIH WORKSHEET
LaCus: 'TEST CUT J6, Lot 9
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HARRIS MATRIX WORKSHEET
LGCUS: TEST CUTS K and P, Lot 8 Warehouse
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Notes: cx 362--column support beam
ex 363--plank floor



HARRIS MATRIK [WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT L, Lot 9
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HARRI!S MATRIH WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT M, Lot 8

Notes: c©x 24Z--clearing ex 424——privy shaft
cx's 416, 417, 419--deposits in privy




HRRRBRIS MATRIH WORBRKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUTS M and W, Lot 3 Privy
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cx 424--privy shaft cx 1i43--s0il in privy walls
cx 429--wall collapse cx 428--soil tolumn
cx 706——-timber pile cx 523——footer beam over cx 706

cx's 416, 417, 419--deposits in privy
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HBRRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT N, Lot 41
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Notes: cx 366-—collapse of north and west walls .
- cx 374--drainage trench

¢x 373--cleanup from water seepage

cx 399--spread footers along east wall
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HARRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT N2, Lot 41
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Notes: cx 663——cleanup after looting ‘ .



HERRRIS MATRIB WGRKSKHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT N3, Lot 41
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Notes:; field notes too sketchy to permit interpretation of stratigraphy

cx 682—-profile collapse
cxX 675——profile collapse




HARRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET

LALCUS: TEST CUT N4, Lot 41
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Notes: Test Cut N4 excavated teo sample a ceramic deposit
cx B89—-"black oil stain" covering part of unit
. cx 687--cleanup after removal of wall and spread footers

field notes do not permit complete reconstruction of stratigraphy
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HARRIS MATRIX WOBKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT 0, Lot ©
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cx 364--stone column support
¢x's 380, 38l--footers



HRRRIS MATRIX WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT Q, Lot 9 Wharf Clearing
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Notes: c¢x 372--oyster shell deposit
cx 387——oyster shell, pantiles, brick, etc.
cx 398--cobble £ill in wharf



HARRIS MATRIKX WORKSHEET

LOCUS: TEST CUT R, Test Trench East, Lot 43
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cx's 332, 333 -- ceramic deposit, adjacent to
Stratum 35, Level A) -
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345 (Test Cut G,



HARRIS MATRIH WWORKSHEET

Lacus:
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TEST CUT S, Lot 8
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¢x 438——wood bulkhead
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LOCUS:

TEST CUTS T, U,
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cx 613=641--stone »rivy shaft
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HARRBRIS MATRIY IVORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUTS T, U, U2, U4, US and U6, Lot 7 Privy
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cx 613=0641--stone privy shaft cx 1081l--50il in privy wall
cx 632=7067--"flagstone wall" intrusive into privy

cx 956——stone wall intrusive in southwest section of privy--TCUS
cx 748—-profile cleaning of TCU4
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HARRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET
Lacus: TEST CUT T, Lot 7 Yard/Landfill
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¢x 613--privy wall cx 647--planks across center
cx 673--planks at southern end of unit, north wall of box



HARRIS MATRIHX WORKSHEET
Locus: TEST CUT T2, Lot 7
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HARRIS MBTRIH WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT T2, Lot 7
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Nates: cx 673--plank wall
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HARRIS MATRIHX IVDORKSHEET
LOCuUS:

TEST CUT T3,

Lot 7 Yard/Landfill
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HARRIS MATRIX WORKSHEET
TEST CUT T4, Lot 7 Yard/Landfill
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HARRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET
TES5T CUT T5,

LOCUS:

Yot 7 Yard/Landfill and Box
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HRRRIS MATRIK WORKSHEET
Locus: TEST CUT T6,

Lot
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HARRIS MATRIY WORKSHEET :
: LOCUS: TEST CUT V, Lot 7 Yard/Landfill
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HRRRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUT V2, Lot 7 Yard/Landfill
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HARRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET
LOCUS: TEST CUTS X and X2, Lot 41
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HARRIS MATRIH WORKSHEET
LaCcus: TEST CUT Y, Lot 42
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Notes: cx 424--stone privy shaft
cx 445--wood bulkhead
cx 536--spread footers
¢x 706~-wood beam
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HARRIS MATRIHY WORKSHEET
LOCUS:  TEST CUT Z, Lot 42 :
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Notes: cx 445--wood bulkhead at rear o° Lots 8 & 42
unit placed east of bulkhead (ex 4453)



APPENDIX 4

ARTIFACT CATALOG
COMPUTER CODES



ASSAY TYPE CODEBOQK

ASSAY BMALLFINDS UTILLIZED TYFPES

ARCHITECTURE

Building Materials

SAROO Building Materials - Fresence
Electrical

SAEOG Electrical Related - Fresence

Fasteners

SAFO0 Nails -~ Fresence

SAFOL MNail: Handwrought E.D. 1820

SAFOE Mail: Sguare Cut 7.0, 1BTO

SAFL9 Spike - Fresence

EaFe8 Misc. Fastener (ie. brad, rivet etc..)

Glass

SAGO0 Architectural Glass - Presence

SAGo1L Window — BGenesral

SAGOE Window — Safety with Wire B.D. 1891

SAGOB Crown Glass E.D. 1840

Architectuwral Hardware

SAHQO Architectural Hardware — Fressence

TILE AND FLODR COVERIMNG

SATOGO Tile & Floor Cover -~ Fresencs

SATOE delft-Cormner Unknown Undated

SATOL - delft-Corner Unknown w/ Double Concentric Circles
1 &&0-1850

SATLO delft~-Ouhead/Foliate w/ Double Concentric Circles
14£60-1840

SATLS delft=-Tile-Flain Corner Undated

SATI0 delft-0ther Dated Other Dates

MISCELLANETQUS
EAWGO Wood ~ FPresence

AW ARIN Migec. frrohitecturs — Proesence



20th CENTURY DEERIS

SR&00
CLOTHING
Buckles
SCRMG
Cloth
SO0
Fasteners
BCFGO
Leather
SCL.OO
Sewing

LS00
5504

Shoes
SCZ00
EITCHEN
EDAOO
SDALT
SEDA40
Shna4z2
ARME.
Ammunil ton
SEROG
SERGL
SEEZ22
Gunflints

SERWOG

20th Century Material - Fresence .

Buckle — Presence

Cloth - Fresence

Clothing Fasteners - Fresence

Leather - Fresence

Bewing Related — Fresence

Straight Fin - Fresence

Shose Farts - Presence

Fitohen Related Material
Utensil -~ General

Higuor Llosure Wire
Cork

Ammunition — Presence
Musket Ball
Cannon Ball

Guntliints — Presshnoe

SMALLF INDS OTHER

50501
80802

Unident. Metal
Unicent Glass

- FPresence

LS00 1850



SAS0E Melted/Unident. Glass

80804 Unident Leather

50505 Unident. Glared Stone (Undressed)
S0806 Unident. Wood

S0O807 Indigo Dye

SOs08 Rattan/Cane/Wicker

508509 Rope/String

S0510 Rock/85tone

sS0811 Heavy Woven Fabric

50813 Flastic

s0s14 Cotton {(i.e. non woven fibers)
50515 Textile

B0OS516& Scat/Coprolite

sSUs17 Faper

50818 Wax

850519 Tar

50821 : Asphalt FPavement

50598 Conglamerate (i.=z. materials fused together)
s0s99 Unident. Material

PERSONAL.

Coins

SFLo0 Coins - Fresence

SFCO1 Datable -~ Type Unknown

SFCO:Z Undatable — Type Unknown

Fersaonal
SFPOG Fersonal Related Material — Fresence

Writing Related

SO0 Writing Related Material - Fresence
FURNISHINGS

Fastemsrs

SLIF OO0 Furniture Fasteners - Fresence

Hardware

SUHOO Furnituwre Hardware — Fresence
Lighting Eguipment
SULOG Lighting Egquipment - Fresence

Misr. Furnishing Fieces
SLIMOO Misc., Furniture Farts — Fressnca

-3



ACTIVITIES
Heating By-Products
SXA00 Heating By-Froduct

Barrels/Casks

EXBO0G Barrels/Casks — Fresernce
SXBO1 Hoop /Bands

SXRB0OZ Barrel Staves

SXROE Barrel Hardware

SXEBO4 Barrel Lid/Base

SXELT Spigot

Commercial

SXL00 Commercial Related Material - Fresence
SKACO1 Bale Seal
SXCZE1 Shipping Ballast (UOnly large pieces of non natiwve

stone and coral)
Houseklold

SXDO0 Household Related Material - Fresence
Hunting and Fishing Related

SXFQQ Fishing HRelated - Beneral

Hardware {(other than furniture and archifecture)
SXHGO Hardware - Fresence

General Machins Parts

EXMOO Machine Farts - Fresence

Recreation/Tovs

5XR0OG Recreation % Toys — Fresence
Shell
EX&G00 Shell - Fresence
T00LS
S5XT00 Toonls ~ Fresence
4-4



Assay Utilized Smallfinds Variables

Variable 1 Maker ‘s Mark
999 . Unident. Maker’'s Mark

Variable 3 Materials

Q01 Ceramic

Q05 Wa

006 Wood

307 Leather

aledc! Shell

209 EBone

el Cork

Ol4 Flastic

Q=3 Linoleum

042 _ Ferrous Metal
Q4% Copper

o44 Copper Alloy
45 Lead

04d & Brass

051 Silver

07 & Ivory

Q78 Tortise Shell
oB5 Brass & Woopd
109 Graphite

110 Slate

129 Europsan Flint
180 Silk

Variable 4 Decoration .

Faceted

Embnssed Monogram (Initials)
Stamped

Stamped Monogram (Initials)
Carwved

Carved Monogram (Initials?
Handpainted (Decoration only)
HMandpainted Geometric
Handpainted Figure

Variahle 9 Characteristic

OO Whole

OOz Fortion/Fragment
Rty Liner

Ols Flat

Glé Domed

017 Shani:

o1le Fiollow

020 I Plece



p22a
025
O
Q57
058
Q46
Q49
0E0
051
kel
060
O&l
062
Q&
Q6D
Q70
074
07 &
OF7
078
Q7
Q80
g7
088
L]
092
1060
103
108
119

1 Hole

4 Holes

Handle (All types)
Spoon/Fork Handle
Spoon Eowl
Joined/Hinged
Twisted

Stitched

Cut

Stamped

Tubul ar

Lettered
Ferforated

Fegged

Fressed
Grooved/Ridged
Carved — Manufactured Not Decorative
Shoe without Sole (Just upper part}
Sole with Heel
Sole withaut Heel
Heel

Round/Sphera
Rectangul ar
Triangular
Cvlandrical

Cube

Fainted

Veneered

Hurned
Lid/Can/Top

Variable & Color

01
O
10
11
173

14

Red
Brown
Clear
AgLia
White
Blue



ASSAY FAUNAL UTILIZED TYFES

ZAA OO0

ZAZ 01

Faunal General

Unidentitied Bone

DOMESTIC BIRD

ZBD 01

Unspecitied

Galliformes

ZED 09 Chicken

ZEBD 10

Rooster

EXFLOITED (Romestic/Wild Bird) |

Gallitormes

LBE 05
ZBE 20
ZBE 24

Chicken/Turkey

Gallus gallus
Meleagris gallopavo

Turkey (prior to mid-ninetgenth century)

Grouse

Ansiformes

IBE Z0 Duck

ZEBE 40 Gooss

WILD BIRD

ZBEW 01 Unspecitied

ZBW D2 Small Bird - Unspecified
ZBW 03I Medium - Unspecified

Columbifarms

ZBW O3

Figeon

Charadriforms

ZBW &0

Sandpiper

UNIDENTIFIED BIRD

IBZ (1
Lk 02
IRI QF
ZRZ 04

FHYLLIM

Unspecified

Small Bird - Unidenti+fied

Medium Bird — Unidentified
Large Rird — Unidenti+ied

SARTHROEODS



CLASS CRUSTALEA

SUEBORDER MALACOSTRACA

ORDER DRECAFODA

ZKD 01 CRAB

PHYLUM — CHORDATA

CLASS MAaMMALIA

DOMESTIC MAMMAL

ZMD 01 Unspecified
IMD O0ZF Small-Medium
ZMD 04  PMedium
IMD 05 Medium—-Large
ZMD Q46 Large

Carnivora

IMB 10 Cat
Artiodactyla

IMD 0 Sheep/Goat
IMD 35 Sheep

IMD 60 Fig

MDY 70 Cow

FPerissodactyla
ZMD 20 Horse

Felis catus

Ovisg ares
Sus scrofta
Bos

Eguus caballus



FAUNAL  CODES

EHYLUM = CHORDATA
CLASS MamMmal Ia = M

RODENT __— ZMRK

IMR 01 Unspecified
IMR 02 Small

Radentia

IMR 10 Mouse

ZMR 15 Mouse/Rat
ZMR 20 Rat

WILD MAMMAL

Lagomorpha
IMW 15 Rabbit
UNIDENTIFIED MAMMAL - ZM2Z

IMZ 01 Unidentified Other

ZMZ 02 Small Mammal — Unspecified

CEHYLUM - CHORDATA

CLASS OSTEICHTHYES

ANADROMOUS FISH

IFA 0l Salmon
ERESHWATER FI1EH
ZFF 50 Sturgeon
SALTWATER FISH

IFS Ol Unspecified

IFS 20 Cod

ZFS Z0 Croaker/Seatrout
IFs 329 Forgy

IFS 40 Sheepshead

UNMIDENTIFIED FI1SH

IFRZ 1 Unidentified

IFZ o2 Small —- tUnidentitied
ZFZ O3 Medium - Unidenti+ed
ZFZ 05 lLarge — Unidentified

—

FERYLUM - CHORDATA

Oryctolagus cuniculus



CLASS REFTILIA

Testudings

IRT 01 Unspecified
ZRT 49 Tortoise

PHYLUM MO L USCA

CLASS FELECYFODA

IXF 00 Fresence
IXF 01l Dyster/Clam

CLASS CEFHALOFODA

UNIDENTIFIED SHELL

IXZ 01 Unspecified



Assay Utilized Faunal Variables

Variable 1 Cut

31 Steakbone

34 Steakbone — /8" Thick
17 Steakbone ~ Sirloin

19 Steakbone — Chuck

Variable 2 Butchered

01 Sawed

0% Cut Mark{(s) On Bpdy

G4 Spiral Fracture

06 ESawed Eoth Ends

07 Bawed Diagonally

08 Chopped

09  Cut .

10 PBisected Vertically

11 Sawed Two Sides i

12 Bisected

1% Bisected And Sawed

14 guartered And Sawed

15 Sawed, Cut Marki{(s) On Body
14 Sawed Distal End, Cut Mark{(s) 0On Body
17  Sawed Froximal End

21 Chop And Cut Mark(s) On Body
22 Chopped Diagonally

A

2% Chopped Vertically

24  [Chopped Diagonally, Farallel Cut Marks On Eody

25 Bawed Froximal End, Chop And Cut Mark (s3

24 Bawed Diagonally, Farallel Cut Mark(s) On
0 Parallel Cut Marks On Body

50 Hotrizontal Cut{s) Across Ascending Ramus

Variable 4 fige

01 Young

Oz Immature

05 Adult

12 Milk Teeth

15 Unfused

16 Fused

17 Fartially Fused

18 Epiphysial Sutwe Visible
12 Froximal/Distal Unfused

2% Froximal Untused/Distal Fused
26 Unfused Diaphysis(ss)

27  Unfus=zd Distal Diaphysis
28 lUntused Froximal Diaphvyesis
20 Unfused Acromium Process

Variable O Element

4-11



Cranial

001
003
006
D07
nlel=
OLO
ol
013
o135
0lé
QR0

0R5

Cramial

Horn Core
Mamvilla
Mamdible

Left Mandible
Incisor
Fremol ar

Mol ar

Tusk

Tookth
Zygomatic Arch
Ossiftied Trachea

Vertebra

O30
0=l
032
OEE
O34
055
036
i
QET

Vartebra

Atl as

Aris

Cervical Vertiebra
L.umbar Vertebra
faudal Vertebra
Thoracic Vertebra
Rib

Sacrum

Fectoral Girdle

Q49
050
051
e

R
[

Sternum

Scapula

Clavicle

Coriceid
Coricoidal Frocess

Fore Limb

059 RadiusAUlna
060 Humerus

O&1  Radius

s Ulna

064  PMetacarpal

065 Carpometacarpus
Metapodial

é6éE Metapodial

Q7S Navicular

076 Sesampids

077 Phalange

o7E Hoof

D80 Astragalus

Q81 Calcamnsus

e Met arpal ftarsal
nes  Carpal /Tarsal

Felvic Girdli=

0se

FPelvis



091 Ilium

0% Isehium

095  Acetabulum

094 Ilium and Ischium

097 Ilium, Ischium, Pubis
098 Ischium, Fubis

Hind Limb

100 Femur

131 Tibia

102 Fibula

1035 Patella

104 Metatarsal

105 Tarsal

106 Tibiotarsus

107 Tibhia/Fibula
109 Tarsometatarsus
1130 Tarsometatarsus with tallus

Qther

120 Longbone

22 Egg S5hell Fragments

29 Otelith

170 Seale

138 DOrbitoshpenoid
140  Dentary

141 Fremaxilla

142 Articular

1473 Fharyngeal Mill
130 Operculum

155 Fost-temporal
161 Soute

Turtle
200 Carapace

Arthropod

J00 Claw

7€ Fossibly JIdentifiable
299 Unidentified

Variable & Fortion

21 Whole

G Fraogment

0% SBectieon (sawed into shape)
G4 Partial (over S0%4 present)
05 Shatt

04 Froximal Fragment

07 Dizstal Fragment

08 Froximal Section



29 Digtal Bection

10 PFroximal Epiphysis

11 Distal Epiphysis

12 Epiphysis

1% Froximal And Distal Epiphysis

159 Froximal Epiphysis And Diaphysis
14 Distal Epiphysis

17 Diaphysis With Unfused Epiphysis
19 Spongy Tissue

20 Whole With PFroximal Epiphysis

21 Distal Diaphysis And Epiphysis
22 Whole With Dystal Epiphysis

40 Elade Section

41 Shaft Section

&0 Segment

Variable 7 Burn

1 Presence

0Z%  Charred/Blacl

4 Calcined

03 Blue

06 Charved And Calcined

10 Partially Burned

30 Polished, Flaking Cortex (Baking/Roasting Related)

Variable B Gnawing

a1l Presence

D3 Rodent

04 Canine

05 Rodent And Canineg
1 Carnivore

20 Cat

Variable ? Wegathering

01 Fresence

03 Eroded Cortex

Q& Water Worn

07 Bleached

08 |eachsd

1 Flaking Corte
2 Forous

19 Mine