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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This appendix is provided to give a detailed archaeological analysis of the features and
stratigraphy found during the excavation of the 290 Broadway site. This excludes the
analysis of the African Burial Ground itself, which is reported in Perry et al. 2006.

During the excavation, most of the site was under shelters designed to protect the graves
and provide shelter from the elements. Each area under the shelter structures was given an
alphabetic designation (for example, Structure B). These designations appear in some of the
tield photos. However, since these arbitrary areas did not correspond to areas defined by
historic use, they were not used during the post-field analysis. We mention this to avoid
confusion if one reviews the original field notes.

For the analysis, the 290 Broadway site was divided into five areas that were separated
physically from each other. These included the Southeast Area (SE), the Northeast Area
(NE), the Mid-Block Area (MID), and the Lot 12 Area (Lot 12). The fifth area, Republican
Alley, had no post-Burial Ground features or recognizable activities other than graves, so it
was not included in the analysis of the 290 Broadway component of the African Burial
Ground site. In the database, these areas were entered in the sub-phase field.

Every collection unit was assigned a field catalog number, which then became the laboratory
tracking and catalog number as well. When excavation was by excavation unit, a catalog
number was assigned to each arbitrary level within each stratum. Thus, such collection units
had an excavation unit (EU) number, a stratum number, and a level number: EU10, Stratum
XXX, Level 2 (abbreviated 10-XXX-2). Exceptions occurred when there was just one level,
and then no level number was used. If a feature was being excavated, a feature number was
assigned as well. If a feature was the excavation units, as in the MID area, then catalog
numbers were assigned to strata and level collection units within the feature (abbreviated
F56-XV-2). A field collection unit did not necessarily correspond to an entire stratum within
an excavation unit. In fact, it seldom did. Catalog numbers were also assigned to artifacts
recovered during cleaning or leveling operations within units or features where the strata
were not certain. This procedure of numbering collection units was followed in Lot 12 and
the NE and SE areas and, occasionally, in the MID area where units were used.

The analysis identified features, fill deposits, and surfaces. North American archeologists
define features as “things that cannot be taken back to the laboratory for analysis because
they are actually part of the earth or because moving will alter or destroy them” (Hayden
1993:44-45). Features generally contain things: a pit contains its fill (made of sediment and
artifacts), while a stone wall contains the stones and mortar and any inclusions in the mortar.
Fill deposits are defined as deposits that were used to fill basements or raise the overall level
of each lot to the level of the street. A surface was the original surface of the ground that
received artifacts or a yard surface that developed on top of and in the original ground
surface. Surfaces were particularly important, because the artifacts in the Lot 12 sediments
seemed to be stratified, even though precise, extensive layers could not be separated.

Fill deposits were also composed of multiple strata of distinct sediment layers that served as
collection units. Because of the mechanical removal of the upper deposits, most of the fill
deposits in the different areas belonged to the earliest filling activity and were considered as
one fill deposit.
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Ground surfaces were also affected by mechanical removal in the MID and SE areas. Only
the bottom of the A horizon or the A/B transition remained, as did the B horizon. Because of
the complex horizontal zonation of sediments in the transition and the B horizon, both the
A/B and B deposits were collected by soil stratum, but were considered one deposit for
analytical purposes within each area. In the NE Area and Lot 12, the ground surface was
preserved and excavated by stratum and levels within a stratum. In the NE Area, although
there was variation in the sediments, the deposits were grouped into the ground surface and
the A/B transition. The stratification in Lot 12 was more complex. The uppermost deposit
was a yard surface that lay on top of the original ground surface. The original ground
surface accumulated artifacts for a number of years and could be divided into an upper and
a lower portion, with the upper part of the ground surface containing later artifacts than the
lower portion, which included the A/B interface.

As described in Chapter 2.0 of Volume I, a deposit of artifacts (whether in a feature, fill, or
surface) that analysis suggested had been deposited at one time was designated an analytical
unit (AU). Ground surfaces and fill deposits were given AU numbers over 500. Distinct AUs
in the 500s were also assigned to disturbances, surface and wall cleaning when one could not
be sure where the artifacts came from, and artifacts that were recorded as finds without
provenience. The contents of features were given analytical unit numbers that matched the
number of the feature. This was done to make it easier to know the proveniences of a
particular group of artifacts. Thus, in the main text, the term AU is used most frequently
because the artifacts are discussed as units of analysis. In this appendix, feature numbers are
used in most cases since this appendix is a description of the field results. However, when
describing surfaces, the AU designation is used since the surfaces were not defined in the
field. In the MID area, features were the primary focus of excavation. In the other three
areas, analysis focused on features, surfaces, and fill deposits. Table 1 lists the designations
for the phases, sub-phases, and analytical units used to group events, either temporally,
spatially, or stratigraphically.

Within features, the artifacts from the different strata were compared to see if they
crossmended. The results of this analysis were quite different than at the Five Points site.
Since the archeological features from Five Points reflected a much longer occupation than at
290 Broadway, the archeologists identified a series of analytical strata that were often from
different periods in most of the features. Although the features at 290 Broadway often had
numerous soil deposits that served as collection units, crossmend analysis generally showed
that the contents of each feature were essentially deposited at one time.

We also follow the same presentation order as found in the main text (SE, NE, MID, Lot 12).
After the introduction for each section, the text discusses the dating of the features, surfaces,
and fills, and then describes each feature in detail. We also consider stratigraphic issues.
However, since the ground surface was mostly removed from the MID and SE areas,
stratigraphic issues, except for overlapping features and internal feature stratigraphy, are
limited to the NE and Lot 12.

12
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Table 1. Designations Used for Grouping Events at the 290 Broadway Site

Group Name Description
Phase 6 Twentieth century
5 Late nineteenth century
4 Post-fill features (1806—1860s)
3 Fill of lots
2 1787-1810
1 Pre-Revolution
Sub-Phase NE NE block of units
SE SE block of units
MID Mid-block features
Lot 12 Lot 12
RA Republican Alley
Analytical These are derived from the feature designations assigned in
Unit the field, as well as codes for particular kinds of deposits.
Feature These designations are the original field number. If the
numbers feature was actually composed of a number of events, the
different events were identified by adding a letter suffix to
the feature number. In the field, when features were
sectioned, the artifacts were assigned to a north, south, east,
or west half of the feature. These are not used in the text but
remain unchanged in the catalog database.
509 Disturbance
510 Cleaning surface after bulldozer activity
511 Cleanup of features which includes mixed phases and spot
finds
515 Fill
518 Deposit on intermediate ground surface (IGS)
519 IGS
520 Historic ground surface (HGS)
521 A/B horizon and subsoil

13
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2.0 THE SOUTHEAST AREA
2.1 Introduction

The majority of the Southeast (SE) Area of the site was divided into one large, square grid
with a few extensions, containing twenty-six excavation units (EUs) (Figure 1). To the
northeast of this grid, about 30 feet away, two other units were excavated (EUs 37 and 53),
and to the southeast, about 20 feet away, EUs 30, 48, and 49 were excavated. Within the main
grid, EUs were primarily five-by-five-foot units. Five units were smaller (33, 33E, 34E, 39W,
and 46E); others were larger (31, 32, 35, 36, 38). However, all units were five feet from north
to south on the grid. The units outside of the main grid were sized to fit the field
circumstances. The excavation units were generally shallow. Initially, these units were
excavated to expedite the discovery of burials which might lie underneath. However, in
addition to the discovery of burials (and some unassociated human bone), trenches, pits,
postholes, and modern features were recovered (Figure 1), as well as tens of thousands of
artifacts from the early stoneware potteries in the area. The waste from the potteries
included kiln furniture, kiln bricks, and wasters from vessels ruined during firing.

Analysis of the field and laboratory data identified twenty features (Table 2). Two surface
features are probably related to burial practices, and they were interpreted in the field as
grave markers (F143 and F149). A piece of wood, thought to be part of a broken coffin, was
also given a feature number (F148) in the field. The seventeen non-burial-related features are
analyzed here. The Howard University team has analyzed the burial-related features (Perry
et al. 2006). However, the relationship of specific burials to the non-burial features will be
mentioned as appropriate.

All but three (F140a, F140b and F138) of the seventeen features date to Phase 1. F138 is a
barrel dating to the late nineteenth century. This feature may have been used as a barrel
privy or been related to industrial activities. F140a is a poured-concrete pier and its builders’
trench associated with the construction of the pavilion portion of the proposed 290
Broadway construction (Phase 6). F140b is a builders’” trench along the edge of Elk Street.
This trench is the result both of nineteenth- and twentieth-century foundation excavations.
The material collected from both F140a and F140b dates primarily to Phase 1 and has been
analyzed as such.

Although several of the features overlap each other, which one came first is difficult to
determine from the field data. This was due to a variety of factors. The primary ones were
the intermingled and varied soil color and textures of the soils in the C horizon and the
dense concentration of ceramic waste that inhibited seeing successive features. The irregular
edges of the larger features suggest that multiple features have been included in a feature
number. As discussed in the following section, a tentative sequence can be suggested based
on the presence and absence and relative density of household-related artifacts.

The two features with the highest concentration of pottery waste are Features 139 and 144.
The eastern pit features (F151, F152, and F168) are much smaller and seem to be single-
dumping-episode pits. One of these pits (F168) was defined in the lab through an
examination of the profiles. These pits were excavated into a ground surface with a dense
concentration of ceramic waste products. Much of the pottery waste seems to have been
piled on the surface rather than placed in pits and was found throughout the historic-
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ground-surface sediments. The densest concentration of the waste pile was in two clusters of
units. In the east, east of the concrete pier, EUs 37 and 53 contained slightly over 8,000
artifacts. The second cluster, on the east edge of the large block of units, EUs 32, 33, 34, and
34E (the location of AU144 and AU139), contained almost 11,500 artifacts. The two
concentrations are separated from each other by the modern concrete footer (AU140).
However, the units may be two parts of a larger concentration cut by the footer. If so, the
concentration seems to roughly follow the angle of the property line, as do many other
features in the project area, including F163, a trench.

The linear feature, F163, could have been originally excavated for some other purpose,
perhaps prospecting for clay. Its orientation to the property line reflects the importance of
that line in orienting activity on the landscape. Someone disposed of a half a cow in AU 167.
This feature was cut through a scatter of pottery waste and included domestic trash (a wine
glass and liquor bottle fragments, nails, and other household pottery). In general, domestic
artifacts were rare in the SE Area. Pottery-industry byproducts comprise 98 percent of the
total artifacts from the SE Area.

The field team identified seven postholes (F142, F147, F150, F161, F164, F165, and F166)
within the SE Area, scattered within and outside of the EUs. Although the field team did not
excavate most postholes, all of the SE Area ones were excavated. Three (F142, F147, and
F150) did not have any cataloged artifacts, although field notes indicate that a brick and
piece of kiln furniture were recovered from F150. Thus, these postholes perhaps dated before
the initiation of dumping or were excavated into an area with a low density of kiln debris.
The latter seems unlikely, given the more or less continuous distribution of debris in this
area. However, their location south of the area of concentration is suspicious. There was little
field information on F150, so its nature and time period is uncertain. The other four contain
only material from the ceramic dump. They were dug after the dumping had started.

Some of the posthole features appear to be related to one another because of their size,
location, and depth. The three features F164, F150, and F161 line up roughly parallel to
trench F163 and follow the Van Borsum property line. The distribution of domestic trash
seems to be concentrated north of this possible fence line, as discussed below. However,
such projected fence lines are inconsistent with all maps showing the Van Borsum patent
division in 1788, which is roughly 30 to 50 feet north, or with the angle of the property line.
The relationship of the postholes to the other features is obscure. A piece of wood, thought to
be part of a broken coffin, was also given a feature number (F148) in the field.

Basic information on each feature is presented in Table 2. After a discussion of chronological
information, we present information on each feature.
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Table 2. Feature Descriptions, Southeast Area

Excavated
Feature Center Maximum Size Elevation Depth
No. Function Coordinates Range (amsl TPQ MCD
138  [Barrel 81.0S/253.8E 14x23 1.73-0.50 1.27 1840
139  [lrregular Pit 80.5S/228.0E 11.3x 125 0.15-0.05 0.10 1780 1780*
140a |Footing 67.55/243.5E 10.0 x 10.0 1.09 - (-1.57) 2.66
140b  |Builders’ Trench| 73.0S/257.0E 9.0x3.0 1.00 - (-1.20) 2.10 1820 1814*
142 [Posthole 88.45/232.8E 0.6x0.6 2.75-2.15 0.60
143  |Grave Marker 80.0S/236.8E 05x1.2 1.94-1.69 0.25
144 (lrregular Pit 77.55/236.0E 52x75 1.41-0.46 0.95 1670 1733*
147  [Posthole 72.0S/253.0E 1.0x1.0 0.76 —0.55 0.21
148  [Wood 63.55/253.2E 0.3x1.8 0.24 — (-0.44) 0.68
149  [Grave Marker 74.5S/231.5E 06x1.0 0.67-0.24 0.43
150  [Posthole 72.35/236.5E 0.7x0.7 0.31-0.61 0.30
151 [Pt 62.35/251.3E 0.7x1.0 (-0.40) — (-1.60) 2.00 1762] 1791*
152 |Pit 67.0S/252.9E 11x22 1.00 - (-0.60) 1.60
161  [Posthole 64.2S/253.2E 0.6x0.6 (-0.10) - (-1.70) 1.80
163  [Trench 69.75/226.6E 2.6 x16.0 1.46 -0.13 1.33 1762 1757
164  [Posthole 77.0S/224.4E 0.8x0.9 0.51-0.06 0.45
165 [Posthole 78.4S/219.8E 0.7x0.7 0.89-0.74 0.15
166  [Posthole 77.4S/245.5E 12x11 0.97 - (-0.17) 1.14
167  [lrregular Pit 64.55/230.0E 3.5x10.0 1.24-0.25 0.99 1762] 1772*
168  [lrregular Pit 62.2S/253.6E 04x2.3 0.20 - (-0.60) 0.80 1720] 1763*

* Less than 10 sherds.

2.2 Dating

There is relatively little stratigraphic information from this area. Several features overlap, but
the complexity of the sediments in the C horizon, the mixing from pit excavation, and the
focus on finding grave shafts resulted in puzzles rather than a stratigraphic sequence.
However, a combination of datable ceramics and differences in the kinds of artifacts in
features allows us to designate features as early or late.

Some features that contained mostly Phase 1 material were disturbed by later events.
AU140b is the builders’ trench associated with the 1899 rebuilding of the foundation wall for
the Elm Street side of Lot 22. A five-story brick building with a 17- to 20-foot basement was
constructed (Ingle et al. 1989:96). This activity and the associated builders’ trench (AU140b)
account for the disturbed nature of the deposit in EUs 37 and 53 in Lot 22. The uppermost
layers were a mix of ceramic kiln furniture wasters and mid- and late-nineteenth-century
artifacts. Included in these was an American Flying Eagle Cent that was manufactured
between 1857 and 1858.

The total number of sherds from intact deposits with defined beginning and end dates in the
SE Area, mostly refined tablewares, is 55 out of over 30,000. All of the early features in the SE
Area have more than 93 percent stoneware (Table 3). The analysis of the ceramics suggests
that the features fall into two groups based on the number of non-salt-glazed stonewares,
which are all placed in the industrial group. In Group A, six analytical units have creamware
(0.09 to 1.45%); of these, three have pearlware (0.12 to 0.33%). In this group of features with
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creamware, four have white salt-glazed stoneware and three have oriental export porcelain,
three have tin-glazed earthenware, and three have slipware. The MCD based on these
ceramics is 1768. The TPQ is 1780. Three pearlware sherds occur in the top of F139. Of the
two in AU521, one was found during surface cleaning in EU42, and the other in what seems
to be a small intrusion into the surrounding sterile soils. The post-1780 sherds make up
about 12 percent of the total dateable sherds. However, after analysis some of these sherds
were assigned to others contexts.

Table 3. Percent of Ceramic Ware Groups by SE Area Phase 1 Analytical Units

Feature Type |WW PW | CW | OEP | TG WSG| R/YSW RW

Group A
140b  |Builders’ Trench 0.04]10.04] 0.14 0.11 99.68 | 2,851
167 Pit 0.33] 1.00 | 0.33 1.00 0.33 3.65 93.36 301

Burials® [Shaft 0.12] 0.09 | 0.09 | 0.09]0.18 0.03 0.34 99.05 | 3,261
521 A/B Horizon 0.09 | 0.02 |0.02]0.06 0.19 99.63 | 5,363
163 Trench 0.37 0.37]0.24 0.49 0.49 98.05 820
151 Pit 1.45 98.55 69

Group B
168 Pit 0.05 0.10 99.84 11,935
144 Pit 0.03 0.01 0.01 99.95 | 7,551
139 Pit 100.00 | 3,224
152 Pit 100.00 | 1,646
161 Posthole 100.00 | 149
165 Posthole 100.00 | 118
149 Grave Marker 100.00 65
164 Posthole 100.00 20
166 Posthole 100.00 13

Key: AU-analytical unit; WW-whiteware; PW-pearlware; CW-creamware; OEP-oriental export porcelain; TG-tin glazed; WSG-
white salt-glazed stoneware; R/Y SW-red- and yellow-bodied slipware; RW-redware; SW-stoneware; N-total number.

1 The shafts investigated included only those with dateable ceramic artifacts and did not include artifacts from the lower
portions of the shaft, which were studied by the Howard University team (Perry et al. 2006).

A close analysis of the location of the dateable sherds revealed that 18 of them originally
assigned to F139 and AU521 were over grave shafts and probably in the backfill of grave
shafts, including Burials 333, 379/382, 388/432, 355/360/377. This is especially likely if the fills
of the grave shafts included large amounts of stoneware kiln debris. Some of these burials
are stratified over each other (represented by burials separated by slashes [/] with the latest
grave first), so it is uncertain which grave-digging activity resulted in the artifacts in the
grave shaft. Two of these, Burials 333 and 388/432, contained pearlware, suggesting
excavation after the introduction of pearlware in 1780. There was also one creamware sherd
in the shaft of Burial 333 (Perry et al. 2006:1:Table 4.1). Some of the sherds assigned to F163
may have come from grave shaft contexts also since they are over shafts, but others
including those in F167 come from places in the features that are not over shafts. The shaft
from Burial 379, located at the end of F163, includes, besides stoneware kiln debris, a
relatively large number of non-industrial artifacts (68) (Perry et al. 2006:4:264-266) much like
the contents of F163. This feature appears to date after the introduction of creamware in
1760. The information from the grave shafts together with the distribution of the other
dateable wares (Table 3) gives us some information on the relative dates of the SE Area
features and some suggestions for when the kiln debris was dumped on the site.
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The evidence presented in Table 3 suggests that almost all of the features were created before
1780, before pearlware, and many before the 1760s, before creamware. It is assumed that if
the features were dug through a surface with household debris on it, artifacts from that
surface would be incorporated into the fill of the pit. The features in Group B in the table
have almost no refined ceramics, suggesting that they were created before much trash
accumulated in the SE area. The graves that were dug through the kiln deposits, on the other
hand, show that the surface of the SE Area had accumulated trash after the kiln debris was
deposited. Since much of this surface was removed during the initial removal of the ground
surface, the conclusion cannot be checked.

The transition area between the A and the B horizons, incorporating the bottom of the A
horizon in some cases (especially in EUs 37 and 53), is designated AU521. This AU had no
pearlware, but a complex of creamware, white salt-glazed stoneware, and tin-glazed
ceramics typical of the 1760-to-1780 and somewhat later period. The features with that
complex may date to the 1760s and 1770s. At least two of the burial shafts (for Burial 333 and
Burial 388 or 432), as well as F167, appear to date after 1780 since they contain pearlware
sherds.

The assumptions in the above argument are that (1) the fill of features, especially large
features, excavated through a ground surface will incorporate artifacts that were on the
surface; (2) trash accumulation increased over time; and (3) trash deposition was evenly
distributed over the surface. If these assumptions are true, then most of the ceramic waste
dates before the 1760s when domestic occupation of the surrounding area was minimal and
the ground was being used as the African Burial Ground. Later, more domestic trash
accumulated and a few features were dug into the surface, including some graves. Some
features could have been dug into the surface during the 1760s and 1770s, but the number
seems low. Perhaps this is due to the Teller fence, erected in the 1760s and destroyed in the
late 1770s.

If assumptions 2 and 3 are incorrect, other interpretations are possible. For example, if all the
trash was deposited after the Teller fence was destroyed and the trash was unevenly
distributed over the surface, then all of the ceramic waste could belong to Phase 2 rather
than Phase 1. This, however, seems unlikely given the situation in F139. In that feature,
conservatively about 100 square feet, with dimensions roughly about 12 by 8 feet, the only
domestic artifacts, including pearlware, occurred in the grave shafts; none occurred in the
feature itself. The exception to this is the two tobacco pipe stems in the northeast portion of
F139 that is adjacent to F144. F144 does have two domestic sherds, oriental porcelain and a
redware sherd, as well as seven pipe fragments, and it is possible that there was some
mixing between the fills of the two features when F144 was excavated into F139.

There is also evidence that another fence that followed the Van Borsum property line,
represented by Features 164, 150, and 161, may have affected the distribution of domestic
artifacts. The distribution of the domestic artifacts not found in burial shafts is almost
completely restricted to the area north of this projected fence line. In AU521, the remnants of
the original ground surface and the transition between the A and B soil horizons, there are
only two domestic artifacts, a white salt-glazed stoneware sherd and an unglazed redware
sherd, both in EU38. A manganese-glazed redware sherd appears in AU521 in EU52 that is
bisected by the projected fence line. All the domestic sherds from EU37 are northwest of the
posthole F161. Both features F151 and F168 seem to have been dug through this surface.

20



Appendix A
Stratigraphic Analysis and Feature Descriptions

The distribution of the other artifact groups suggests the same division of features into an
earlier and a later group or an undisturbed and disturbed group (Table 4). A separate
analysis (not shown) demonstrated that the percentage of non-industrial-group artifacts was
not correlated with the total number of artifacts in a feature. F144 did have a higher than
expected number of non-industrial artifacts, but it was cut by F139 and by F140a, which may
have added some non-industrial artifacts. In summary, the preponderance of evidence
suggests a pre-1760 date for the features and the stoneware. Except in a few features, the
later artifacts are due to disturbance.

Table 4. Percentage of Artifact Groups in SE Analytical Units

Total % of All SE )
Non-Industrial  Non-Industrial Total Non-Industrial Artifacts
Feature Type Artifacts Artifacts Artifacts of Total Artifacts
Group A
167 Pit 167 445 451 37.0
163 Trench 82 21.9 886 9.3
151 Pit 2 0.5 70 2.9
Burials  |Shaft 47 12.5 3,279 1.4
140b Builders’ Trench 24 6.4 2,865 0.8
521 A/B Horizon 31 8.3 5,379 0.6
Group B
144 Pit 14 3.7 7,566 0.2
139 Pit 5 1.3 3,229 0.2
168 Pit 2 0.5 1,935 0.1
152 Pit 1 0.3 1,647 0.1
161 Posthole 149
165 Posthole 118
149 Grave Marker 65
164 Posthole 20
166 Posthole 13
Totals 375 27,672 1.4

2.3 Pre-Revolutionary Features

2.3.1 The Ground Surface

Some of the graves were excavated through the pile of kiln debris. Others graves may have
been excavated into the ground surface before the potteries were started in the second
quarter of the eighteenth century (Perry et al. 2006). Burials are shown on the figures if they
were visible when the figure was drawn or if their relationship to the features is important.

The natural sediments of the historic ground surface can be divided into three general
horizons. The A horizon had been mostly removed, but its presence in the pits and trenches
showed it to be a dark brown or gray-brown sandy or silty loam. The B horizon was
yellowish brown or light brown silty clay in most of the SE Area. It was usually marked by
the presence of worm holes in the subsoil. This evidence was generally recorded in the field
notes. On the west edge of this project area, the subsoil is much sandier and the sands are
variegated in color. The sand apparently comes up to the interface with the A horizon
intermittently in the rest of the SE Area as well. The C horizon sediments were also
variegated in color and texture and primarily sand. Deposits of reddish sand of different
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degrees of fineness were mixed in irregular deposits with yellowish brown clays. In plan the
deposits look like a jigsaw puzzle with yellow clay next to red sand next to brown sand next
to clay, all with irregular borders. The burials and other features penetrated all three soil
horizons. The intensive activity in this area resulted in much mixing of the various
sediments redeposited in feature fill.

2.3.2 Grave Markers: Feature 149, Feature 143

These artifacts were identified in the field as grave markers and are so considered here. F149
is located on the boundary of EUs 34 and 40 in EU40 (Figures 2 and 3). Burials 355 and 357
are to its north and east respectively. F149 is made up of three narrow rectangular stones
oriented north-south with a smaller, rounded stone placed at the southwestern edge of the
westernmost stone. The pit around the stones was 0.43 feet deep. F143 was made up of one
large rectangular-shaped rock. It overlaps the southern border of F144 and measures 1.2 feet
long and 0.5 feet wide. The relationship between these two grave markers is unknown. It is
unclear with which burial F143 is associated. The closest burials to it are Burial 333 to the
west and Burial 402 to the south.

2.3.3 Feature 144

F144 found in EUs 33, 33E, 34, and 34E is an irregularly shaped pit feature (Figure 2). It was
the largest dumping episode of ceramics recovered at the site and is associated with the
nearby potteries. This feature became evident after F139 was removed from EUs 34 and 34E.
F144 is a pit approximately a foot deep filled with dark brown sandy silt (Figures 4 and 5).
The feature was dense with kiln furniture, ceramic wasters, and smaller portions of glazed
brick, slag, and charcoal. The few non-industrial artifacts in F144 may be the result of
activities on the ground surface or from events associated with the feature. F144 covered the
entire area of EU34E not disturbed by F140a and was excavated in two sections, a large L-
shaped area in EU34E and two smaller areas to the south going into EUs 33 and 33E.

F144 appears to have been used by local potteries as a dumping area for wasters, brick, and a
high amount of kiln furniture and stoneware. It seems likely that the pit area of F144 was a
discrete event. F144’s irregular western edge may be the result of the later intrusion of F139.
Further interpretations of F144 will be discussed below with F139. The profile of the west
wall of EU34E (Figures 4 and 5) shows that F144 cut into Burial 355.

2.3.4 Feature 139

F139 is a dumping episode associated with the potteries that overlies the western side of
F144 and its associated scatter, located within EUs 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, and 40 in Lot 202
(Figure 2). The majority of F139 was in EUs 31, 32, and 33. The feature was surrounded by
and cut into subsoil comprised of patches of yellowish clay and dark reddish brown sand.
Rather than individually excavate EUs 31, 32, and 33, the contours of F139 were followed
over the entire area of these units, excavating areas outside of F139 separately. F139 was very
shallow, but was slightly deeper in EUs 32 and 33. The bulk of F139 was half a foot of dark
brown soil mixed with ash and full of kiln furniture and ceramic wasters. Adjacent to this
area in the southwestern corner of EU32 was a concentrated lens of ash (Figure 6). Ash was
found throughout the feature; however, there was only a very small percent, 0.2 percent, of
non-industrial artifacts.
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Features 139, 144, 143, 149, 164, and 165
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Figure 2. Relationship of Features 139, 143, 144, 149, 164, and 165, plan view, SE Area.
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Figure 4. Feature 144, west wall profile, Excavation Units 34E and 40E, SE Area.
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Several burials were found in the same units. Burial 333 was in EUs 32, 33, and 34. Burial 366
was on top of 387 in EU35 and extending to the corner where EUs 35, 36, and 31 meet.
Several burials were found in EU36, one of which, Burial 432, extended under F139. Burials
389 and 396 were in EU31 and EU32. Burial 333 was cut into F139 and Burial 396 into F144 as
indicated by the significant amounts of kiln furniture and wasters in the grave shaft (Perry et
al. 2006).

In EU35, F139 was excavated as one stratum. Strata in the area where Burial 366 extends
through both EUs 35 and 36 were excavated under the designation EU35/36. The bulk of
material excavated under the designation EU35/36 was grave fill associated with Burial 366.
This was composed of reddish brown sand with clay patches and contained kiln furniture
and ceramic wasters.

F139 covers the southern half of EU35, and it may have extended into the southeastern
corner of EU36. In the southern half of EU36, strata containing dark silty soil mixed with
reddish sand and kiln furniture, brick, stoneware, and shell indicate activity in this area.
Although there is no evidence that this is an extension of F139, it may be surface scatter
related to F163, or it could be the grave-shaft fill. If F139 extended north into EU36, it was at
a higher elevation and removed by the site clearing. The subsoil below F139 and F164 was
made of the reddish sand of the C horizon and contained little cultural material, e.g., kiln
furniture and ceramics that may have come from surface activity or bioturbation.

F139 and F144 represent large and probably repeated dumping episodes of wasters, used
kiln furniture, and brick from kiln repairs associated with one of the nearby potteries. F139
was likely a series of dumping episodes in the same general area as F144. At F139’s deepest
levels in EUs 31, 32, and 33, a pit about 0.5 feet deep was filled with kiln-waste materials. It
should be noted that these features are similar to F163, which lies approximately 10 feet to
the north on the other side of two postholes (F164 and F165). Most of these units were
approximately 0.5 to 1.0 feet deep. The co-occurrence of the burials and the features reaffirm
the multi-functional use of this area in the eighteenth century. Although there is no proof of
interaction between the pottery employees and African-Americans on this site, logic dictates
that these two groups would have been aware of each other.

2.3.5 Feature 163

F163 is a long trench that lies diagonally across EUs 41, 42, 43, and 44 (Figures 7, 8, and 9). It
stretches over 15 feet across the excavation units. Field notes suggest it extended eastward,
being cut by the builders” trench for F140. It probably extends into EU46 (not shown in
Figure 7), but the western end is unclear. The eastern end seems to have been truncated by
F167. As discussed in the section on chronology, these two features may belong to the more-
recent set of SE Area features based on their relatively high percentage of household
artifacts.

The feature is shallow at both ends (0.5 feet or less), but depth increases in the middle. In
EUs 41 and 42, the feature is approximately 1.0 feet deep. F163 was excavated in one stratum
in most units and the feature fill consisted of the same kiln furniture, ceramic, glass, brick,
and faunal bone found over the entire SE Area of the site in a matrix of dark brown sandy
clay. The trench also contains natural rocks mixed with the artifacts (Figure 10), which was
one of the factors that made it stand out from the surrounding subsoil (Figure 9). The
presence of rocks is unusual.
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Features 163, 167 and 149
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Figure 7. Relationship of Features 167, 163, and 149, plan view, SE Area.
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Figure 9. Feature 163, section profile, Excavation Unit 41, looking west, SE Area.
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throughout veins of manganese; subsoil

Figure 10. Feature 163, north wall profile, Excavation Units 40 and 41, SE Area.
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Most of the clay and sand sediments surrounding F163 are hard packed. For most of its
length, the trench was cut into sediments that had a yellow-brown clay component often
mixed with reddish brown sand and some manganese veins. Brown sand edged the
northwest side. These are mostly sterile with few artifacts probably being worked into the
soil through activity around F163 or in the feature. It seems likely that the trench was dug
into the hard-packed yellow clay and sandy clay that surrounds it, but there is a possibility
that it was a natural depression. Field notes do not discuss the interface between the feature
and the hard-packed clay, but it is noted that the bottom of the feature is sandy.

The artifacts in the trench fill include kiln furniture, stoneware fragments, shell, wine/liquor
bottle fragments, non-industrial ceramics, and smoking-pipe pieces. It also contains a
concentration of red brick, some of which is burnt and/or glazed. Considering the proximity
of the Remmey pottery to this lot, it is likely that these bricks were used in or were part of a
kiln. The original purpose for this trench remains unknown, and its contents do not suggest
a specific purpose. It is possible that this trench was the result of clay or sand mining for the
potteries or other businesses nearby. If this was the case, the materials found in the trench
probably accumulated over time as work went on at the potteries in the area. The dark
silty/loamy soil of the now missing A horizon filled the trench, distinguishing it from the
hard-packed clay and sand through which it cuts. It should be noted that strata in EU44
were badly burned or baked. This suggests some activity related to the potteries; however, it
may also mean that the debris thrown into the pit was being burned or caught fire.

2.3.6 Feature 167

F167 is a pit containing a portion of a partially articulated bovine skeleton (Figure 11) in a
shallow pit located north of F163 in the northwestern corner of EU43 and the northeastern
corner of EU44. The feature extended further into the area north of the excavation units
(Figure 7). F167 has an irregular shape, and its upper strata were excavated in north and
south halves. Most of the bovine vertebrae, ribs, and a mandible were recovered from the
dark brown sandy silt (Figure 12); other bones were found in the lower layers of the pit. The
profile through the feature suggests that a pit for the carcass was dug into an area that
already had been disturbed by other pits. There were also areas of dark brown sandy silt
mottled with yellow clay outside of F167 that contained artifacts such as kiln furniture,
pipes, window glass, brick, bottle glass, and ceramics. Once the skeleton was revealed, the
north and south halves of the feature were excavated together. However, the feature was
flooded and the feature walls collapsed during the excavation of this stratum. The bones
found and removed included six articulated vertebrae, a mandible with teeth attached, ribs,
and leg and foot bones. Most of the bone was located in the central or southern area of the
feature. From the position of the bones, it appears that half a carcass was discarded intact.
The pit into which the carcass was tossed is cut out of the same hard yellow clay that makes
up the walls of F163. The amount of brick and kiln furniture increased at the bottom of this
pit, which suggests it may have been used for other activities before the bovine skeleton was
deposited.

The relationship between F163 and F167 remains uncertain because these features do not
seem to overlap. A “non-feature” stratum of hard-packed clay was identified between the
two features (see 5 in EUs 44 and 43, Figure 7). Both features are filled with a similar soil
matrix, brick, and artifact fragments, suggesting they were opened at approximately the
same time. They are also similar in that they both contain high frequencies of domestic
artifacts: F163 has over nine percent and F167 has 37 percent. Although the TPQs and MCDs
(Table 2) cannot confirm it given the small number of sherds, it is likely these are two of the
latest features in this area.
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Figure 11. Feature 167, section profile, Excavation Units 43 and 44, looking north, SE
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Figure 12. Feature 167, north cross-section profile, Excavation Units 43 and 44, SE Area.
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The most likely explanation for the appearance and shape of F163 and F167 is that they were
related to the daily operation of the nearby potteries. Perhaps the brown yellow clay was
being mined and the features follow the natural contours of the clay deposits. The nature of
the debris thrown in the pits suggests that artifact deposition was opportunistic, excluding
the concentration of bricks and the bovine skeleton, and gravitated to where holes or
depressions in the ground already existed. It would appear that the potters knew about
graves in this area and avoided them by orienting the fifteen-foot channel (F163) parallel to
and between the graves.

2.3.7 Feature 148

F148 was a large (approximately 1.5 x 0.3 feet) piece of wood with a nail attached that was
embedded in the soil. At its deepest point it was -0.44 feet amsl (Figure 13). It was identified
in the field as a displaced piece of coffin wood in the ground-surface sediments. Underneath
it by .2 inches is posthole F161, first definable at the interface with the subsoil. The two
features are not related. Of some interest, however, was the large fragment of a stoneware
vessel with clock-spring decoration that was found adjacent to the wood fragment. If this
was part of a displaced coffin, perhaps the sherd was part of the burial as well. It is unclear if
the wood was displaced recently as part of the disturbance associated with the eastern
foundation trench (Figure 13) or if it was an early displacement dating to the period of the
potteries.

2.3.8 Feature 168

F168 was a small pit for a dumping episode in the eighteenth- or nineteenth-century ground
surface. It contained a dense concentration of kiln furniture as well as brick, slag, mortar,
glass, and bone. F168’s soil description was a dark gray clayey sand mottled with brown
silty sand and reddish sand with some petroleum staining (Figures 13, 14, and 15). F168
appears to have been cut into an earlier larger pit. This earlier unnamed pit (4 on Figure 14)
stratigraphically dates between F151 and F168 and contains kiln-related artifacts. It is unclear
why F168 was dug into this pre-existing pit. F168 contained almost 70 percent kiln furniture
while the adjacent ground surface, AU 521, contains 56 percent. This unusual concentration
may reflect segregated dumping zones. However, the petroleum stain found in the feature
was a nineteenth- or twentieth-century intrusion. It seems most likely that this petroleum
leaked through one of the two builders’ trenches that lie on the east and west sides of the
unit. On the east is the foundation trench along Elk Street, F140b, and on the west is the
modern concrete footer for the proposed pavilion, F140a. The strata directly adjacent to F168,
between it and the footing trench, also contained petroleum. The petroleum may have also
leaked in from activity related to the modern excavation and construction at 290 Broadway.

2.3.9 Feature 151

Pit F151 in the northwestern corner of EU37 was rectangular (Figure 16) and had a possible
rodent disturbance as seen in EU37’s north wall profile (Figure 14). F168 is located to the
northeast and is probably unrelated to this earlier pit feature. F151 contained historical
materials including wasters, kiln furniture, brick, faunal bone, glass, and charcoal. The soil
was dark gray sandy clay mottled with red sand and yellow-tan sandy silt with charcoal
flecks. This feature was not identified in the field and may have been truncated by F140.
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33



Appendix A
Stratigraphic Analysis and Feature Descriptions

34

Features 151 and 161
Plan View
251E 252E 25|3E 254E 255E

Feature 161 —
0.7 AMSL—_ \
0 1ft
P
0 30cm

Fealure 151; dark gray clayey sand mottled with red

sand and yellowish tan sandy silt with charcoal flecks =0T AMSL

2 orange tan sandy silt mottled with red silty sand and yellowish gray clayey 7 yellowish gray sandy silt mottled with greenish gray sandy clay and crange
silt and dark gray clayey sand; subsoil silty sand, with petroleum stains and worm holes; subsoil

3 Feature 140b; dark brownish red coarse sand mottled with yellowish tan 8 red sand mottled with yellowish tan silty sand, pink clayey sand, and dark

clayey silt and greenish gray sandy silt with rocks, brick fragments, and brown sand; subsoil
petroleum stains; trench fill

©

Feature 161; dark gray clayey sand mottled with brown silty sand and
Feature 140b; mottled greenish gray sandy silt and dark brownish red sand reddish sand with charcoal flecks and brick fragments
and orange tan sandy silt with petroleum stains

&=

10 dark gray clayey sand

o

mottled light gray silt, orange sand, pink sand, purplish sand, and yellowish
gray sandy silt; subscil 11 Feature 140b; reddish brown silty sand mottled with gray sandy silt
and yellow silty sand, brick fragments; trench fill

@

mottled orange, red, and pink sand with small amounts of dark gray clayey
sand; subsoil 07 amslx Elevation in feet above mean sea level
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2.3.10 Feature 152

F152, identified in EU53 (Figure 17), may continue into EU37 (Figure 18), but the field crew
did not identify it in the field plan. Brick, rock, kiln wasters, and kiln furniture from the
historic activity were found in F152; this feature and the adjacent ground surface also had
over 95 percent kiln furniture. This feature contained a variety of soil colors derived from the
adjacent varied subsoil types. Its bottom is about a half foot higher than F151 and slightly
larger than F151. Burial 406 was clearly excavated into a ground surface covered with
pottery debris. Whether F152 or the burial was excavated into the other was not clear from
the unit field notes. The field project was terminated before B406 could be excavated, so this
issue was not investigated further.

2.3.11 Postholes: Features 164, 165, 161, 147, 166, 142, and 150

Six postholes were located in the SE area (Figure 1). The total depth of all postholes is
incomplete as all were truncated when the surface was removed by the backhoe. The
bottoms of the holes become increasing lower as one moves toward the northeast, the
probable direction of the slope of the land (from 2.15 amsl in F142 to -1.7 in F161. The drop
averages approximately 1.7 feet over 10 feet. Whether this reflects the actual slope of the land
is problematical as the postholes may not actually have been excavated at the same time and
had different functions, and therefore different requirements for depth. None of the
postholes has temporally diagnostic artifacts, only kiln wasters and kiln furniture.

Two postholes, F166 (near EU49) and F164 (in EU35), have the same bottom depth and are
located between the high and low basal depth, about 20 feet apart. F165 (in EU36) is about
4.5 feet southwest of F164. The three are similar in size and shape, although the bottom of
F165 seems to be about 0.75 feet higher than that of the other two.

F161 (in EU37) is the northernmost posthole in the SE area, about 33 feet from F164. F161 is
slightly smaller than F164 and F165. These three postholes are on a line that approximately
parallels that of the trench F163 and the boundary line of the property, which is about 50 feet
to the north.

About 13 feet south of F161 is the largest posthole (F147), but it was not excavated. F166 lies
about 8 feet southwest of F147. F142 (in EU38) is located about 15 feet southwest of F166.

F164 was located beneath F139 in EU35 and was filled with the yellowish brown clay
containing kiln furniture, burnt wood, and charcoal. The kiln furniture found here may have
been redeposited from the ground surface when the hole was filled. F165 was filled with
light brown clay and kiln furniture; F161, filled with dark gray sandy clay and identified in
the field as coming from the eighteenth-century ground surface, had a post mold in the
posthole.

F164 and F165 (EUs 35 and 36) are above burials and, therefore, are later in date. It is
impossible to determine if F161 was concurrent with or later than burial episodes in the area.
The postholes, based on the ceramic wasters and kiln furniture they contain, were excavated
into the ground surface after the area was used as a ceramic dump. Since postholes would
not have been visible in the dense ceramic dump in F139, it is not clear if they date before or
after that pit. However, given that density, it seems likely they predated F139.

F166 and F147 were not located within an excavation unit. F166 is roughly 1-by-1 foot. It, too,
had a post mold stain and a small amount of kiln furniture. F147 was located to the
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Figure 17. Feature 152, plan view, Excavation Unit 53, SE Area.
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Figure 18. Feature 152, south wall profile, Excavation Unit 53, SE Area.
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southeast of F140 and is also approximately 1-by-1 foot, but more rectangular than F166. The
southern edge was not well defined and it was filled with medium gray sandy silt mottled
with medium brown sandy silt with iron-oxide staining. No artifacts were recovered, and
the actual function of the feature is uncertain.

2.4 Phase 4 through 6 Features

2.4.1 Feature 140a

F140a is a large, modern 10-by-10-foot-square concrete block that extends into Lot 20%2 from
Lot 22 bordering EUs 43, 40E, and 34E (Figure 1). Feature 140a is the excavation for the
concrete block. This was laid during the construction of the planned pavilion for 290
Broadway. The grave shaft(s) for Burials 360, 355, 377, 378, 381, all of which were found
immediately adjacent to or on top of each other, are located partially under the modern
concrete footing (F140) and either in or near EU40. F140 severely damaged and crushed the
burials in this area. Another burial (406) in EU53 on the east side of the footing was also
damaged. Above the burials and surrounding F140 are layers of reddish sand and reddish
sand with clay mottling. All strata within F140’s neighboring EU40E contain kiln furniture,
oyster shells, architectural debris, and potsherds similar to those scattered all over the SE
Area of the site.

2.4.2 Feature 140b

F140Db is a builders’ trench; its contents may be associated with a late-nineteenth-century
paper factory constructed on this side of the block, on Lot 22 along Elm. This is the same
event documented in F138 discussed below. The builders” trench cut through the kiln-waster
dump found in EUs 37 and 53. The composition of the fill was similar to that found in F151,
F152, and F168 in EUs 37 and 53 (Table 3). Except for the one piece of whiteware, there did
not seem to be any late-nineteenth-century artifacts. No graves seem to have been cut by this
trench.

2.4.3 Feature 138

This feature is a barrel located in EU30 in the southeastern corner of Lot 22 (Figure 19). Its
contents may be associated with a late-nineteenth-century paper factory constructed on this
side of the block. The barrel was adjacent to a disturbance identified as late nineteenth
century. Some of the material from this disturbance is on top of the barrel fill. In addition to
barrel F138, a deposit of construction materials was located within the eastern half of EU30.
Removal of a layer of mottled brown and red sand and clay revealed the barrel ring and the
disturbed area of debris (Figure 20). The portion of the barrel found was excavated, and a
thin builders’ trench was identified around at least portions of the barrel. The contents of the
barrel were excavated in two halves, followed by the excavation of the EU and builders’
trench around the barrel, and the barrel staves and wood. The barrel itself was not retained,
but a sample of the wood was saved.

The bottom of the barrel was about 1.27 feet below the exposed surface, extending from 1.73
to 0.5 feet amsl. The barrel was placed in the red or reddish brown coarse sand, which is an
earlier horizon of natural soil (6 on Figure 21). The original ground surface is unknown.
Since there is not a noticeable B horizon, the surface may have been higher. However, there
are some artifacts below this possible ground surface, indicating percolation of artifacts.
Bricks recovered in the dark soil of the barrel were similar to the brick in the construction
debris disturbance next to the barrel (Figure 19). This suggests that the barrel was open
while the disturbance was happening or, at least, able to receive artifacts. The builders’
trench in the area around the barrel was made up of a mixture of the two soil types, red-
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Figure 19. Feature 138, plan view, Excavation Unit 30, SE Area.
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P R
Feature 138, plan view and west wall section,
Excavation Unit 30, looking northwest, SE Area.
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brown silty sand and yellow brown clay, with some presence of the organic material that
may have leaked from the barrel.The area of construction debris, including bricks, wood,
and other rubble, was located adjacent to the barrel feature in the eastern part of EU30. It
originated near the surface of the overburden and continued down into the unit to the
bottom level of excavation. This was the last part of the EU to be excavated.

Profiles revealed the soil to be a mixture of the reddish brown silty sand and lighter clays
that make up the natural stratigraphy found on the block (Figure 21). The interface of the
two horizons and their mixture in the construction debris indicates that the pit containing
construction debris (not given a feature number but most likely this is a continuation of
F140b, the builders’ trench for the late-nineteenth-century building on Elk Street) was a
more-recent event than F138 and was dug into the earlier horizon. The remaining area of
EU30 to the west of the barrel was mostly undisturbed red or reddish brown sand
containing some kiln furniture and a few pottery wasters. Burials in the area appear at a
number of different elevations in both soil horizons. Human bone was recovered from the
disturbed construction area of the excavation unit. These were from disturbed contexts, and
no grave pit was seen.

The original function of the barrel is uncertain. It could have been a barrel privy or related to
some industrial activity, such as the late-nineteenth-century paper factory on lots 20 and
20%. Cultural materials from the barrel include bricks and mortar from the construction
episode and two pipe stems: a clay piece from the upper level of the barrel and a bone pipe
stem from the bottom of the barrel. Both of these pipes date to the nineteenth century, and
the bone pipe stem establishes a TPQ of 1840. However, the construction debris (mostly
brick) inside the barrel indicates more-recent use of the barrel—around the turn of the
twentieth century. The barrel may have been used as a privy and then reused in the
construction episode for trash or chemical disposal. It is also possible that the barrel was
used as a privy during the construction episode and then filled with trash and debris, like
the pit next to it, when construction was completed.
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3.0 THE NORTHEAST AREA

3.1 Introduction

An area in the northeast was cleared, and a grid of 10-foot squares was laid out in Lots 20,
20%, and 21. The grid extended 50 feet east from the west wall of Lot 20. The only feature
found which definitely dates to the period in which the lots were formed is the building wall
between Lot 20 and Lot 18 to the west. Most of the remaining features date to the pre-
Revolution period. There was no historical evidence of occupation in this area during Phase
2, although neighbors may have thrown some trash from their lots onto this area.

The northern units were designated EUs 7, 10, 3, 6, and 4, and the southern units were EUs 1,
5,9, 8, and 2 (Figure 22). This section of the site was stripped nearly to the historic ground
surface by backhoe; however, unlike the SE Area, the stripping stopped above the historic
ground surface in the Phase 3 fill. The units were shallow and generally dug to about 0.5 feet
or less, penetrating in most units into the A/B horizons. The strata under the later fills in the
NE Area include a number of complex fills or occupation deposits over a gray-brown
historic surface, similar in color to soils from the rear units of Lot 12. This suggests that the
same events led to the soil formations in both areas. A number of features were cut into this
surface (Figure 22). However, it is difficult to discern the relationship of the features to one
another because of the limited time allowed for excavation in this area.

Prior to the most recent demolition (Phase 6) in the NE Area, the latest archeological event of
interest was the construction of the west wall and builders’ trench (F169) between Lots 18
and 20. We do not know if construction occurred in Phase 5, the late nineteenth century, or
in Phase 4, the early nineteenth century.

The wall cut through the Phase 3 fill of the lot. Varied strata (typically sandy, sometimes
with pebbles and rubble) characterize the Phase 3 fill overlying the early features (Phase 1).
Bricks were also recovered from Phase 3, which could be remnants of building destruction
during the raising of the level of the block. No definite evidence of Phase 2 was found. The
recovery of large amounts of kiln furniture, wasters, and other material from these deposits
supports the Phase 1 date of the undisturbed material. There is a clear ground surface of
dark gray-brown sediments in all the units. The western and eastern features were not
stratigraphically superimposed; however, features within both these areas could be related
to one another. The largest feature in the western area was a possible puddling box (F2B,
F3B); on the eastern side, two bone pits (F154 and F155) and a feature complex containing
burnt material, brick and mortar, and sandstone (F1B, F4/7B, and F9B) were found. Basic
information on each feature is presented in Table 5. The evidence considered in developing
these functional interpretations is examined in the following discussion.

Both sets of features may relate to the ceramic industry, possibly to the Remmey pottery,
which was in operation from the 1740s into at least the 1760s (see map data in Chapter 3.0).
The first is a possible puddling box (F2B and F3B), which is a container where clay is mixed
with water to make it more useable for the potter. The second feature complex is F1B, F7B,
and F9B. This may be the remnant of a kiln, although not enough of the feature was
excavated to support this interpretation unequivocally.
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Table 5. Feature Descriptions, Northeast Area.

Center Maximum Size| Elevation Excavated
Feature* Function Coordinates (EED) Range (amsl) Depth (feet)
1B Burnt Area 53.55/237.0E 8.1x6.2 0.93-(0.21)? 1.14 1762 [1747.8
2B Puddling Box 46.55/200.0E 16.5x11.0 look at EU ~0.50 1795 [1765.2
3B Puddling Box 54.0S/200.0E 14.0x2.6 look at EU ~0.80 1820 [1785.5
4/7B Bricks 52.5S/239.1E 1.4x20 1.48-1.12 0.36 1762 [1753.4
5B Posthole 57.0S/204.4E 0.8x0.8 1.29-0.89 0.40
6B Trench/Pit 55.9S/203.3E 3.0x1.0 1.19-1.04 0.15
8B Postholes varies, see 04x04 1.30-1.05 0.25
Figure 22
9B Red Sandstone 56.55/239.1E 14x1.8 148-1.12 0.36
32 Posthole 52.0S/193.0E 1.8x1.0 1.31-0.78 0.53 1780 [1783.0
33 Trench (?) 37.9S/212.1E 2.1x0.9 0.93 -(-0.22) 1.15 1720 [1745.5
34 Wood-lined Pit | 39.1S/191.6E 34x1.2 1.30-0.95 0.35 1780 [1794.1
154 Linear Pit 44.3S/236E 10.0x2.8 0.33-(-0.47) 0.80 1762 [1736.4
(Bone)
155 Linear Pit 52.5S/234.7E 10.0x 3.3 1.70-1.05 0.65
(Bone)

* Uppercase letters differentiate these features from others with the same numbers in different parts of the site.

3.2 Dating

The overall MCD for analytical units assigned to the pre-Revolutionary period is 1762.6. The
MCD for deposits assigned to Phase 3 fill is actually older, 1756.7. Both kinds of deposits
have about 8 or 9 percent of post-1780 ceramics. However, almost 60 percent of these are in
EUs 1 and 7 adjacent to the nineteenth-century stone wall. Apparently there was more
disturbance than was seen in the field. Another 14 percent are in EU3, which was disturbed
by a backhoe. However, 25 percent came from F3, which extended across the southern
portion of EUs 1 and 5. Although the stratigraphy does not look like it, F3 could be later than

F2 and not

related to it.

Although stratigraphically the majority of the features are assignable to Phase 1 (Table 5),
artifact analysis suggested that either the eastern units had been seriously contaminated by
Phase 2 material or the ground surface had been used during Phase 2. Because of this
possibility, we took into consideration the fact that the area was divided into lots in Phase 2.
Although the lot divisions did not exist in Phase 1, in Phase 2 the lot divisions might have
affected what happened in the units. The artifacts were placed in two groups: those from Lot
20 and those from Lots 20%2 and 21. The two easternmost units included only a small portion
of Lot 21 (Figure 22).

MCDs were calculated by lot for all NE Area stratigraphic proveniences: disturbed surface
material (F509), Phase 3 fill (F515), feature fill, and the historic ground surface (F520 and
F521). In each case, Lot 20 was 20 to 30 years later than the eastern lots (Table 6). The
exception was the disturbed surface assemblages (F509), which were essentially
contemporaneous. Additionally, the highest percentages of post-1780 ceramics are in Lot 20
(Table 7). It should be noted that except in Lot 20, none of the features had any post-1780

ceramics.

The ceramic dating of the features and the historic ground surfaces (Tables 6 and 7) in the
eastern units suggest the eastern lots were used from the 1740s to the 1760s. The dates from
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the four western units in Lot 20 suggest either a disturbance or use in Phase 2. The sharp
division by lot lines suggests a use in Phase 1 and a disturbance in Phase 2.

Table 6. MCD for NE Area Proveniences by Lot

AU/F Lot 20 Lots 20%2 and 21 All Lots in NE

All NE 1780.0 1754.1 1763.4
AU509! 1779.0 1772.2 1776.9
AU515° 1788.3 1755.6 1756.7
Features 1776.2 1747.2 1762.2
AU520/521 1787.6 1754.2 1762.8
N 374.0 666.0 1040.0

1Overburden

2Phase 3

Table 7. Percent of Post-1780 Ceramics by Lot and Provenience for the NE Area

\ Provenience Lot 20 Lots 20% and 21
All 21.7 3.9
AU509" 24.3 6.8
AU515° 43.8 6.6
Features 9.2 0.0
AU520/521 23.7 3.8

1Overburden
2Phase 3

The dateable pipes support the interpretation of the ceramic dates of the deposits in the NE
Area, especially in the eastern units. However, some of the dateable pipes are earlier than the
mean dates based on ceramics. The F154 assemblage, the bone pit in EU4, has three pipes
dated on their form to 1680 to 1720 and 1740. This implies an early use of at least the eastern
portion of the NE Area for disposal of bone waste.

The ground surface in EUs 2, 3, and 9 have similar pipes and pipe dates. Besides two other
Bristol bowls (1680 to 1720 and 1760), there is a Tippett (1678-1722) and two Jenkins (1709-
1739). Two Dutch pipes may also date this early: a Souvee (1740-1782) and a pipe stamped
“GOUDA” with rouletting. Overall, the pipes date from 1680 to 1760. The presence of
creamware in most of the same proveniences suggests the later part of this time range,
except for F154.

The only later pipes in either the eastern or the western units were in Phase 3 deposits. In
EU4 there is a Viner (1765-1806) and a Dutch pipe (Maerling, 1733-1788). In the western
units there is a Morgan (1788-1845) and a leaf design on a stem (1760-1900).

The late dates for western units throw doubt on the identification of F2B and F3B as
puddling boxes, which presumably would have been used early in the history of the site,
perhaps by the Remmey pottery to the north of the project area. However, they could have
been in use before 1760 and then been disturbed in Phase 2.

Layers of colored clays were found in F2B in the field, giving rise to the puddling-box
hypothesis. Features 2B and 3B are wood lined on their north and south sides, but not on the
east side; this physical feature could match that of a sun-pan. However, a sandy mixture
with gravel and some post-1780 ceramics were found in F2B. There is also an iron grate at
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the top of this sand fill. One could argue that the sandy fill and the drain were in place to aid
the drainage of water from the clay.

The formal boundary of the African Burial Ground in 1783 seems to be on the south edge of
the NE Area and is probably the same as that established by Teller when he built his fence.
Thus, it is possible that the potters expanded into the area previously used as the African
Burial Ground. There are two alternative interpretations of the presence of the later ceramics
in this feature complex. The first is that it is a feature from Phase 1 that has been disturbed
by post-Revolution-period activity. Second, the feature complex is a drainage feature
associated with one of the post-1800 buildings on the lot, which incorporated portions of the
Phase 3 fill into the feature fill.

Because of the different nature of the western four units in Lot 20, they will be considered as
a Phase 2 occupation. The deposits in Lots 20% and 21 are considered Phase 1 occupations
with some slight Phase 2 disturbances. The distribution of the different ware groups in Table
8 reflects this classification.

Table 8. Percent of Ceramic Ware Groups by Phase for NE Area

Phase 3

515 0.6 15| 11 0.7 1.2 1.7 59.1 33.6 0.5 4137
Phase 2

34 28.6 | 42.9 28.6 7
169 106 | 22.3 | 5.3 29.8 2.1 8.5 20.2 1.1 94
2B 103 | 20.7 | 5.2 1.7 1.7 1.7 20.7 36.2 1.7 58
3B 08| 87 |262]| 24 4.8 1.6 1.6 12.7 41.3 126
32 1.3 8.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 21.3 65.3 75
005B 100.0 1
Phase 1

520/521 0.6 211 1.3 0.8 1.1 0.7 32,5 60.6 0.3 5027
4B 11] 16 0.5 0.7 2.4 55.2 38.3 0.2 825
154 03] 38 5.6 1.7 0.7 6.3 81.1 0.3 286
1B 03] 0.6 0.5 0.7 2.8 53.2 37.5 45 2117
33 2.7 10.8 62.2 24.3 37
155 11.6 88.4 43

Key: AU-analytical unit; WW-whiteware; PW-pearlware; CW-creamware; OEP-oriental export porcelain; TG-tin glazed; WSG-
white salt-glazed stoneware; R/Y SW-red- and yellow-bodied slipware; RW-redware; SW-stoneware; N-total number.

3.3 Lot 20

The Phase 1 and 2 features in Lot 12 were disturbed during the backhoe clearing. The
backhoe cut deeply into the northwest corner of EU5 and took a smaller piece out of EU1’s
northeast corner.

Lot 20 is dominated by Features 2B and 3B (the puddling boxes) and defined on the west by
the wall and builders’ trench that separated Lot 20 from Lot 18 (Figure 22). There were two
postholes seemingly associated with the puddling boxes (F32 and F153) and four smaller
postholes of unknown affiliation (F8B). A posthole (F5B) south of the complex may or may
not be affiliated with it. One possible feature is earlier than the puddling boxes. This is F6B, a
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possible grave outline. The last feature, also of unknown function, is a pit (F34), which is
similar in date to the puddling boxes.

3.3.1 Features 2B, 3B

AU2B and 3B, the puddling box, were shallow features that were defined on their north and
south sides by wooden planks that functioned as walls (Figure 23 and 24). The east side had
no definable wood wall, and the west side had been truncated by the stone wall F169 (Figure
22). How far west the features extended is unknown since no excavation was done on the
west side of F169.

These features, located in EUs 5, 10, 7, and 1, had been disturbed by nineteenth-century
construction and the backhoe clearing operation. A backhoe scar disturbed F2B’s
northwestern section in EU5 and the northeast section of EU1. F169, the boundary stone
wall, truncated F2B and F3B. Its builders’ trench, containing sterile red-brown, coarse sand
fill, was found in EU1 but not in EU7. This is unusual and suggests that we are looking at
two building episodes. In fact, the north wooden wall of F2B in EU7 seems to be truncated
by the stone wall rather than by a builders’ trench. This could indicate two separate wall-
building episodes, although no note was made in the field about the wall being composed of
two different materials or construction methods.

F3B was probably earlier and larger than F2B and was cut into the historic ground surface.
The profile of the east wall of EU1 shows that the southern boundary of F3B was cut slanted
to the north and that the preserved wall of F3B was not excavated as deeply as the wall of
F2B. The profile also indicates the wood plank was placed against the side of the pit
excavated into the historic ground surface.

The east wall profile of EU1 shows the fill is similar on either side of the divider between F2B
and F3B. F2B was filled with compacted yellow-red clayey sand with pebbles. The brightly
colored clays in 2B suggest the function of the box-like feature was to slake clay for the
adjacent Remmey pottery. Inserted into these clays on the north side of the south wall of F2B
(in EU1) is a metal grate set in gray sands (Figure 25).

The sediments north of the south F2B wall in EU1 are roughly the same color and texture as
south of the wall, at least in the eastern portion of the unit. This implies that the southern
wall of 2B was actually put into the original and larger F3B, making the feature smaller. On
the other hand, 2B could have been the earlier and expanded to the south; however, one
would have expected the wooden edge of 2B to have been removed.

The location and form of clay pooling that may have been represented by these two features
were not specifically addressed in the field. The two main strata in F2B are an upper layer of
mottled clay with lenses of reddish brown sand (puddled clay), and a lower layer of reddish
brown sandy clay similar to that in F3B. A coarse overburden of reddish sand filled the deep
backhoe cut in the northeast corner. Three strata were identified in EU1 during excavation: a
very thin reddish brown layer, a thicker layer of reddish brown soil, and a sandier layer with
pebbles, brick fragments and artifacts, including a button. F3B is about 0.85 feet thick in EU1.
The east wall profile shows that the depth of the wooden wall is only around 0.1 inch.
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Both the southern wooden walls of F2B and F3B ran east-west through EUs 1 and 5. This
wood lining was thickest on the western half of the unit (about 0.4 feet thick). Wood was
definitely found on the north side of F3B between F3B and F2B. Wood stains were also found
on the southern edge of F3B, but they did not go as deep as on the north side.

The extent of the northern wooden wall is less clear. Given the lack of excavation in EU10,
we do not know if the wooden wall on the north side of F2B was preserved in that unit. Part
of the eastern portion of the wooden wall in EU7 was missing. F2B can be projected into
EU10, but the appropriate deposits were not excavated (Figure 24). EU10 was only excavated
about 0.3 feet deep as measured from the SE corner. The top stratum was classed as
overburden and discarded. The area exposed under this was a coarse sand and gravel layer
(F2B) that covers the southern two-thirds of the unit; this layer was not excavated. Evidence
of the northeast corner of the feature complex was limited, since excavation in EU10 did not
progress very far. However, cleaning of the surface revealed a soil distinction between the
north and south that continued the northern line of F2B and F3B. There was also a rock at the
projected northeast corner of the feature in EU10 (Figure 24). This suggests the feature
continued and formed a corner in EU10. There are no other structural elements directly
associated with F3B.

On the southwest corner of EU1, south of F2B and F3B, a mass of decomposed brick was
recovered surrounded by gray clay that was nearly sterile. This brick seemed to continue
down to the bottom of the excavated area. The profile of the eastern portion of the south wall
may show part of the debris from the builders’ trench. Alternatively, it could be a separate
disturbance. The profile suggests that the brick debris is later than the stone wall. If the wall
is late, then the bricks must also be late.

3.3.2 Features 32, 153

There are a number of features that are in the vicinity of F2B and F3B that do not seem to be
directly related, but cannot be placed stratigraphically earlier or later. Two postholes, one on
the east (F153) and one on the west (F32) (Figure 22), are associated with F2B. However, they
could have been associated with the earlier F3B, or even earlier. F153 (a round post and
posthole) is located on the south side of F2B’s south wall, and F32 (a rectangular post in a
circular posthole) on its north side. F32 was recorded along the western side of EUloutside
the builders’ trench. It was placed in a pit about 1 foot wide that extended 0.53 inches below
the level in which it was found and is adjacent to portions of the decomposing brick mass.
There was a circle of wood to its west underneath F2B’s wall. Below the wood, there is
apparently a circle of bricks as well, which may be associated with F3B. Posthole F32 may be
associated with F2B since it is against its wall, but it may also be associated with F3B. The
field notes are not clear, but it seems as if the material from the feature was not separated
from the matrix around it; thus, it is not clear what the posthole contained.

In the northeast corner of F3B in EU5 was a circular stratum below which was a posthole
(F153). It contained only a brick fragment. This allows the inference that there was a post in
the corner or on the southern side of the wood where it ended.

3.3.3 Features 5B, 6B

In the southwest corner of the EU5, south of F3B, a number of events were defined. F6B was
an irregular edge of a pit or trench that was not excavated. It was made up of orange soil and
located on the extreme west edge of the unit (Figure 26). To the east of this F5B, a posthole
and, possibly, a square post mold were found at the interface of the A and B horizons. These
seem to have been cut into a sterile layer on the east, but there are artifactsin a slightly
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Figure 26. Ration of Features 5B and 6B Ioin West,
Excavation Unit 5; showing exposed gravelly
subsoil, NE Area.
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darker stratum at the same level to the east. The excavations reached the A/B transition and
artifacts were rare in these levels. There were also a number of possible features in EU5 and
EU1 that could have been the beginnings of a grave shaft, but since excavation was not
continued here this was not confirmed.

3.3.4 Feature 34

The west side of EU7 was against the nineteenth-century stone wall. F34 is a roughly
rectangular area filled with dark reddish brown sand in the northeastern corner of EU7
(Figure 27); this feature may have been a pit or a trench. The stratum surrounding F34 was
mottled with sand, which suggests the area was exposed when the overburden fill was
deposited. F34 was apparently truncated by the western stone wall. The south edge abutted
the northern wooden wall of F2B. We do not know whether F2B truncated F34 or if the two
features were contemporaneous, since the wood lining from F2B defines F34’s southern
border. The nature of the northern end of Feature 34 is unknown because it extends beyond
the edge of the unit. Both F34 and F2B are cut into a layer of dark yellow-brown silty sand,
which is relatively thin and contains charcoal. This could be the original ground surface or
the bottom of the surface truncated by later construction.

3.3.5 Feature 8B

Five postholes make up F8B, an earlier feature in EU7 (Figure 22). The postholes were
rectangular, almost square. Three of the postholes were within F2B; two were north of the
north wall of the puddling box. Only the northwestern posthole was excavated. The average
dimensions were 0.4 x 0.4 feet and they were all about 0.25 feet deep. They were found at the
bottom of the F2B deposits and should have been visible in the reddish sediments if they had
intruded into the feature. The postholes were not oriented the same way, and their relation
to one another is unknown. The postholes most likely preceded the puddling box, since they
are found both inside and outside of the feature.

3.3.6 Summary

The ceramic analysis of the non-kiln-related materials from Lot 20 confirmed the
stratigraphic analysis. Post-1820 material occurred in a few instances, presumably from the
disturbance of the upper materials through excavation by the backhoe or from later
intrusions. For example, whiteware appeared in EU5 (cat. no. 471) and a piece of ironstone,
in EU7 (cat. no. 488). All of these are located in the upper disturbed layer or are in contact
with it. However there was also a piece of an amber glass finish in EU7 (cat. no. 609), along
with some pearlware, that probably dates to the mid- to late nineteenth century.

The deposits in the features have materials suggesting a source for the artifacts in the late
eighteenth century, after 1780 when pearlware was introduced but when creamware was
still the dominate fine ware. The primary ceramic identified from the post-1780 period is
pearlware, which occurs in most of the disturbance layers, some of the upper layer of F2B,
F3B, and F32, and in the historic ground surface. EU7 has the most disturbances with
pearlware in many contexts. This includes strata identified as the historic ground surface
and two strata identified as the A/B interface area. The dominant refined ceramics for this
area including both the ground surface and the features could also date to the third quarter
of the eighteenth century. Creamware, white salt-glazed stoneware, tin-glazed wares, and
Chinese porcelain were also found. Additionally, redware was predominately decorated
with swirled slips that may be a temporal marker for this period.
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Figure 27. Relation of Features 2B and 34, looking south, Ex
gravely subsoil, NE Area.
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In summary, it seems likely that the features were constructed in Phase 1 and filled in Phase
2 or 3, or they were disturbed, which added a variety of late markers. The relatively
consistent occurrence of various building materials such as window glass, nails, and bricks
(from 16 to 23 percent) with about four to five percent each of nails and window glass in the
units suggests the features were partially filled with material from the Phase 3 raising of the
block. Lower percentages of these materials were found in the units in Lots 20%2 and 21,
which did not have the evidence of Phase 2 occupation.

3.4 Lots 20%2 and 21

3.4.1 Introduction

This area is made up of EUs 3, 6, and 4 along the north side and 9, 8§, and 2 along the south
(Figure 22). EUs 3, 6, 8, and 9 are completely in Lot 20%. EUs 2 and 4 are half in that lot and
half in Lot 21. Few correlations can be drawn between the east and west sides of the NE Area
because the center EUs were not fully excavated. F33 was the only feature identified in the
central four units in Lot 20%, since little of the area could be excavated in the time available.
Although field notes suggested a possible burial in EU3, excavation showed the
discoloration to be a lens of soil.

EU2 is located directly south of EU4. Although the north—south border of Lots 20% and 21
runs through the center of both these units, the features do not line up with the boundary
and are earlier than the lot boundary. The predominant feature complex in these units, F1B,
4B/7B, and 9B, are in EU2 (Figure 22). Brick, kiln furniture, mortar, rubble, red sandstone,
shells, faunal remains, ceramics, and burnt debris were all recovered from this unit.
Although it was not excavated completely, this complex, with stacked sandstone piers with
brick paving between them and around a depression, may be a ceramic kiln or a bone kiln.
The former is more likely.

Underneath this destruction debris were two linear pits (F154 and F155) that contained a
high density of bone. Some bone was also found in EU6 on line with F154; it was not clear if
they were related. The pits and the possible kiln were dug into the ground surface, but the
stratigraphic relation of the pits to the brick and sandstone feature could not be determined.
Both EUs 2 and 4 have very few late ceramics and seem less disturbed than the other
portions of the NE Area. The dateable artifacts in the area are predominately pre-revolution
and suggest a TPQ of the 1760s with a probable earlier use of the area.

Like the two units in Lot 20, the first stratum cleared from these units contained some
nineteenth- and twentieth-century artifacts. In EU2, the upper stratum contains two sherds
of clear glass, twentieth-century jar fragments. EU3 has a vial (V. 327) dating probably to the
mid-nineteenth century. Late pearlware (c. 1815-1840) was recovered from a layer below the
disturbed area in EU3 (cat. no. 551); whiteware appeared in EU3 (cat. no. 432)

3.4.2 Feature 33

This feature was located during the initial cleaning of the unit along with evidence of a
central backhoe disturbance. F33, an irregular pit/trench (Figure 28), was identified in the
northeast corner of EU3 (Figure 22). It seemed to extend outside of the unit to the north. The
feature contains kiln furniture and brick and mortar, implying it was cut into the waster
surface (historic ground surface). The rest of the unit was covered with sandy silt with
pebbles, the Phase 3 fill layer. Below these strata, the sediments roughly divided the unit into
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Figure 28. Feature 33, in northeast corner of Exc

looking north, NE Area.
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east and west. However, the field interpretation for both parts was the same, i.e., this area
was originally marshy ground that became a midden during its historic use, which included
dumping of kiln furniture. The western portion was a dark gray-brown, while the east was a
lighter gray-brown. There was no mention of bones associated with industrial use, as was
found in the eastern portion of the surface in EUs 2 and 4. Some of what is called the historic
surface may have filled a natural depression sloping towards F33. Below these layers was the
transition to the B horizon, mottled by visible wormholes in the subsoil.

3.4.3 Feature 154

The northern portion of EU4 was a mixture of silty sand and silty coarse sand. Excavation in
the southern portion revealed F154. This pit, running east-west, was excavated into the
historic ground surface that contained charcoal and much bone. The feature itself contained
a large number of cow metapodials in a matrix of coarse sandy silt with a small amount of
gravel and cobbles (Figure 29). A large rock was located slightly southeast of the
approximate center of the unit. In the southwest corner, a long sandstone rock straddled the
edge of the south wall, extending with F154 into the south wall balk. Although this was
interpreted in the field as a grave marker, it may be associated with the sandstone debris
from F9B in EU2.

3.4.4 Feature 155

F155 is also a bone pit and contains cow metapodials. The stratigraphic relationship between
the bone pit feature (F155) and the feature complex is uncertain. F155 is definitely under F1B,
the burned material and the rubble and sandstone, verifying the pit was in existence before
the destruction of the feature. However, there is not solid stratigraphic or artifactual
evidence to affirm whether F155 was excavated and filled before the feature was built or
after it was built and then covered by the destruction debris associated with the feature. F155
contents are similar to F154, but its orientation is different. The relationship between these
two bone pits remains unclear although it seems likely that they were used during the same
time. If F155 and 154 were earlier than the feature complex, they would testify to some bone
discard or processing activity in the area before the feature was built. If they and the feature
complex were used during the same time, the bone may have been used as fuel if this is a
kiln site, or the structure feature may have been related to bone processing.

If the bone pits were the earliest features, followed by the architectural features and the
probably associated burnt material in F1B, the sequence indicates multiple uses of the area
over time. First, people associated with the disposal of commercial bone, possibly tanners,
used it. Second the presence of a sun-vat or puddling box and a possible kiln suggest the
area was used by one of the potteries, probably Remmey.

3.4.5 Features 1B, 4B/7B, 9B

This feature complex is primarily restricted to EU2, but the edges of the deposit extend north
into EU4 and northwest into EU6. The complex is comprised of F1B, a thick layer of burned
material containing a high density of kiln wasters that covered the structural components
F4B/7B, both laid and scattered brick, and F9B sandstone piers (Figure 22 and 30). The
structural elements surrounded a depression or pit in the southeast corner. Sandstone, as
well as brick and mortar, was also scattered around the southern portion of EU4.
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A sandy mix of brick, mortar, and burnt material covered about three-quarters of EU2. In the
northeast, there was a clay layer sloping to the northeast over a portion of the feature,
suggesting both a later fill unit and a pit or depression in this area. The layers with the burnt
material were called F1B. Under this was the feature complex (F4B/7B and F9B). This was
composed of sandstone slabs (F9B) stacked on top of each other and broken brick (F4B/7B)
articulated with each other and with one of the sandstone stacks. Between these areas were
depressions filled with sand. To the south and west of this concentration was brick rubble,
apparently in the same pit as the rest of the feature (Figure 29). A pit dug into the southeast
corner of the unit is probably also associated with this feature complex (Figure 22). The pit
seems to have material similar to the rest of the feature, but it is difficult to tell from the field
notes. It could have been cut into the feature at a slightly later time as suggested by the
strata, or it could have been part of the feature and the fill was added later. The pit extended
out to EU2 to the south and east, so its size is unknown.

This configuration of the major elements of the feature could be interpreted as a pit into
which rubble was dumped; however, the articulated brick and stacked sandstone slabs belies
this interpretation. One could also interpret the articulated areas as an actual construction
feature with a north and east wall composed of articulated brick stretching between stacked
slabs of sandstone.

The complex of features may be a pottery or a bone kiln. It is more likely a pottery kiln than
a bone kiln because of its location near the Remmey pottery. Although there were many
wasters in the overburden, this should not be given too much weight since the whole area
was used as a waster dump. Arguments for a bone kiln are the presence of abundant animal
bone in both EUs 2 and 4 and also some in EU3.

It is worthwhile to draw attention to its possible pottery kiln function, given the rarity of
information on early pottery production facilities in America. If it is a kiln, the exposed
elements are most similar to an early German downdraft kiln illustrated by Rhodes (1968:48,
Figure 50). Such kilns were either rectangular or round. The fire boxes are arranged around
the sides, and the flames are deflected upward by short walls (bag walls) and then drawn
down through the holes of the kiln floor into a collecting flue that leads to the chimney
(Rhodes 1968:47). The downdraft kiln is more efficient than an updraft kiln, distributing the
heat more evenly. The pit filled with bricks in the center of the unit could be part of the
sunken flue. The sandstone piers could be either support for the kiln floor or the sides of the
tire boxes paved in brick. While this is interesting speculation, more excavation would have
to be done to address the function of this feature. Since this is in the African Burial Ground,
such excavation is not possible.
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4.0 THE MID BLOCK AREA

4.1 Introduction

The MID Area includes Lots 14, 15, 16, and 17. These are in the center of the area excavated
and yielded (along with Lot 12, which is reported separately) the evidence for the
transformation of the block from a burial ground into a residential neighborhood in Phase 2.
There are few deposits from Phase 1 that document the ground surface during the African
Burial Ground period or reflect other activities.

This area contains evidence of a fence separating what the 1784 Bancker survey defined as
the Van Borsum parcel from the Barclay (Calk Hook) parcel to the north. The Barclay parcel
is the portion that was initially divided into lots and developed. These four lots contain the
most domestic features, including privies and pits, as well as postholes. The dates of the
materials in the majority of the features, as well as their stratigraphic position, demonstrated
that most of these features were excavated into the surface of the burial ground before the
yards were raised (from 1799 to 1809) in response to the regulation of the street level in 1799.
As discussed in Section 4.3.3, transfer-printed sherds recovered from all Phase 2 deposits
lack stippling and date before 1810.

In Lots 15 and 16, it is clear that these features were made and closed before the lot surfaces
were raised. The evidence for such features in the end two lots is sparse. There were also a
few natural and cultural features that dated to the African Burial Ground period, Phase 1,
and a few from Phase 4 or 5 nineteenth-century events. The time span in which most were
made and abandoned is short (1788 to 1803 or 1809), so it is difficult to order these features
within that period, especially since few are stratigraphically related. Each lot will be
discussed in turn, going from west to east. Within each lot the features will be discussed in
chronological order. Postholes from all lots are discussed in a separate section.

The lot plans in this section show lines representing the lot boundaries; however, where
there are no actual wall remains, the exact location of the lot boundaries may not be accurate.
The boundaries were located using the dimensions found on the early deeds and measuring
east and west from existing walls. In spite of this, and because there is no evidence of fences
between the lots, the exact boundary could be a little to the left or right of what is depicted.
For example, in Lot 15, F77 extends into Lot 16, and a cluster of related postholes in Lot 16
may extend into Lot 17. However, the calculated boundary locations are good
approximations of the original boundaries.

4.2 MID Area Dating

Where chronologically diagnostic artifacts were lacking, we used evidence of features
cutting into or being cut by grave shafts to separate Phase 1 and Phase 2 events. It was
particularly difficult in the field to decide whether postholes cut into or were cut by grave
shafts. Thus, in the sections on the dating of features in each lot below, we exclude
discussions of the stratigraphic relationships of the postholes to grave shafts, although in
most cases they seem to cut grave shafts.

The Phase 1 features include two features cut by burials F106 (Lot 14) and F141 (Lot 17).

These are the only two features in the MID Area that are definitely cut by grave shafts. The
fire pit F131 in Lot 16 is assigned to Phase 1, although there are no diagnostic artifacts. A
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natural water channel (F111/120) in Lot 16 was open and filled during at least part of the
time the African Burial Ground was in operation. The three latest features are two drains
belonging to Phase 5 (F112 [Lot 14] and F100 [Lot 15]) and a support pier for a late building
(F58d [Lot 16]). The remaining 14 of the 21 non-posthole features belong to Phase 2. Not
much attention was paid to the later features, and their artifacts were not analyzed. The 69
postholes (not part of another feature) are assigned to Phase 2, although few artifact or
stratigraphic data support this assignment.

Some artifacts in the features appear to be intrusive: they are rare and have TPQs that are
much later than other artifacts. The TPQs in the Tables below exclude such artifacts, but they
are mentioned in the text.

The Phase 1 features have few dateable artifacts. F141 is the only one that has enough sherds
(25) to produce a reasonable ceramic date. The MCD is 1745.4 and the TPQ is 1720. All but
one Phase 2 TPQs are between 1780 and 1795. F58d includes material from Features 58a—c, as
well as mid- to late-nineteenth-century material from the pit for a structural pier (F58d) that
was installed through the earlier features. Two late sherds were recovered: one is a blue
transfer-printed whiteware sherd; the other is one sherd of a Rockingham teapot.

The MCDs for Phase 2 features (based on sherds) mostly fall between 1784 and 1806 (see
Table 9 and Tables for each lot below), the period suggested by the historic documents. The
only earlier MCD is F107 in Lot 14, which has only three dateable sherds. The grouping of
the MCDs for Lots 15 and 16 suggests that the features in Lot 15 are generally more recent
than those in Lot 16. Two features in Lot 15 (F74 and F91) have the latest MCDs, and two in
Lot 16 have the earliest dates; the rest overlap. The 1804 date in Lot 16 came from only two
sherds. Although it may be hazardous to attempt to temporally order features on MCDs that
are so close together in time, the temporal order suggested by the MCDs (Table 9) matches
the interpretation of the historic documents with Lot 15 staying open until 1809-1810 and
Lot 16 being filled shortly after 1802. The MCDs for Lot 17 also suggest an earlier occupation
and an earlier fill date, as suggested by the interpretation of the historic documents, by 1802
or even earlier. When compared to dates in Lot 12, the date array in Table 9 suggests that Lot
12 was filled relatively early also.

Table 9. Mean Ceramic Dates by Half-Decade for MID Area Features in Lots 15-17

Half Decade Lot 15 Lot 16 Lot 17

1806
1805
1804*
1801
1800
1797 1797
1796
1795 1795*
1794 1794
1793
1792
1790 1791
1785
1784
1780

*Fewer than seven sherds
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4.3 Postholes

Postholes can provide information on lot boundaries and structures or boundaries within
yards. They can also provide information on the kind of debris that was in the surface layer
that was used to backfill the hole around the post. Postholes may also contain dateable
artifacts from the time they were excavated or when the post was removed. Of the 69
features that appear on the maps in the MID Area as postholes, 16 were not documented in
field notes and four were not numbered on the base map. Of the remainder, only 17 (25
percent) had artifacts; 12 of these had artifacts other than rocks or wood or brick fragments.
All of the artifacts were undateable nail fragments, glass, salt-glazed stoneware, and bone or
shell; none helps identify when the postholes were created. The one copper button in F162
was not temporally diagnostic. The lack of artifacts suggests that they were excavated into
ground surfaces with few artifacts, either before the residential development or early in the
domestic occupation of the lots.

As is often the case with postholes, it is difficult to identify patterns. It is clear that there
were no boundary fences with deep postholes between the lots. The only possible boundary
feature was a line of postholes that seemed to run from the southwest corner of Lot 12 to the
projected boundary between Lots 16 and 17. The rest of the postholes do not appear to
outline any building or interior division for a lot. One exception in Lot 16 is discussed below.

The postholes in Lots 14, 15, and 16 appear to form a fence line. However, there is
considerable variation in the postholes’” form and location, which suggests they are either the
product of a variety of different activities or the fence was repaired and replaced a number
of times. For example, the postholes have different shapes; some have rocks and others
don’t; there are gaps in the projected fence line; the holes are not oriented the same way; the
bottoms vary from rounded to pointed and some are stepped; and some are not on the same
line. However, the simplest explanation is that these postholes define a fence; it is difficult to
suggest another explanation for the linear orientation of the postholes in this restricted area.

If this is a fence line, does the fence line reflect land boundaries? As discussed in Volume I,
the line appears to approximate the boundary between the African Burial Ground (the Van
Borsum parcel) and the Calk Hook or Barclay parcel on the north. This line could be the one
mapped by Maerschalck in 1755 and 1763. The Teller fence built in the 1760s also probably
followed this line. If a later fence was placed on the same line as Teller’s fence, this could
explain why the postholes that make up the line are so different from one another. Teller’s
fence may also be represented on the Ratzer map, surveyed in 1766 and 1767.

The second question is, when were the postholes excavated? The few artifacts, which include
some salt-glazed stoneware (presumably wasters from the kiln dumping), suggest that the
surface had few artifacts on it at the time the postholes were excavated. Therefore, they are
unlikely to have been excavated after the houses and yards were occupied, after 1794.
Overlaps between the postholes and burials are few, also. Furthermore, field crews either
were not able to distinguish between grave and posthole fills or did not comment about such
relationships, so we cannot tell if the postholes came before or after the graves.

There are arguments in favor of this being the fence line erected by Teller in the 1760s and
burned by the British in the 1790s. The burials to its north have been identified as the latest
group in the analysis of the grave chronology. Additionally, the grave fill for these burials
has more artifacts and more weedy plants, suggesting a different surface in this area
compared to that to the south of the fence line (Perry et al. 2006:107).
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Arguments in favor of the fence line being associated with the rear of the Duane Street lots,
rather than earlier, derive primarily from the position of the other rear-yard features and the
fact that the line does not extend into Lot 17, nor does it turn north or south at that point. All
of the shaft features are north of that line; early owners could have fenced off the lots, and
the lot residents excavated the shaft features at the back of the lots. If the fence were strictly a
post-residential development fence, this would explain why the fence line stops at the Lot
16-17 boundary. Lot 17 was owned by a household that bought the lot complete with its
gore of land, unlike the lots to the east.

It seems most likely that the fence line was intended to mark the border between the Barclay
lots and the gore that belonged to the heirs to the Van Borsum parcel and that it was the
location of the Teller fence. However, there are still various unexplained facts, such as the
failure of the fence to extend to the east and gaps in the fence line, which make it difficult to
be certain about the date of the fence.

44 1lot14

4.4.1 Introduction

Lot 14 contained two irregular pits (F106 and F107), a drain feature (F112) (Table 10), a
rodent burrow (F59), nine labeled postholes (Features 59, 62, 67, 68, 97, 98, 105, 200, and 201),
and one that is unlabeled (NF) (Figure 31). All the postholes, except the two northern ones
(F97 and F98), are part of the fence line that runs southwest to northeast. F106 dates to Phase
1 and F107 to Phase 2 (1788-1810) (Table 10). These are located in the southwestern section of
the lot. The drain feature (F112) lies on the southern border of the lot and dates to the late
nineteenth or early twentieth century. The one irregular pit feature and the postholes are the
only evidence of post-African Burial Ground use in the lot until the late-nineteenth- or
twentieth-century drain (F112). The date of the brick wall forming the west side of the lot is
unknown. F106 was reported cut by Burial 197 (B197), but contained no artifacts.

Table 10. Feature Descriptions, Lot 14

Center Maximum Elevation Excavated
Feature | Function  Coordinates Size (ft.) Range (amsl) Depth (ft.) PQ
106 Irregular Pit 77.5S/54.0E 23x23 442 -4.14 0.28
107 Irregular Pit 64.0S/50.0E 40x20 3.75-343 0.32 1780 1761*
112 Drain 84.0S/63.0E 22x22 3.72-267 1.05

*Fewer than 10 sherds.

4.4.2 Feature 106

Feature 106 is a shallow, irregular pit (Figure 32) that is somewhat circular, located in the
southeast of Lot 14. It is about ten feet south of Feature 107 (an irregular pit) and about four
feet southwest of the fence line that runs along the eighteenth-century property line. The
excavation of Burial 197 disturbed the northeastern section of F106 according to the field
notes (Figure 31). Only the western half of the feature was excavated. F106 postdates and
overlies the easternmost portion of Burial 277 to its west. It is unlikely that the pit feature is
related to any of the burials. F106 is composed of brown-orange sand with many medium-
sized cobbles throughout the feature. The only cultural remains were two small fragments of
brick. This feature was probably a disturbed area that does not provide much insight into
past activities. How this related to activity on the African Burial Ground is unknown.
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4.4.3 Feature 107

Feature 107 was an irregular, shallow pit located in Lot 14, north of F106. The feature soil
was described as dark sand with artifact inclusions. Below this was a layer of yellowish gray
silty clay with no artifacts, underlain by red sandy subsoil with pebbles. Along the
southwestern border of F107, a cranium fragment was recovered resting upon two pieces of
glass. In addition, wood stains measuring 0.4 by 0.3 feet were identified in the approximate
center of the feature. The cranium fragment and wood stains may be part of Burial 125. The
relationship between the later feature (F107) and the burial remains unclear. The feature was
not drawn, but a plan view photo was taken (Figure 33). F107 contained artifacts such as
bricks, ceramics, glass, shell, glazed brick, coal, and a round-headed straight pin.

4.4.4 Feature 112

Feature 112 is a late-nineteenth/twentieth-century (Phase 5) drain located in Lot 14. The
drain is brick lined with a builders’” trench surrounding the brick lining. Within the brick
drain, the soil was dark brown sandy silt and the builders” trench was described as mottled
gray-brown sandy silt. The builders’ trench south of the feature was excavated to reveal the
exterior brick lining (Figure 34). The southern half of the feature was then excavated to
provide a cross section of the drain. Excavation continued until the bottom of the brick lining
was reached. Within the drain, mid-nineteenth-century debris was recovered including
pieces of glass, a clay marble, ceramics, iron and brick fragments, and rusted metal. This
feature was later than other features in the lot. It is similar in size and shape to the drain
feature (F100) in Lot 15.

45 Lot 15

4.5.1 Introduction

Lot 15 contains a large wood-lined privy feature (F56), two smaller wood-lined privy
features (F74 and F77a), and two pit features (F77b and F91), all dating to Phase 2 (1787-
1803) (Figure 35). F77a is earlier than F77b, but both features date to the same phase, before
the lot was filled. The three wood-lined privies within this lot indicate a large amount of
refuse activities, possibly due to the multiple households living on the lot. In addition, a set
of postholes (F61, F63, F64, F72, F76, F78, F80, F82, F83, F84, F85, FO0, F94, F202, and two
unnumbered postholes) are along the proposed eighteenth-century property line. Postholes
F86, F93, F95, and F96 are north of this property line. They, like a similar cluster in Lot 16, are
about 30 feet from the rear property line. They are also about the same size and shape as the
postholes in Lot 16. Most were not excavated, so it is unclear if the clusters in each lot were
related. F86 may be associated with another feature, and F71 is a late pit or posthole dug into
the surface of F77. The most recent feature was a drain (F100) located in the southwestern
area of the lot and is similar to the drain (F112) in Lot 14, both of which were assigned to
Phase 5. A shallow pit south of the fence posts (F103) was identified in the field as a late-
twentieth-century fire pit created after the excavations started. This may actually date to the
late nineteenth century, since it contains a clock key from “INGRAHAM & CO” “BRISTOL
CONN.” This watch-making family first used the “CO” in the name of its firm in 1856
(Murray 2001). The rest of the features belong to Phase 2.

Several Phase 2 features cut into the burials. F77 cut into two sets of two superimposed
burials (B192 and B193; and B225 and B252). F91 cut B158, and F56 cut burial shafts of two
graves (B153 and B203). The Phase 5 F100 cut into B213 and 247.

According to the MCDs (Table 11), F56 is the earliest and F74 the latest, with the rest within
nine years of each other. Only F56 has the density of artifacts to suggest that it was a major
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Figure 35. Feature Locations, Lot 15, MID Area.
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deposition event. It also has the lowest frequency of architectural artifacts. When the TPQ is
considered, the two green shell-edged vessels in F56 with an even scalloped edge and
impressed straight lines date to 1805 (Miller and Hunter 1990:116). This date then places the
feature with the earliest MCD in Lot 15 with the latest TPQ.

Table 11. Feature Descriptions, Lot 15

Center Maximum Size| Elevation Excavated

Feature # Function Coordinates (ft.) Range (amsl Deth J)

56 Privy 54.4S/78.6E 6.5x3.0 2.07 - (-0.13) | 1805 | 1794
74 Privy 67.85/91.0E 42x3.7 3.48-0.49 2.9 1780 1806
77a  |Privy 62.85/98.6E 45x35 3.60 - (-0.5) 4.1 1790 | 1795*
77b Pit 63.35/98.0E 35x31 3.90-1.90 1.7 1780 1797
91 Pit 58.85/96.4E 35x26 2.10-0.20 1.9 1800 1801
100 Drain 84.9S/86.4E 20x2.2 3.57-2.42 1.15

*Four sherds

4.5.2 Feature 56

Feature 56 was a wood-lined privy located in Lot 15 about 10 feet north of the eighteenth-
century fence line. It is rectangular and is about twice as long as it is wide (Figure 36). The
rectangular shape and wood walls and floor support the interpretation that this feature was
a large privy. These are characteristic of privies in New York during this period. The
feature's northwest side truncated B153 and impacted B203; thus, it postdates both these
burials. F86 is a partially decayed wooden post located in the northeast corner of F56, which
may have been a supporting post for the privy.

Only about one-fourth of the feature (F56 South) was systematically excavated; the north
portion had been excavated in an uncontrolled fashion. To salvage some cultural material,
cat. nos. 911 and 914 were assigned to material with a general provenience of F56 North. Cat.
no. 912 is material from a cleaning of the entire feature. The feature fill may have been
obtained nearby because much of it resembles various strata from adjacent areas. In fact, a
roughly inverted soil sequence may be represented in the feature fill in comparison with the
surrounding stratigraphy.

The southern portion of F56 seems to be composed of several depositional episodes, but field
descriptions suggest they are not privy soil (Figure 37). On the other hand, the floral analysis
(Appendix F5) identified large quantities of small seeds commonly found in privies:
blackberry/raspberry, fig, grape, elderberry, and strawberry, in that order of frequency. Such
seeds usually pass though the digestive tract and are deposited in the privy. They are rare in
non-privy contexts. Lot 15 F74 has fig seeds in some numbers, but F77 and F79 do not have
more than five blackberry/raspberry seeds, suggesting that there are no privy deposits in
those features, in spite of the fact that they appear to be constructed like a privy.

Although the strata in F56 can be interpreted in several ways in terms of a sequence of fill
events, mends of ceramic vessels were found throughout the fill, yielding many partially
restorable vessels. This suggests that the feature was cleaned and then used for a major trash
disposal event, perhaps when the lot owners were leaving the lot.

The privy was used to discard materials such as ceramics, glass, and architectural remains.
The TPQ and MCD for glass objects indicated a short time frame in which the privy was in
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Figure 37. Feature 56 south wall profile, Lot 15, MID Area.

72




Appendix A
Stratigraphic Analysis and Feature Descriptions

use during the late 1700s to early 1800s. In addition, two coins were recovered from F56. The
coin in the bottom fill is Portuguese, minted during the reign of Josephus (1753-1776); the
other coin is unidentifiable.

4.5.3 Feature 74

The feature is located on the southern rear portion of Lot 15 and is up against the line of
fence posts that run along the late-eighteenth-century property line. The feature was
interpreted as a privy, although the deposits probably are not night soil. This feature did not
intersect any burials, but a posthole (designated F74a) occurred in the approximate center of
its west edge (Figure 38). The posthole may be part of the feature's superstructure.

Soil staining along the south and west walls of the feature suggested that the feature
functioned as a privy. The remnants of the planks used to construct the wood lining are
visible in a photograph of the west wall profile of F74 (Figure 39). The lining seems to have
been of vertical boards about 0.6 to 0.8 feet wide, as evidenced by the remains along the west
wall. Construction appears to have involved the initial excavation of a roughly rectangular
hole (Figure 38). A four-sided wooden box was then placed (or built in place) within the
trench. The open space between the box and the trench walls was then filled with a clay/clay-
cobble matrix, perhaps intended to seal the walls of the privy shaft, similar to the technique
used in the upper portions of F58a. There is no record of a clay layer at the bottom of the
shaft. It was narrower at the bottom, roughly 3.8 by 3.2 feet in plan. The feature extended 2.9
feet below the working surface (from 3.48 to 0.49 feet amsl). The excavated feature was
oriented north—south. The feature was bisected along a north-south axis, and the eastern and
western portions were excavated separately, beginning with the western half (Figure 39).

All soils in the cross section are described as sandy in texture, and no night-soil deposits or
loamy soils are indicated. This feature was excavated in arbitrary levels that did not follow
the natural stratigraphy, although there are correlations between the arbitrary and natural
levels. The majority of contacts between soils are inclined at 45 degrees, sloping downward
from south to north (Figure 40). Together, these facts suggest that the deposits are the result
of rapid filling of the feature, rather than material built up by use of the privy. The lower
stratum (6) on the east profile drawing is characterized as dark reddish brown coarse sand.
A wood stain is indicated along the border between soils 5 and 6 on the profile. A large
metal concretion is depicted at roughly 2.0 feet amsl on the northern edge of the east-wall
profile. This reflects a break in the filling episode after the majority of the fill was thrown
into the privy and the fill was leveled off. Soils 1, 2, and 4 (excavated as Strata I-1, I-2, and I-
3) may be the result of a later phase of filling, but the actual time lag between the active
filling episodes is unknown.

The west builders’ trench was excavated until the field team encountered clear evidence of a
wood-lining wall. Evidence of a builders” trench was also identified in the western half of the
feature, but this material was removed along with the feature fill. The interior posthole
(Feature 74a) seems to have cut through the wooden wall and builders” trench and been both
inside and outside the feature (Figure 39). The post was 0.4 feet square in plan and was not
excavated separately. The posthole directly overlies material that was considered outside the
wood lining of the feature, possibly a builders’ trench. It is possible that the posthole/mold
was actually part of the privy superstructure and was put in place at the time of
construction, but it is also conceivable that it was not associated with the use-life of the privy
and postdates the filling of the feature. The post may also be part of the fence line running
north of Republican Alley.
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Figure 38. Feature 74, opening plan view, Lot 15, MID Area.
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Figure 39. Feature 74 cross-section profile, looking east, Lot 15, MID Area.
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Figure 40. Feature 74 east-wall profile, Lot 15, MID Area.
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After construction, and possible use and cleaning as a privy, F74 seems to have been filled in
two episodes. The lower fill slopes from south to north followed by a series of fills called the
upper fill. The majority of mendable ceramic vessels were recovered from the upper fill
levels of the feature, the most common type being locally made gray salt-glazed stoneware
and kiln furniture. Only one crossmend occurred between the upper and the lower strata.
The lack of crossmends between the upper and lower fill indicates a division between these
two fill episodes. The upper fill was most likely deposited during the late 1700s based on the
TPQ and MCD. The lack of polychrome hand-painted underglaze pearlware and the
presence of kiln furniture and stoneware vessels suggest this feature was filled early in the
conversion of the lot from burial ground to residence.

4.5.4 Feature 77a, 77b

The feature is located only 2 feet from the line of fence posts that runs along the late-
eighteenth-century property line. F77 is composed of two features: F77a, a partially wood-
lined rectangular privy oriented north-south, and F77b, an irregular pit that seems to be
wholly inside F77a and concentrated in the center and northeast of the earlier feature but is
not as deep as F77a (Figure 41). The northern border of F77a is unclear because of F77b, but
is believed to have continued under 77b. Four burials (B192, B193, B225, and B252) were
impacted by F77 (Figure 41). Feature 77a was cut by one posthole (F76) on its southwest
corner. Another feature, a formless pit that might be a posthole (F71), intruded into the
approximate center of F77b.

On its east edge, the feature came down on B192 and B193, disturbing the cranial regions of
both burials. B192, with a coffin, cut through and deeper than B193, without a coffin. Some of
the bones from F193 were redeposited into the B192 grave shaft. The bottom levels of F77a
contained a variety of burial-related artifacts and skeletal remains from the upper body
regions of both B192 and B193, such as shroud pins, coffin wood, and two mandibles. The
mandibles are almost certainly from these two burials (since both lack mandibles). They
were found in F77a from 0.2 to 0.5 feet below the level of the latest and deepest grave. If the
mandibles are from the burial, one would expect that they would have been displaced by the
initial excavation and came to rest on the bottom of the feature. However, the mandibles are
1.0 to 1.4 feet above the bottom of F77a. In the northern portion of the feature, one mandible
is at or just below the interface between F77a and F77b, and it is possible that F77b could
have displaced it. If the interpretation of the extent of F77b is incorrect and F77b extends into
the southern part of F77a, then it is possible that the burials could have been disturbed only
during the excavation of F77b. If F77a had been filled or partially filled and F77b impacted
the burials, then the mandibles (as well as some other bones and pieces of a coffin) could
have been displaced onto the fill of F77a.

The two child burials, B252 and B225, may have been buried in one grave, with B225 north of
B252. The northwest corner of the feature disturbed the southern portion of the grave shaft
but neither skeleton. Additional human remains, teeth from an unknown burial, were found
protruding from F71.

The west half of F77 was excavated first (Figure 42). The original ground surface is unknown
for this feature, as for most of those in the MID Area. F71, a posthole or digging episode, was
designated Stratum III, but analysis of the field records suggests it actually reaches into the
bottom of F77b below F71. F71 measured 1.5 by 1.1 feet and ranged in elevation from 3.1 to
2.7 feet amsl (0.3 feet excavated depth). Some of F71's strata were rust stained, and the
artifacts found in them are mostly architectural debris, including wood, mortar, and brick.
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Figure 41. Feature 77, plan view, Lot 15, MID Area.
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Figure 42. Feature 77 cross-section profile, looking est, Lot 15, MID Area.
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An area, designated Stratum V, surrounds F71 and contains architectural debris, as well.
F77b is classified as gray silty clay with rust stains, and F77a's soil was described as reddish
brown silty clay (upper) and green clay with rust stains (lower) (Figure 43). The east half of
F77 was also found to contain two separate events. On this side of the feature, F77b is the
bulk of the fill. The lowest strata of F77b appear to be the same soil and depth as the bottom
strata of the west side and do not extend to the bottom of F77a. On the south and west sides
of F77, a yellow silty clay may represent a builders” trench.

Wood and wood stains found on both the west and east side of the privy (F77a) and along
the southern margin provides evidence that the privy was wood lined on the sides of the
feature. F76, a posthole, was excavated into yellow gray clay that was interpreted as part of
the exterior lining of the feature in the south and west borders of F77a; thus, F76 postdates
F77a. F76 was 1.5 by 0.5 feet in size and 3.2 to 2.3 feet amsl (0.9 feet excavated depth). F76
could be a corner post for the privy's superstructure erected after the lining was constructed,
or it could be part of the line of fence posts associated with the property boundary. The
artifacts are mostly architectural debris, including wood, mortar, and brick. The fill of F77a
also included reddish orange sand, and its relationship to the actual feature is unclear. It
may be a separate intrusion or just a fill unit.

F77 represents a number of events. At the bottom of the feature, the digging event associated
with the installation of the first feature, probably at least intended to be a wood-lined privy,
disturbed four earlier burials. F77a, the first event associated with the building of the privy,
was later cut by an unknown event, F77b, that went deeper on its east side. F77b was not
identified in the field as a separate event, and the orientation of F77b further hinders its
understanding. F77a and F77b were disturbed by events designated F71 and F76. The south
and west sides of F77a, made up of yellow mottled clay, may not have been fully excavated
according to the field maps. Based on current interpretations, F77a was an earlier privy, F76
and F77b were excavated into F77a, and F71 cut into F77b.

There was a low density of artifacts, only 471, for the size of the feature, and no indication of
privy soil. The wood lining found on the east and west walls suggests it was designed as a
privy, like most of the other shaft features. There are also 68 pieces of a substance tentatively
identified as chalk that could have been a limestone material used to reduce smells from a
privy. All but three pieces of this material were found in F77b, the later feature that also has
the most artifacts. The other shaft features in the lot were reused as trash deposits, but this
one was not. The presence of the mandibles above the bottom of F77a and the low density of
artifacts suggest it may never have been finished and was backfilled before trash had
accumulated on the surface of the house lot.

4.5.5 Feature 91

The feature is an irregular rectangular pit located on the southern rear of Lot 15. It is farther
than F74 and F77 from the line of fence posts that run along the late-eighteenth-century
property line, approximately 8 feet north of the fence line. F91 appears to be a trash pit or
unexplained digging episode located near the rear of the lot but in front of the features
identified as privies (F74 and F77). The feature is directly adjacent to and cuts into posthole
F92 and the grave cut for Burial 158 (Figure 44). Both F92 and Burial 158 predate F91.
Because of the lack of wooden lining and lack of night-soil deposits, it is interpreted as a pit,
not as a privy. Another posthole, F93, is 0.3 feet to the west. The north half of F91 was
excavated first and a cross-section profile was taken looking toward the southern half of the
feature (Figure 45). The excavated feature was oriented north—south.
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Figure 43. Feature 77 east wall profile, Lot 15, MID Area.
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Figure 44. Feature 91, plan view, Lot 15, MID Area.
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Figure 45. Feature 91 cross-section profile, Lot 15, MID Area.
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The original ground surface is unknown for this feature, as for most of those in the MID
Area. The fill can be divided into three deposition units. The bottommost fill is a thin deposit
of gray-green clay restricted to the bottom of the feature. The second fill was pink silty sand
mottled with gray clay with a green-gray clay inclusion. The upper or third fill was coarse
reddish brown sand mixed with gray sandy clay, orange sand, and pink sand. The remains
of what was probably a rodent hole were found in the upper fill and probably penetrated
into the middle fill.

The strata designated lower fill (2 on Figure 44) represent a uniform layer of soil with some
intrusive elements. On both the north and south sides of the feature, a layer of green-gray
clay breaks this layer (4a on Figure 44). This layer only contained a few fragments of cultural
material. On the south side of the feature, the lower fill also contained a disturbance
designated in the field as a rodent disturbance. This small area may have been located
beneath a clay roofing tile, like a disturbance in the north side of the lower fill, and it remains
unclear whether these two disturbances can be attributed to the same phenomena. Finally,
the lower fill also contained an intrusive pocket of soil identified as a continuance of the
upper fill. This event is likely to be later than the lower fill and may have happened when
the upper fill was put into the feature. The upper fill (1 on Figure 44) is one uniform layer
and is not disturbed.

The cross-section profile shows the layered subsoil (6 and 7 on Figure 44). Lower layers
clearly represent the sterile deposits into which the pit was excavated. These layers contain
no artifacts except for a few fragments of ceramic and glass. There is no indication as to
whether this pit was used for some function before it was filled or whether it was dug as a
trash pit. Artifact types are consistent throughout both layers of fill.

Stratigraphic analysis of F91 revealed a relatively small and shallow pit, about two feet deep,
whose initial use is unknown. The pit was filled in a single filling episode; crossmending of
ceramic artifacts further supports this interpretation. The lower fill contained several
different fills while the upper fill had a uniform fill. The feature contained a variety of
architectural remains, ceramics (including redware, creamware, and stoneware), as well as
kiln furniture, coral, faunal bones, and pipe fragments.

4.5.6 Feature 100

Feature 100 is a circular red brick-lined feature, possibly a nineteenth-century drain, located
in Lot 15 (Figure 46). The feature cuts into B213 and, because of F100's intrusion on B213, the
burial was excavated in halves. B247 is located below the eastern edge of B213 and about 1
foot east of F100. Bricks were recovered from the upper layers of F100's fill. Two layers of
brick and intervening mortar lined the circumference of the feature, and a builders’ trench
composed of brown-gray sandy silt surrounded this brick lining. The feature fill was made
up of gray-black sandy silt and contained artifacts such as bone, glass, and metal. The
construction and use of F100 (a circular drain surrounded and covered by bricks) postdates
B213, which in turn postdates B247. F100 shares many characteristics with the other late-
nineteenth/twentieth-century drain (F112) in Lot 14. They are both located along the
southern border of their lots and were probably constructed at the same approximate time.
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Figure 46. Feature 100, plan view, Lot 15, MID Area.
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4.6 Lot 16

4.6.1 Introduction

Lot 16’s features date from Phase 1 (pre-revolution) and Phase 2 (1787-1810) to the late
nineteenth/early twentieth century (Table 12). A large portion of the southern half of the lot
was disturbed by a late-twentieth-century disturbance (Figure 47). Postholes continue
through the lot along the eighteenth-century property line. Postholes that are considered
part of the fence line include F70 and F75. Features 88, 89, and 101 may also be included but
are smaller and rounder. Others in the general vicinity but not on the line are F114, F115,
F116, and F119. A number of small round or roughly rectangular postholes were found north
of the main features (F65, F66, F69, F81, F87, F122, F125, and F130). These are in the same
area of this lot as a similar group in Lot 15.

The two earliest features (Phase 1) are F111/120, a natural channel, and F131, a fire pit.
F111/120 is about 26 feet long and contained a small amount of artifacts in the area
excavated; it is best considered a relatively undisturbed portion of the ground surface of the
African Burial Ground. F131 lies east of the northern half of the F111/120 and may be
associated with the burial ground. Lot 16 contains the most complex non-burial related
feature (F58) at the site. F58 is made up of four overlapping features, F58a (wood-lined
privy), F58b (wood-lined privy), F58¢c (irregular pit), and F58d (support pier), indicating
multiple uses over an extended period. F58a is the earliest (Phase 2) and F58d is the most
recent (late nineteenth/early twentieth century). F108, an irregular pit, lies directly east of F58
and has a flat bottom and was cut by F58. Modern artifacts were recovered from F108
indicating a late disturbance of this Phase 2 feature. Lot 16 has a wide range of features and
was the location of many different activities and events.

A number of features appear to date to Phase 6 and have modern trash in them, including
plastic. This includes F57 and a rectangular posthole, F123. Two other rectangular postholes
that are in line with F123, described as being “chemically treated wood” (F121 and 124), may
belong to the same period. These features are not considered further.

Table 12. Feature Descriptions, Lot 16

Feature Center Maximum Size Elevation Excavated
# Function Coordinates (ft.) Range (amsl)  Depth (ft.)

111/120 |[Channel 37.0S/111.4E 5.0x 25.5 0.14 - (-1.86) 2.0
131 Fire Pit 35.55/111.5E 24x24 (-0.13) - (-0.32) 0.19
58a Privy 63.35/115.0E 34x4.6 2.70 - (-2.00) 4.7 1795 | 1794
58b Privy 63.2S/113.8E 3.0x3.1 0.90 - (-1.70) 2.6 1780 | 1792
58¢ Pit 63.6S/114.2E 2.2x29 3.20-0.90 2.3 1805 | 1796
58d Support Pier 62.4S/112.5E 3.4x5.0 3.20-(-2.0) 5.2 1840 | 1796**
79 Privy 64.5S/106.8E 3.0x3.0 2.45-1.95 0.5 1780 | 1784
108 Irregular Pit 62.0S/118.3E 35x3.7 2.90-0.90 2.0 1740 | 1804*

*Two sherds

**|f the four post-1820 sherds were added, the MCD would be 1797.
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Figure 47. Feature Locations, Lot 16, MID Area.
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4.6.2 Feature 111/120

Feature 111/120 is an irregularly shaped, natural channel running approximately 25 feet
from north to south in Lot 16 (Figures 48 and 49). It was designated F111 in the north and
F120 in the south; later, these were treated as one feature. F111/120 may have been related to
the swampy grounds that surrounded the Collect Pond area. The profile (Figure 50) shows
three depositional episodes: (1) the creation of the channel itself, which was cut into subsoil
(layers 5-7 on Figure 50); (2) the natural filling of the “depression” or channel with brown
and light brown silty clay (layers 2—4), and (3) the deposition of fill in the channel and its use
as a living surface, made up of brownish gray clayey silt with charcoal and burnt earth (layer
1). The presence of charcoal in the channel fill implies continued human activity in this area
during the filling of the channel.

In the vicinity of F111/120 are six burials: B313 (northeast), B266 (east), B186 (southeast), and
B259, B278, and B230 (west). The burials in this area are all placed in the Late Group (Perry et
al. 2006), which is probably during and after the Revolution; the ones under the channel may
be earlier. F111/120 postdates two of these burials (B230 and B278) because the burials are
below the feature stratigraphically. The field notes say B259, B278 and B230 could not be
seen because of the fill of the channel implying the channel was later. It is not clear whether
B278 overlays or is cut by B259. Burial 266 cut into the channel and it is not clear what the
relationship was between the feature and B313.

F111/120 extended from about 4 feet south of EU23, through both EUs 23 and 25, up to
approximately 5 feet north of EU25. F111/120’s east-west dimensions vary from about 1.5
feet to 5 feet. It lies at a slight northwest angle with a north—south length of 25.5 feet. Within
EU25, the channel measured 2.0 feet deep and was described as light brown clayey silt.
F111/120 was slightly shallower within EU23 with an excavated depth of 1.55 feet (0.45 feet
less than the channel depth in EU25). The channel also becomes narrower in EU23.

The channel appears to be natural because of its irregular shape and low number of artifacts.
A small collection of ceramic fragments, pipe stems, and faunal materials was found. These
probably made their way into the clay from human or animal activity on the living surface
above.

The subsoil around Feature 111/120 did not contain any cultural materials. A posthole (F124)
was located in the northwest section of EU25 above F111/120, and another posthole (F123),
composed of dark brown sandy silt, was located east of F111/120 in EU23. These rectangular
postholes postdate F111/120 and contained either no cultural material or modern material.

4.6.3 Feature 131

Feature 131 is an oval-shaped pit approximately 0.4 feet east of EU25 and 0.3 feet north of
Burial 166 (Figure 51). This feature appears to be a fire pit, based on the high percentage of
fire-cracked rock, red burnt earth, and charcoal. The feature was excavated in two parts, east
and west. The west half was taken out in one stratum and contained brick, charcoal, bone,
and fire-cracked rock. The brick was not cataloged. It remains unclear when this feature was
used: artifacts from the west side (cat. no. 1493) were lost, and no artifacts with restricted
dates were found in the east half. The feature has been interpreted as historic based on the
presence of brick on the east side of the feature and the lack of prehistoric artifacts. This fire
pit may have been associated with burial ritual by Africans during the use of this land as a
burial ground, similar to F141 in Lot 17. However, unlike F141, possible sacrificial animal
remains are not present.
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Figure 48. Feature 111/120, Feature 131, plan view, Lot 16, MID Area.
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Figure 49. Feature 111/120, channel cut into subsoil on

the left, looking northeast, Lot 16, MID Area.
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Figure 50. Feature 111/120 north wall profile, Excavation Unit 25, Lot 16, MID Area.
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Figure 51. Feature 131, looking north, Lot 16, MID Area.
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4.6.4 Feature 79

Feature 79 is a shallow, originally rectangular, wood-lined privy feature located
approximately twenty feet from Republican Alley in the southeastern corner of Lot 16, and
approximately 2 feet from the line of fence posts that run along the late-eighteenth century
property line. These postholes are relatively scarce in this lot and are concentrated on the
eastern side. None is located immediately adjacent to the feature. Although it is ambiguous,
it appears that F79 cut into the east end of Burial 192's grave shaft.

The original ground surface is unknown for this feature, as for most of those in the mid-
block area. The feature was dug as a 3-by-3-foot unit, presumably because it covered the
feature, but this is not certain (Figure 52). The original field identification was as a barrel
privy, which would explain the roughly circular northern half. However, this interpretation
was not supported during the excavation, as a photograph shows a straight east side (Figure
53). The southern half was said to be disturbed, but no late historic artifacts were found in it
and it had the most late-eighteenth-century artifacts. The northern half may have been
disturbed as well, and this area had late-nineteenth- or early-twentieth-century artifacts.

Depth comparisons to other features in Lot 16 indicate F79 was probably originally very
shallow, only 0.5 feet was preserved. Although the feature was excavated as a 3-by-3-foot
square unit, the original dimensions may have been smaller. The south half of the feature
was excavated in one stratum (4 on Figure 52) down to a wood floor. The north half of the
feature, however, was excavated in four strata. Stratum 1 (1 on Figure 52) was excavated as a
semi-circular area in the center of the feature down to the wood lining. Surrounding this in a
wide, semi-circular band was a badly disturbed Stratum II (2 on Figure 52) that contained
decayed wood. The soil is the same gray clay as found in Stratum I, but was disturbed by an
unknown event, and contained late-nineteenth- or early-twentieth-century artifacts. The
Stratum III (3 on Figure 52) appears to be the wall, the edge of the feature, or perhaps a
builders” trench, and contained few artifacts. Finally, Stratum IV (5 on Figure 52) was a
disturbed area on the west half of the feature and was probably the grave shaft fill of Burial
192.

It is difficult to interpret what happened at the feature and how it was disturbed. It is not
even clear if it was rectangular or round. The number of late historic artifacts are few: a
rubber grommet or stopper, a marble tile in Stratum III, and some fragments of cement in
Strata I and III.

The feature contains brick, shell, mortar, a tobacco pipe, bone, charcoal, metal, glass, and
ceramics. The Bohemian-like glassware and the transfer-printed creamware in the feature
suggest a late-eighteenth-century date. Sixty percent of the artifacts were architectural and
included window glass, brick, mortar, and a few nails. The glass was crown glass and
includes debris from being cut into windowpanes.

4.6.5 Feature 58

Feature 58, located on the southern rear of Lot 16, was identified as a rectangular stain after
removing the surface layers in this part of the lot (Figure 54). It was approximately one foot
from the line of fence posts that ran along the late-eighteenth-century property line (Figure
47). These postholes are relatively scarce in this part of the site and are concentrated on the
eastern side of the lot. Excavation revealed that it was composed of four episodes (a, b, ¢, and
d) and assigned four separate analytical unit designations: 58a, 58b, 58c, and 58d.
Additionally, Feature 58 was cut by two other features, Feature 110 and Feature 108 (Figure
55).
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Figure 52. Feature 79, plan view, Lot 16, MID Area.
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Figure 54. Feature 58 before excavation, looking north, Lot 16, MID Area.
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These relationships were the result of a number of events, some of which cut through two
burials (B181 and B297). Burial 181 (without a coffin) is located south of F58, and Burial 297
lies northeast of the feature; both were assigned to the late group of burials (Perry et al.
2006). The original ground surface is unknown for this feature, as for most of those in the
MID Area; however, the fill of the builders’ trench seems to include material from that
ground surface. It includes a number of horn cores, and therefore, implies that these artifacts
were scattered over the surface of Lot 16. Analysis of the contents of the grave shafts showed
that this area of the site was apparently a dumping ground for waste from tanning activities
(Perry et al. 2006:110). F108 is an irregular pit on the east side of F58 and over F58 and Burial
297.

The earliest episode in F58 was a wood-lined privy (F58a) (Figure 55). A second wood-lined
privy (F58b) cut into F58a and, in turn, was later partially destroyed by F58c (circular pit).
The most recent episode was a support pier, F58d, which cut into the western sides of all
three previous features. F110 was a modern posthole containing a post that was excavated
into F58. The last two feature episodes date to the late nineteenth and early twentieth
century. F58 was excavated in halves. The south side was excavated first, followed by the
north side (Figures 56 and 57). Therefore, all four feature episodes were excavated in halves,
making it difficult to identify the individual episodes in the field. Analysis of the field notes
and the crossmend pattern made such an interpretation possible. Most of the ceramic and
glass crossmends were between F58c and F58d. This is not surprising, since the majority of
the material comes from F58c and F58d cut through it.

The earliest feature, F58a, is a wood-lined shaft feature interpreted as a privy; the east side
was at least 4 feet long, but only 1.5 feet of the south side was preserved (Figure 55). The
feature was oriented towards Duane Street, rather than towards the rear fence line. It cut into
the north side of Burial 181 and the west half of Burial 297. This feature, like some others on
the site, had a visible builders’ trench. The cobble fill of the builders’ trench, found on the
east and south sides, extends to 1.35 feet amsl. The wood lining was identified on the south
and east sides; however, it was not noted below about 0.45 feet amsl. On the east side, the
lower levels of the builders” trench were identifiable, even though the wood had either
rotted away or had never existed (Figure 58). Few non-architectural items were found in the
builders’ trench.

The area excavated as F108W is now interpreted as part of F58a’s builders’ trench and ran
along the eastern wooden side of F58a and sloped from east to west. This eastern area also
did not extend below 0.45 feet amsl. The majority of the artifacts assigned to F58a came from
the bottom 1.5 feet of the deposits. A number of both glass and ceramic crossmends occurred
with the strata on the north and south sides of F58a.

The interpretation of the layers of F108W is problematical. The upper layers have few
artifacts, mostly architectural items. On the other hand, the lowest stratum of the feature had
larger numbers and proportionately more non-architectural items, including some that
mended with artifacts in F58c. It is likely that this lowest stratum (cat. no. 1363) was really
part of F58c but was not recognized as such in the field.

The second feature, F58b, was another wood-lined shaft feature interpreted as a privy
(Figure 55). Its dimensions are projected to be approximately 3 x 3 feet, and it is oriented
towards the rear fence line and at an angle to F58a. There is a 0.2-foot-square post on the
exterior of the northeast corner of the wood box. No builders” trench was discernible for this
feature. Its southeast and southwest corners cut into the wall of F58a. There were
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Figure 57. Feature 58, cross-section profile showing 58d
footer and dense artifact concentration of
58c, looking northwest, Lot 16, MID Area.
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Figure 58.  Feature 58, showing concrete footer and stacked stones of Feature 58d and the smaller area to
right that contained the remnants of 58a, 58b, and 58c, looking north, Lot 16, MID Area.
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substantially fewer artifacts in 58b, and very few of these were of sufficient size to warrant
identification as a minimum vessel. This suggests that the feature had been cleaned and
filled before the privy pit, F58c, was excavated into it.

It seems that F58c destroyed the upper portion of F58b, including its wooden sides. The
strata on either side of F58c, above and partially outside of the F58b privy box (north and
east), could be the upper fill of F58b. However, they are interpreted as the upper fill of F58a.
These strata also have few artifacts and none that crossmend or were identified as an
individual vessel. If this is the fill of F58a, then at least the upper portions were cleaned out
and replaced. The southwest corner of this feature may have intruded into the area of Burial
181 already disturbed by F58a. The last early-nineteenth-century feature, F58c, was a roughly
circular pit that was excavated within the confines of F58b and contained many artifacts. It
was obviously used as a privy because it had lime in it, used to help reduce the smell of the
privy. The floral analysis (Appendix F5) confirms that all three of these features were privies.
There are large quantities of blackberry, elderberry, and fig seeds in F58c and similarly large
quantities of the first two in F58a and 58b.

Of the four components, the latest and largest, F58d, was a support pier from the late
nineteenth or early twentieth century. It cut through the three earlier nineteenth-century
features, destroying from one-half to three-quarters of each of the earlier features. F58d was,
in turn, cut by F110, a modern posthole still containing a post (Figures 55 and 56). The post is
smaller than a structural support post and does not connect to the masonry pier. Thus, it
may have been the result of the demolition process. The pit for the construction feature,
F58d, was 5.0 x 3.4 feet and oriented north—south. The remains of a wood lining for the
construction pit was noted in three locations: (1) on the north and west side, between 1.70 to
1.45 feet amsl; (2) on the east between F58d and F58b/F58¢, between -1.55 to -1.70 feet amsl;
and, (3) at the bottom of the F58d after the removal of the concrete base. The depth of the
wood lining was at or below -2.55 feet amsl.

The concrete footer was 0.8 x 4.8 x 3.1 feet. A series of successively smaller supports were
placed on top of it (Figure 58). First was an irregular schist block with 0.8 x 3.6 x 2.5-foot
dimensions. A square-cut bluestone block, 1.7 feet square, was on top of that with a metal
plate (1 foot square) set in a layer of concrete on top of it. The removal of the element that the
pier supported and the placement of the wooden post (F110) disturbed a mass of brick and
mortar on top of the metal plate. The fill placed around the masonry pier base seems to have
been undisturbed by the removal of the upper portion of the pier. The concrete lies above fill
that probably contains artifacts from all the features. There is also human bone in the fill of
F58d on the south side in the upper fills, probably from B181, and under the concrete,
probably from B287 disturbed by F58a. The bone on the south side of F58d may have
originated from B181 and was redeposited in F58d when the construction pit was backfilled.

The F58 complex is difficult to interpret because it represents a number of events
overlapping in one general area. The later features disturbed the original sizes and shapes of
earlier features. A second wood-lined privy, F58b, cut into F58a, a wood-lined privy and the
earliest feature. F58¢, an irregular circular pit, was cut into the center area of F58b within its
wood-lined borders. The largest and most recent episode was F58d, which overlies the
western halves of the earlier three features. This feature complex represents a highly active
area used for a variety of tasks over an extended period.
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4.6.6 Feature 108

The feature is located on the southern rear of Lot 16, on the east side of F58, close to the line
of fence posts that run along the late-eighteenth-century property line. The feature is an
irregular pit containing brick debris and artifacts that overlies Burial 287 and is cut on its
western side by the excavation of the initial privy pit for F58a (Figure 59). The southern half
of the feature was excavated first, followed by part of the western edge. The northern side
was excavated next. All areas were excavated until the burial outline was defined. The
western edge, an intrusive feature identified as part of F58, was left for later excavation.
After removal of the burial and F58’s builders’ trench, identified as F108W, the remainder of
F108 outside of the burial shaft was excavated.

The feature is approximately 2.9 to 0.9 feet amsl. According to the profile, the east and west
edges of the feature have sloping walls and a flat bottom (Figures 60 and 61). The flat bottom
could have resulted from the encounter with the top of the coffin. Given the irregular upper
outline of the feature, the flat bottom is unusual. It is possible that the lower strata in F108
are actually the fill of the grave shaft. Strata II and X on the west side of F108 are classified as
part of the F58a builders’ trench with Strata I and II of F1I08W. Two northern strata (cat. nos.
1386 and 1385) are reported to be over the builders’ trench and are part of F108 proper.
F108’s soil was described as reddish brown clay with sand and patches of other sediments
and bricks (Figure 60).

Possible human bone was recovered from F108, which may be associated with the burial.
Material from F108 provides evidence to support the theory that this feature was disturbed
by twentieth-century activity, possibly the same demolition activity that created F110. A
high percentage of non-faunal material from F108 can be attributed to the twentieth-century,
especially the synthetic materials, such as plastic electrical parts and adhesives. F108
contained mostly architectural remains, such as three small, red-bodied brick fragments with
mortar, seven ceramic architectural tiles (six with traces of synthetic adhesive), three ceramic
insulators, three sherds of clear window glass (general), six unidentified ferrous objects, four
unidentified fasteners, a screw, three wire nails, three fully machine cut nails, three
fragments of a concrete/cement mortar, and three electrical-related plastic objects. Brick
artifacts constitute the majority of the assemblage, most of which were fragments of an
unidentified buff earthenware material. The presence of plastic and the tiles with synthetic
adhesive indicate a late TPQ for the disturbance.

The faunal remains were varied, but the largest numbers of elements appear to be from
processing waste and included horn cores from two individuals as well as 24 feet. Similar
cow bones (phalanges) were recovered from burial 295. This shows that the burial and the
feature were dug into the surface after it had been littered with cow bones.

4.7 Lot 17

4.7.1 Introduction

Lot 17 had fewer features than Lots 15 and 16, similar to Lot 14 (Figure 62). Lot 17 contained
four pits and thirteen postholes. Of the postholes (NF, NF, 117, 118, 133, 134, 135, 102/136,
137, 145, 146, 162, and 171), only the two without feature numbers may be associated with
the eighteenth-century property-line fence. Their number probably indicates an occupation
on this surface before the lot was filled. For example, the posthole F162 contained, besides
the post, faunal remains, kiln furniture, ceramics, and glass much like F160. However, the
postholes did not contain dateable artifacts.
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Figure 59. Feature 108, plan view, Lot 16, MID Area.
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Figure 60. Feature 108 north wall profile, Lot 16, MID Area.
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Figure 61. Feature 108 Cross- sectlon proflle Iookmg north Lot 16 "MID Area.
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The oldest feature was F141, dating to Phase 1 (pre-Revolution) (Table 13). F141 was the
northernmost feature in the lot, had a circular shape, and predates Burial 337. It may have
been used as a pit for animal sacrifices associated with the African Burial Ground. Three
later pit features (F104, F160, and F126/127) in Lot 17 all date to Phase 2 (1787-1803). F104 has
an irregular shape and contains a variety of artifacts. F160 is located about four feet south of
F104. The largest pit feature (F126/F127) is shallow and overlays Burials 325 and 348. The
Phase 2 pits are not as well defined as the privy features located within Lots 15 and 16. F104,
160, and F126/127 are shallow with irregular shapes and contained discarded refuse
materials. The features are not related stratigraphically. The ceramics in F104 probably date
it to no later than 1800 and probably earlier since the only TPQ after 1795 is from five sherds
of polychrome pearlware in F104. Only an unidentified copper artifact was recorded in the
laboratory. The other artifacts mentioned on the field form (kiln furniture, nails, and glass)
were not cataloged and may have been lost.

Table 13. Feature Descriptions, Lot 17

Feature Center Maximum Size Elevation Excavated

# Function = Coordinates (ft.) Range (amsl) Depth (ft.) | TPQ MCD

141 Circular Pit 37.9S/127.5E 25x25 0.42 - (-0.63) 1.05 1720 1745
104 Irregular Pit 48.0S/129.5E 49x3.3 0.67 —(-0.38) 1.05 1795( 1793
160 Irregular Pit 52.55/131.0E 35x25 0.60-0.10 0.50

126/127 |Irregular Pit 65.95/138.5E 7.3x5.1 1.99-2.49 0.50 1780 1791

It is possible that F160 belongs to Phase 1. It is also similar to F108 and F141 in having bone-
waste material in it. The features are not related stratigraphically.

4.7.2 Feature 141

F141 was a circular pit with a symmetrical basin shape (Figure 63). Unlike some other
features at the African Burial Ground which impacted burials, F141 was impacted by the
western or upper body portion of B337 and, thus, predates this burial (Figure 63). This is
appropriate since this burial was assigned to the late group which is dated to after the
Revolution (Perry et al. 2006). B337 designates the skeletal remains of an individual buried
without a coffin. The exposed surface of the feature was described as dark grayish brown
compacted clay with charcoal flecking. The east and west halves were each excavated in four
levels. The feature fill was a medium yellowish brown clayey silt (Figures 64 and 65). In
addition to the charcoal flecking recorded before excavation, charcoal or ash was observed in
five of the eight levels of Stratum I that comprised the feature fill. No wood or wood stains
were recovered along the side or bottom of the feature.

A small amount of cultural material, mostly tin-glazed earthenware and stoneware ceramic
fragments, was recovered in the feature. More specifically, white salt-glazed stoneware, with
some utilitarian stoneware that is probably kiln debris, and one piece each of black-glazed
redware and Chinese export porcelain were found. The glass assemblage consisted of only
two small window or mirror fragments. The lack of creamware or other late ceramics
suggest a pre-1760 date.

The remains of at least five sheep, a cow, a pig, a turtle or terrapin, and a box turtle were
identified. The elements representing the mammals, however, are quite distinctive. There are
only a few dietary components in the assemblage—a sheep ulna, cow thoracic vertebrae, a
pig fibula, and a cow or large pig rib. The only other skeletal remains are the bones of at least
five tails of immature sheep, recovered throughout the feature, and elements of the feet of
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Figure 63. Feature 141, plan view, Lot 17, MID Area.
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Figure 64. Feature 141 west wall profile, Lot 17, MID Area.

Figure 65. Feature 141 cross-section profile, looking west, Lot 17, MID Area.
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cow or pigs (tarsals, metapodials, and phalanges). No other skeletal elements of these
animals were present in the feature fill. A minor amount of calcined bone was present.

The faunal assemblage contains skeletal elements that are characteristic of butchering refuse
or animal sacrifice. Due to the elements represented, Pipes (Chapter 10.0) believes that these
fauna were probably butchered on the spot. If butchery (processing a carcass solely for
consumption) is represented, it seems odd that it was done at a cemetery, not on the
livestock owner’s property. However, during Phase 1 this area was north of the fence and
probably not part of the cemetery in Phase 1. Although a butchering incident seems to be
possible, the evidence may also indicate a ritual sacrifice of these animals. The elements of
tails and feet may represent offerings. Alternatively or additionally, they could also be
remnants of feasting associated with a burial ceremony or other gathering if the area was
part of the cemetery.

F141 may have been used as a sacrificial fire pit for African ritual or mortuary practice, as
suggested by the high number of butchered faunal remains and charcoal. The feature’s
location within the burial ground below B337 suggests it was used as a sacrificial pit for
burials earlier than B337, which has been assigned to the later group (Perry et al. 2006). The
ceramics in the feature (Table 14) are unusually high in white salt-glazed stoneware and tin-
glazed earthenware compared to the NE and SE Areas (Tables 3 and 8), suggesting both an
early date for its creation and an intentional disposal of vessels after a ceremony.

The Howard team does not think any burials were made north of the fence before the
Revolution (Perry et al. 2006); therefore, a pit associated with burial activities would have
had to be late. We know from the investigation of the SE and NE Areas that this combination
of ceramics wares was typical of that found on the surface in Phase 1. Thus, the pit could
have been created in the late nineteenth century in association with late burial activities.
Alternatively, at least some of the burials in the Late Group would have been earlier then
currently thought.

Table 14. Percentage of Ceramic Groups in F141

Ware Group %

Creamware 0.0
Oriental Porcelain 2.6
White Salt-Glazed Stoneware 18.4
Tin-Glazed Earthenware 44.7
Salt-Glazed Stoneware 28.9
Redware 2.6
Yellow Slipware 2.6
N 38

4.7.3 Feature 104

This feature is a shallow irregular pit (Figure 66) in Lot 17, close to the center of the north—
south axis of the lot, near a cluster of postholes on the lot’s west side. Some of the
surrounding A/B horizon was also excavated and labeled in the field as NF (non-feature)
104. The feature shape changed in plan from a semi-rectangular blob with a shallow
bifurcation on one side (Figure 67) to a relatively small, half-circle depression with a cluster
of brick. Feature 104 may actually have been two overlapping features, but this cannot be
determined from the excavated evidence.
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Figure 66. Feature 104, plan view, Lot 17, MID Area.
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Underneath the initial cleaning episode of the feature, Stratum I, level 1 (cat. no.1307) is
described as secondary fill containing both sandy overburden and clayey silt matrix
belonging to the feature. The levels of the first stratum consisted of a dark brown sandy silt
matrix with charcoal smearing. The bottom of the feature tapered north (Figure 68). At the
transition to Stratum II in the northern half of the feature, a brick “arc” was noted. Three
bricks formed the arc of a rough circle whose chord measures about 1.2 feet in length. The
top of the middle brick was -0.1 feet amsl. The matrix of Stratum II (cat. no. 1293) changed to
brown clayey silt without charcoal. When it was removed, the three bricks appeared as a half
circle resting in a smaller excavated depression.

Both household refuse and architectural remains are represented, as well as a minor amount
of industrial remains (kiln furniture), and a redware sagger and stoneware. Various cultural
material classes were recovered including ceramic, shell, glass, and bone. Architectural
materials including nails, wire, bricks, mortar, and slate as well as burned wood and
charcoal were also recovered. Charcoal was present in Stratum I and Stratum II contexts
except Stratum II, level 1. The charcoal and burnt wood seem to have been added to the
other cultural material, since the other artifacts did not show evidence of burning. The most
recent cultural material (i.e., blue shell-edged pearlware) was manufactured in the late
eighteenth or early nineteenth century. Much of the architectural material was situated in the
lower portion of Stratum I. A pattern of discarding shell may also be represented. Nearly all
of the shell in Stratum I, level 1, south half, is Eastern oyster (Crassostrea virginica). Remains
of shell from Stratum I, level 1 north half, contained a greater percentage of hard clam
(Mercenaria mercenaria) to oyster. Only two glass vessels were identified. Each consisted of a
single small fragment. One appears to be a body fragment of a Stiegel-like tumbler (possibly
manufactured in the third quarter of the eighteenth century). The other fragment is possibly
of a case bottle.

The cultural material recovered from F104 includes domestic refuse, architectural material,
and a small amount of kiln furniture. The amorphous shape of F104 suggests that it is clearly
not a shaft feature, such as a dry well. The feature may be more than one excavation episode,
as represented by its irregular shape and the different concentrations of shell in the north
and south halves of the feature. Two possible fill episodes are the fill associated with the
brick at the bottom of the pit and the rest of the feature fill above the bricks with a greater
artifact density. It is unclear whether the bricks at the bottom of the feature were intentional;
if so, their purpose remains unclear. The lower fill of the feature is associated with these
bricks, but there are no differences between artifacts from the upper and lower fill episodes.
Charcoal was found throughout the feature.

4.7.4 Feature 160

Feature 160 is an irregular pit located in Lot 17 that was first identified in profile (Figure 69).
It is located about eight feet north of the projected line of the eighteenth-century fence posts,
southeast of posthole F145 and F146 and northeast of F135. However, there is little evidence
that the fence extended through Lot 17. The northwest section of the feature was disturbed
during the excavation of Burial 342, which lies north of the feature (Figure 70). F160 cut into
the grave shafts of two burials (342 and 369). The southern edge of F160 lies above the
northern border of B369’s grave shaft. This burial did not have a coffin, and skeletal remains
were not impacted by F160. The northern border of the feature is over B342.

The feature is a shallow pit measuring 0.5 feet deep. The pit fill was a mottled dark gray and
brown with yellow and orange silty sand. The pit contains bricks, glass, nails, kiln furniture,
shell, and a large number of faunal remains. None of the reported artifacts was cataloged
except for an unidentified copper item and the bones. Three bricks were recovered from the

111



Appendix A
Stratigraphic Analysis and Feature Descriptions
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Figure 68. Feature 104 east wall profile, Lot 17, MID Area.
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Figure 69. Feature 160 south wall profile, Lot 17, MID Area.
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Figure 70. Feature 160, plan view, Lot 17, MID Area.
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approximate horizontal center (east-west) of the feature and may have been against a
building post at one time. The bricks did not extend to the bottom of the feature. Another
three bricks were also found on the top of the feature but were not collected. These bricks
may or may not be related to the three bricks in the center of the feature.

The function of F160 cannot be determined because of the B342 excavation disturbance, the
feature’s irregular shape, and the fact that the artifacts could not be found in the lab for
analysis. F160 was used after B342 and B369 and was probably a shallow pit used to dispose
of animal bones.

4.7.5 Feature 126/127

Features 126 and 127 are located approximately 20 feet north of Republican Alley on the
eastern side of Lot 17. F126, excavated as one stratum, was a large shallow irregular pit in
which a broken glazed redware vessel (designated F127) was deposited (Figure 71). F127
was given no coordinates, was not drawn, and there are no slides of either feature; therefore,
it is unclear where F127 was located. F126/127 is considered as one feature here, which was
excavated in halves, east and west. F126/127 was 0.5 feet deep at its deepest point; it was a
thin lens of mottled brown, sandy clay with patches of yellow-brown clay. It contained
architectural debris, creamware, Chinese export porcelain, hand-painted blue pearlware,
slip-tailed redware, kiln furniture, and pipe stems. After excavating the feature, it became
apparent that there were grave shafts under it, B348 and B325, and the feature was closed
out. EU24 was put in after F126/127 to excavate the burials below the feature.
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5.0 THE LOT 12 AREA
5.1 Introduction

Lot 12 is about 22 feet wide (excluding the masonry walls) and 80 feet long (Figure 72). The
research targeted the lot for data recovery because historical research suggested that the
remains of the domestic occupation of Grant Cottle, an upholsterer, would be preserved. The
rear portion of the lot was part of the African Burial Ground and the front part was used for
disposal of kiln debris during Phase 1. The entire lot was used as residential and commercial
space during Phase 2. Phase 3 is restricted to the year c. 1803 when city requirements made
the owner fill the lot and raise it to the new height of Duane Street. Phase 4 includes new
buildings that were dug into the Phase 3 fill, probably as soon as the fill had settled since
historic records show a continuous occupation by a commercial establishment. According to
historic maps, the commercial building had two parts separated by an open yard, much like
the arrangement found during Phase 2. Phase 5 begins in 1921 with a single building
destroying and replacing these early 1800s buildings (Ingle et al. 1989:101). This in turn was
destroyed during site preparation for construction, leaving a concrete floor about 10 feet
below grade. Twentieth-century remains besides the concrete cellar floor included an
elevator shaft and coal chute.

The original ground surface of the site sloped from southwest to northeast. A historic
ground surface remained over most of the lot and was dark gray-brown (A horizon) resting
on a yellow-brown subsoil (B horizon). The transition from the A to the B horizon was
gradual and marked by wormholes that brought the darker material into the subsoil. Burials
were restricted to the rear 25 feet of the lot, south of a series of historic trenches.

The historic ground surface sloped to the northeast and contained evidence of two phases of
occupation, each comprised of several events, besides the Burial Ground. Before the
Revolution (Phase 1), people excavated pits and trenches into the surface and dumped
redware and stoneware kiln waste on the surface and in some of the pits. After the
Revolution, Phase 2 occurred before the city raised the surface to the new street level. Phase
2, the domestic and commercial use of the lot, was on and penetrated the Phase 1 ground
surface.

Several events occurred in this phase. Grant Cottle, the upholsterer, erected a building on the
front of the lot around 1794. A layer of trash piled up in the middle and rear of the lot during
this phase, most of which we assigned to Cottle. A building was also built facing the rear of
the lot, probably after the rear of the lot had been leveled for a floor. Pits cut through the
earlier trash deposits, and other features were placed on top of these deposits. At the end of
this phase there were two buildings on the lot: one on the north, which faced north to the
street, the other on the south, which presumably faced south. The yard surface between the
two buildings was open for only a short time, and a layer of waterborne sand later covered
the thin surface.

The original buildings were destroyed during Phase 3, the raising of the lot surface to the
street level. This was a rise of at least 8 to 10 feet, possibly more. In Phase 4, structural
features associated with the buildings on the new ground surface were cut into the fill. These
included stone side and rear walls that did not receive feature numbers. Several features
from this phase in the early nineteenth century occurred at or close to the Phase 2 level. They
included a fireplace at the front of the lot and two shaft features on the east side of the rear of
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Figure 72. Plan of excavation units and trenches in Lot 12.
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the lot, among others. These early nineteenth-century buildings followed, at least to some
extent, the previous layout of the two earlier buildings: a front building oriented to Duane
Street, and a rear building separated from the front one by a narrow space. The exact
sequence of events following Phase 4 is not clear, but we did not define them as significant
parts of the site. The earlier deposits were penetrated by what is a coal-storage feature (F1)
and the base of an elevator shaft (F3) late in the nineteenth century. In 1921, the-early
nineteenth-century buildings, both the front and rear buildings, were torn down and
replaced by one with a concrete floor about 5.5 to 8 feet above the historic ground surface.
Some of the stone side foundation walls remained.

The field team explored the lot with four trenches and nineteen excavation units of varying
sizes, some of which overlapped others since they were excavated at different times (Figure
72). They found the burials restricted to the rear 25 feet of the lot (Figure 73). The initial
excavation is discussed in Chapter 2.0 of Volume I. To recap briefly, after the removal of
concrete floors from the 1921 building, the team excavated three trenches to explore the
preservation of features and yard surfaces (Figure 72). They later excavated a fourth trench
labeled D toward the end of the excavation to explore the area on the north edge of the lot.
The surrounding building walls and the concrete floor were removed down to the concrete
cap obviously placed over the earlier wall stubs to create a stable support for the new
building walls (Figures 73 and 74).

The first excavation units (EUs 1 and 2) were placed over a late-nineteenth-century utility
feature, probably a coal-storage area. EU3 was located in Republican Alley in the burial
ground area and is not shown. After that, the team excavated a series of units that defined
and excavated features and ground surfaces.

In Lot 12, field personnel often did not record the location or extent of balks and only rarely
put grid coordinates on profiles or plans. These two omissions created much confusion in
locating units precisely in Lot 12. The problems were more troublesome for the northern half
of the lot. Figure 72 shows the actual areas excavated rather than the original unit
coordinates. Using a combination of field notes, field drawings, photos, stratigraphic
correlations, and conflicting post-excavation maps, the actual placement of the units was
approximated. Although not guaranteed, since some pieces do not fit well, they are close to
what the field crew actually did.

Another troublesome problem was the lack of correlation between the collection units and
the stratigraphic profiles. This is always a problem when combining a partial Harris method
(Harris 1979) of excavation with balks and profiles. Without careful attention to how the
collection units match the strata shown on profiles, data is difficult to interpret. This is
particularly true when there is not a plan for each collection unit as required by a Harris
matrix approach. This is compounded by conflicts among datum points and a failure to give
the elevation of datum lines for several profiles. These problems made it difficult to interpret
the stratigraphy and to correlate stratigraphic profiles from unit to unit. While the overall
picture is believed to be correct, there may be some remaining inconsistencies.

5.2 Dating

The ceramic wares show that the major periods of deposition in Lot 12 were Phases 1 and 2
(Table 15), from the middle of the eighteenth century to the first decade of the nineteenth
century. The ware percentages in the three superimposed ground-surface strata from these
phases (521, 519, and 518) show an increase in creamware and pearlware over time. There
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T R | "\ - a
Figure 73. Lot 12, looking South, showing the protected area of burial excavations and the stone walls of the
rear building and adjacent units.

' - v L )
Lot 12, looking North, showing the stone walls of the rear building (Features 12/13 to the north
and Feature 11 to the east) and adjacent units.

Figure 74.
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are fewer stoneware sherds than found in either the NE or SE Areas’ ground surface and as
many redware sherds as found in the NE ground surface. F51 had more redware sherds than
the other areas because it was used to dispose of redware kiln debris. These trends are
broken in Phase 3 and 4. Phase 3 is substantially different from the Phase 1 and 2 deposits in
the lack of redware. Phase 4 deposits are more similar to Phase 1 deposits with high
percentages of redware and stoneware sherds. In fact, most of the contents of the Phase 4
features are sherds from the underlying Phase 1 and 2 deposits into which Phase 4 intruded.

Table 15. Percent of Ceramic Ware Groups for Selected Lot 12 Analytical Units

Phase/ R/Y
F/AU ww PW CW OEP TG WSW SW RW SW Other N

Phase 4 11.0 229 | 103 | 0.2 1.2 2.1 41.3 9.1 1.9 419
Phase 3 0.1 18.4 30.5 8.8 2.5 1.3 4.6 22.7 9.2 1.9 830
Phase 2

518 28.2 28.9 8.4 0.9 0.9 2.3 21.5 7.8 1.1 3,652

519 10.1 15.0 3.7 2.9 3.0 4.6 44.8 14.3 1.6 5,240
Phase 1

521 10.4 9.2 3.8 4.4 1.7 6.9 42.1 19.6 2.1 480

Features 15 6.8 1.8 5.5 3.5 10.6 41.3 271.7 1.3 397

F51 >0.1 1.4 1.0 1.0 2.4 4.5 82.8 6.7 0.2 8,546

Key: F-Feature; AU-analytical unit; WW-whiteware; PW-pearlware; CW-creamware; OEP-oriental export porcelain; TG-tin
glazed; WSW-white stoneware; R/Y SW-red- and yellow-bodied slipware; RW-redware; SW-stoneware; N-total number.

The MCDs from the four phases (Table 16) range from 1753 for Phase 1 to the late 1780s and
early 1790s for Phases 2 through 4. Although the MCDs from Phases 2 through 4 are slightly
earlier than the shaft features in the MID Area (see Table 48 and discussion in Section 4.7.2).
This is because of the mixture of the Phase 1 material from the original ground surface with
the material from Cottle’s occupation. The main Phase 2 ground surface deposit (518) has an
MCD dating to the last decade of the 1700s like the dates from the MID Area shaft features
(Table 17).

Table 16. Dates for Lot 12 Phases

PPhase o) MCD
Phase 4 1795 1790
Phase 3 1880 1788
Phase 2 1795 1786
Phase 1 1795 1753

Table 17 shows the MCDs and TPQs for features and surfaces for each phase. The largest
Phase 1 feature, F51, was separated from the other features since its large number of sherds
has such an effect on the overall MCD for the Phase 1 features. The table shows that the
MCD for Phase 3 fill is earlier than for the occupation surface below it. This suggests the
Phase 3 fill was taken from a location with earlier deposits and moved to Lot 12 as fill to
raise the lot’s surface. The Phase 4 features were cut through Phase 2 and 3 deposits. This
incorporated earlier artifacts into its feature fill, resulting in a Phase 4 MCD that is earlier
than the Phase 2 ground surface.
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Table 17. Dates for Lot 12 Phases, Surfaces, and Features

Phase ‘Provenience Function ~ TPQ MCD lDatabIe Sherds

Phase 4 Features Features 1795 1790 210

Phase 3 AU515 Phase 3 fill 1880 1788 493

Phase 2 AU518 Phase 2 surface 1795 1794 2,039
Features Features 1795 1785 654
AU519 Phase 2/1 surface 1795 1781 2,205

Phase 1 AUS521 A/B interface 1790 1777 157
Features Without F51 1790 1756 114
Features With F51 1790 1749 912

Table 17 and the dates for individual features in Table 18 also show that the occupation of
the lot disturbed earlier features since late sherds appear in most contexts. The most
common TPQ for all the surfaces and features is from polychrome pearlware with an
introduction date of 1795. However, the number of later sherds in the earlier deposits is
much lower.

The ground surface (comprised of the A horizon and the A/B interface) contains evidence of
three separate occupations or deposits that cannot be easily separated for analysis. The first
occupation is represented by a high frequency of redware kiln furniture and probable
wasters (in 521 [A/B interface]). The second (the A horizon) can be identified by ceramics
dating mostly to post-1780 and pre-1795 (519). This is material that was worked into the
ground surface before it was covered by a thicker deposit of demolition debris and trash
(518). The third (518) can be most easily separated in the middle of the lot. This deposit is
represented by a layer of construction or demolition debris as well as an occupation surface
with charcoal flecks; it has the latest MCDs.

5.3 Phase 1

Phase 1 features (Figure 75), dating to the pre-Revolution period, include irregular pits in the
front of the lot that contain almost no artifacts and trenches that run diagonally across the
middle and rear of the lot (Table 18).

A few pits were identified from the field notes after excavation and given feature numbers
so they could be discussed. However, only occasionally could catalog numbers be assigned
to them with confidence. The deposits also include the A/B soil interface. The original
ground surface was present but was penetrated by artifacts from Phase 2. It was assigned to
Phase 2 although a great number of artifacts are earlier. Burials were restricted to the area
south of F16, the southernmost trench. There are a few postholes, unnumbered in the field,
which run roughly on the same line as the postholes in the MID Area. These penetrated the
grave shafts and are assigned to Phase 2.
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Table 18. Phase 1 Features, Lot 12***

Center Maximum Elevation Excavated

Feature Function Coordinates Size (feet) |Range (amsl) | Depth (feet)
015 Trench 48.5S/11.0E 145x%x25 9.28-7.22 2.06 1790 1766.6
016 Trench 48.1S/13.3E 19.4x8 95-6.9 2.60 1762 1747 .4%7
019 Pit 22.8S/8.0E 3x22 6.59 - 5.89 0.70 1762 1749.8
022 Pit 24.2S/11.3E 0.9x0.8 6.95-6.12 0.47
024 Trench 62.6S/4.6E 15x15 9.55 - 8.66 0.89 1762 1742.2
041 Irregular pit 14.4S/5.5E 1x1 6.19-4.39 1.80
042 Irregular pit 16.4S/7.0E 1.4 x0.06 6.33-5.91 0.42
051 Trench 31.0S/11.0E 18.8x8 6.14 - 3.62 2.52 1780 1750.1
156** Oval Pit 19.55/9.8E 19.x1 6.45 - 5.59 0.86
157** Pit 26.25/3.0E 2x2 7.29 - 5.65 1.64 1670 1732.5
158** Pit 25.4S/2.5E 1.2x0.9 7.29 -5.65 1.64
159** Pit 26.0S/11.5E 19x1 6.39 - 5.59 0.89
191** Pit 16.3S/4.0E 7.3x3 6.62 -5.15 1.47
192** Pit 18.8S/5.2E 53x23 6.62 — 6.25 0.37

*Fewer than 10 sherds
**Defined from field notes
***Excavated dimensions

5.3.1 The A/B Horizon Interface

This analytical unit is the material in the transition between the A horizon and the B horizon.
It is thin and was separated from the A horizon because it may contain artifacts from before
the area was developed as an urban lot. We would expect that earlier artifacts occur in this
layer since they would have had more time to migrate through the A horizon and later
artifacts would have had less time to intrude in this layer.

These expectations were not confirmed strongly. There was more creamware in the A
horizon (AU519) and more tin glaze and slipware in AU521, but more white salt-glazed
stoneware and even slightly more pearlware in AU521 than in AU519 (Table 15). The
amounts of redware and stoneware were roughly the same.

A better comparison is with the other features (excluding F51) in Phase 1 (Table 15). These
features date earlier than the surface they were dug into since there is little pearlware, and
lesser amounts of other late wares and more of the earlier wares. This probably means that
AUS521 incorporates too much of the A horizon or that artifacts from the later occupations
had already started to migrate into the subsoil or at least to the bottom of the A horizon
(AU519).

5.3.2 Trenches

The team found four trenches of varying size. One might have been a pit dug into a trench or
it may have been a trench. The other three were oriented southwest to northeast like the
boundary fence. The following discussion describes these features in order from north to
south.

124



Appendix A
Stratigraphic Analysis and Feature Descriptions

5.3.2.1 Feature 51

F51 is the largest, being about 7.5 feet wide by 2.3 feet deep and extending across the entire
lot (Figure 75). It was mostly in EUs 7 and 11. In EU7 the south side was partly cut by the
north wall of the rear building (F12/13). It extended north into EU15 but not seemingly south
into EU10 or north out of EU11. It was cut into the original ground surface and most likely
extends across the entire lot (Figures 76 and 77). The north side is fairly vertical and the
south side slopes. There were various fill lenses, including some building debris and gravel
and many redware wasters and kiln furniture. Field observations reported the fill was not
uniform and there were areas with clusters of artifacts and areas with fewer artifacts. There
was a concentration of shell in the northeast section of the upper part of the trench that was
originally assigned feature number 23 but was later considered a lens in F51.

Photographs of the bottom of the feature and field notes suggest there may have been
postholes running along the bottom of the trench. In EU7, the field crew found small pockets
with a high density of charcoal at the bottom of and in a feature identified as a drip line (cat.
no. 341) (Figure 77). The pockets are visible on one of the field photos and look like
postholes. Below the drip line, the field team noted there was a narrow, about a foot wide,
ditch that ran east-west through the center of the trench that went close to the bottom of the
trench. In cat. no. 666, the trench had a layer of charcoal in it. A similar but not-as-well-
defined feature was found in EU11, also in the center of the trench.

The ceramics place the fill of the feature between 1760 and 1780. The dominant refined ware
is white salt-glazed stoneware (Table 15) followed by creamware, with tin-glazed and
oriental export porcelain tied for third-most abundant. The only three pearlware sherds are
in deposits assigned to F51 and are in the uppermost deposits of EU11 next to the ground
surface that had some pearlware sherds in it. It is likely these sherds are intrusive. This suite
of refined wares is typical of the Phase 1 ceramics that were scattered over the ground
surface in the NE and SE Areas and found in the early features in the MID Area.

A few fragmented pipes and remainders display attributes that suggest or point to a place of
manufacture or date range and can contribute to understanding the date of the feature. One
of the four “TD” pipes remainders was found in F51. These pipes had the “TD” mark either
hand-applied in a round cartouche on the proximal bowl area or on the heel. Thomas
Dormer of London used this mark beginning in the 1750s; however, the pipes” popularity
induced many manufacturers to employ the “TD” mark.

Another remainder bowl fragment is embossed with the mark “RT.” There were three
generations of pipemakers named Robert Tippet, who made pipes in Bristol, England. The
Tippet family made these pipes from 1678-1722 but others used the mark up to the
Revolution as well.

Pipe #25, a bowl fragment with an intricate floral design, is comprised of four fragments
from four contexts within the feature (cat. nos. 333, 334, 389, and 407). These are the only
pipe crossmends in the feature. The bowl shape suggests that this pipe dates to the last
quarter of the eighteenth or possibly the early nineteenth century, or about 1770-1810. If this
assessment of the date of the pipe shape is correct, the date for filling of the feature could be
restricted from 1770 to 1780.
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One pipe, #20, was identified as an import from the Dutch city of Gouda (personal
communication: Diane Dallal, December 1997). The pipe bears a cartouche on the heel with a
minute fluke or flounder. The shield on one side of the heel suggests a large date range of
1722-1898. Although speculative, some burnished remainders recovered in this feature may
be fragments of Dutch pipes as well. Pipes made in Holland are noted for their superior
quality.

Most of the artifacts in the fill were kiln furniture and wasters; 25 percent of the total was
classified as industrial. Considering all the stoneware and redware and excluding the
yellow- and red-bodied slipwares, this percentage rises to about 89 percent of all the
artifacts. Some of the stoneware and redware vessel fragments may be household debris
rather than wasters. But the large numbers of the utilitarian wares and their dominance over
the refined wares (only about 11% of the ceramics including the slipwares) make it unlikely
many of them are household debris. If all the redware and stoneware are kiln debris, about
82 percent are redware (Table 19). These numbers suggests the trench was filled mainly with
debris from pottery production.

Table 19. Ceramic Groups! in the Phase 1 Trenches

Ware Groups F24 F16 F15 F51
Stoneware 30.6% 51.0% 25.2% 6.8%
Redware 41.9% 30.6% 36.4% 81.9%
Total industrial ceramics 72.5% 81.6% 61.6% 88.7%
Non-industrial stoneware
and redware 2.0% 0.7% 0.1%
Fine wares 7.3% 14.3% 33.1% 6.8%
Slipped wares 20.2% 2.0% 4.6% 4.3%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

1Excluding sherds classed as “Other”

An even larger percent of the total kiln furniture (2,096 pieces) was redware (82 percent), and
85 percent of these were sagger and kiln shelf fragments. The rest were other kiln furniture
like triangular rods, flat pads and thumb pads, and fired clay fragments (see Chapter 6.0 in
Volume I for a detailed discussion of the kiln furniture).

Other artifacts included about 23 percent architectural items mostly split between window
glass and nails, with three spikes and some ceramic roof-tile fragments. Building materials
like brick, including a few yellow bricks, mortar, plaster, building stone, and kiln brick, were
about half as frequent as either glass or fasteners but the field team usually collected
undefined amounts as samples. Various clothing-related items, only 0.63 percent, were also
found and included 46 pins, 1 eye, 2 outer-garment buttons, 7 bone-button blanks, and a
possible buttonhook. Other items included a mirror fragment, a medallion or pendant, a
metal lid, and 3 copper tacks. The clothing items may have come from the buildings on the
Commons in what is now City Hall Park a few blocks south of 290 Broadway. Various
excavations in City Hall Park have found button blanks possibly associated with activities
undertaken by soldiers who were quartered in barracks on the Commons (Grossman
1991:34; Hildebrant 1995:4-9). Grossman also mentions recommendations from the Common
Council records that inhabitants of the almshouse, also on the Commons, be required to
work for their support by making clothing. Trash from that area may have been dumped
down the hill and been incorporated into the fill of the feature.
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Besides the refined ceramics, there was also some kitchen glass that was mostly wine-bottle
glass (243), with 1 fragment of a wine glass and 32 of miscellaneous table glass. There is also
some hollowware glass of unidentifiable function and about 20 sherds from medicinal
bottles.

There is no mention in the field notes that any of the feature fill was water deposited. Thus,
it is likely the trench was dug and then filled soon after during this twenty-year period from
1760 to 1780. The question is: why was the trench originally dug? In the SE Area there was a
trench that was also used for disposal of kiln debris and it, too, was oriented the same way.
However, F51 is a large trench, and it is more likely that debris would just be piled on the
surface as happened in most parts of the SE Area rather than dig a wide, deep trench. There
is some evidence of such surface deposition, as will be discussed in Phase 2, but not as much
as was seen in the SE Area.

The evidence of a few items of household debris and large numbers of industrial debris
suggests the surface of this area was like that in the NE Area—partially littered with
household trash. The trench was dug into this surface and then backfilled with large
amounts of kiln debris plus the dirt and artifacts from excavating the trench.

If the trench functioned as a boundary fence separating the Barclay property from the
African Burial Ground, it could not have been an open trench; otherwise, there probably
would have been evidence of water-lain deposits in the bottom. It could have been a
boundary fence if it had been excavated and then filled as the posts were being placed.
However, the trench was much too large for a post trench. It could have been dug and filled
for some unknown reason and then posts added later. If it did have posts in it, it could have
been the Teller fence that burned during the British occupation of New York. However, it is
about 50 feet north of the row of postholes interpreted elsewhere as the Teller fence. If the
trench had been Teller's fence and it had extended into the northeast, it would have
incorporated the Remmey pottery, which seems unlikely. One other possibility to consider is
that this trench was dug as a trash pit to remove piles of surface debris before the lot was
prepared for sale.

In conclusion, we do not have a good understanding of why the feature was dug. The
artifacts it contained, however, provided useful information on the redware industry in the
1760-1780 period, or, if the pipe date is correct, from the 1770-1780 period.

5.3.2.2 Feature 15

F15 is another trench that has roughly the same shape: a mostly vertical north side and a
sloping south side. It was about 15 feet south of F51 and oriented southwest to northeast like
F51 (Figure 75). However, there was no sign that it held posts even though it was narrower
than F51 (2.5 feet to 7.5 feet). Its bottom was two feet below the Phase 2 surface. However,
since this surface had been leveled to create a surface for a floor, we do not know F15’s
original depth.

F15 was identified in EUs 5 and 6 (Figures 76 and 77). It contained two strata. The bottom
one contained only 12 percent of the total artifacts (298). Datable ceramics in the bottom
strata were restricted to tin-glazed sherds, and about 64 percent was either redware or
industrial redware. Another 21 percent was industrial stoneware. This may suggest the
bottom fill is pre-1760. The upper fill has pearlware about half as plentiful as tin-glazed or
white salt-glazed stoneware, and creamware is dominant. The lesser amount of redware in
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the upper strata may suggest a later filling date than the bottom. The pearlware may be the
signal for a post-1790 (dipped pearlware) date, or we could be seeing another mixing of the
upper layers with the later deposits on the surface

Although the same refined ceramic types are found as in F51, there are far fewer industrial
ceramics of either redware or stoneware—only 38 % compared with F51’s 88 percent. F15
does have more stoneware (25 to 7%) and many fewer kiln furniture (4 to 20%). The fewer
kiln-related ceramics leads to a higher percent of architectural items, 27% to 22%, but there
are only a few other kinds of artifacts such as a fan part, an outer-garment button, and a
copper tack. There is also some unidentified bottle glass. Like F51, we do not know the
function of this feature. Although there were nine sagger fragments in the upper layer to one
in the lower, it was not used as a primary disposal area for ceramic kiln debris.

5.3.2.3 Feature 16

F16 was a broad trench about 10 feet south of F15 that was found in EUs 5, 9, and 13 (Figures
75,76, and 77). It was about as wide as F51, about 7 feet, and 2 feet deep measured from the
Phase 2 surface. It was partially filled in by erosion before being intentionally filled. F16 was
assigned to the fill created by erosion, and 16a to Phase 2 filling.

The field team originally labeled the portion of F16 in EU9 (Figure 77) as F24. Later maps
drawn by the excavators applied F24 to all of what is now called F16. Analysis of the
stratigraphy and artifacts suggests the trench in EUs 5, 9, and 13 are all one and should be
labeled by the first feature number applied to it, F16. F24, discussed below, was applied to a
possible extension of F16.

The profiles in EU9 and 13 have a mottled layer that is the AU519 surface in EUs 13, 9, and 5
(Figures 76 and 77). It is on top of a gradually sloping dark layer that contained extensive
“rust” patches, which are 16a. The strata below, which are the fill from erosion, have heavy
deposits of charcoal throughout the length of the feature in EU9. The bottom of the trench
sloped to the southeast and was 0.5 feet deeper in EU5 than EU9.

The ceramic profile of F16 is similar to that of the lower strata of F15, and that of F16a is
similar to the upper strata of F15. The MCD for both the upper levels of F15 and 16a is about
twenty years later than the rest of the Phase 1 features and about twenty years earlier than
the Phase 2 features. This implies a brief extension of deposition into Phase 2 or possibly
minor mixing with later material. Only 163 artifacts were recovered from F16, which
extended through three units. The collection included only two pieces of redware kiln
furniture, although the redware and stoneware numbered about 80 percent of the total
ceramics. The datable ceramics were all Phase 1 types except for three plain pearlware
sherds in the bottom of the F16a fill of F16 in EU9.

5.3.2.4 Feature 24

Feature 24 may be a continuation of F16, a separate pit that was dug into F16 in EUs 9 and
14, or it could have been an existing pit cut by F16 (Figure 75). The stratigraphy is not clear
because the field team did not address this issue in the field in EU9, at least not in written
form. The bottom of F16 in the southwest corner of EU9 appeared to turn to the south, and a
possible continuation of the feature appeared in the northwest corner of EU14). The large
number of artifacts given the size of F24 compared to the size of F16 suggests that it was dug
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into F16 later. If F16 bent to the south and turned into F24, then it is unlike the other trenches
that do not bend within Lot 12. Like the other trenches in the back of the lot, the fine wares
are underrepresented (only 9 of the 124 sherds). Only 11 of the sherds are kiln specific and
include ten redware sagger sherds as well as two items of stoneware kiln furniture.

5.3.2.5 Summary

The three rear or southern trenches differ from F51 in a number of ways. First, they were
filled gradually by erosion and then by fill. F51 was dug and filled in a much shorter period
of time. Second, the southern features show a higher percentage of stoneware kiln wasters
and lesser amounts of redware wasters (Table 19). This trend of more redware kiln material
in the front of the lot and stoneware kiln material on the back of the lot continues to be
reflected in the Phase 2 artifact distribution in the historic ground surface deposits. Although
this analysis is helpful in identifying the site formation processes in different parts of the lot,
it does not address the role of the features. The function of these features is problematic.
Perry et al. (2006:109) suggest that F15 and F16 may have been paths. While this could have
been true in later times, the earlier features seem too deep for a footpath and are not wide
enough for a cartway, nor do they have the right profile.

These trenches also may represent successive versions of the boundary of the African Burial
Ground because the northern and middle ones were filled from the 1760s to the 1780s and
the southern one in the post-Revolution period. One of the trenches may represent Isaac
Teller’s fence around the African Burial Ground (if it had been placed in a large trench). As
one of the claimants to the African Burial Ground land, Teller erected a fence around at least
a portion of it, perhaps in the early 1760s (Barto 1992a:10, Appendix B-2).

If any of the trenches were boundaries, they do not reflect the Bancker 1784 line, which was
about 20 feet to the south in Lot 12. We can project the southernmost trench, F16, into areas
that were explored during the project, specifically in Lot 16. There is no trace of a trench in
that area. The projected lines of both F15 and F51 are angled more to the northeast and
project further north than any archeologically explored area; thus, it is unknown if they
extended into the MID and NE Areas.

Whether we accept the ambiguous evidence of posts in the bottom of AUs 16 and 51, it is
unlikely these features are part of a boundary feature that extended throughout the African
Burial Ground. The best candidate for such a feature is AU16, which remained open for
some time, although it did not extend far.

Another alternative is that F51 was a ha-ha. A ha-ha is a garden feature that was gaining
popularity in the eighteenth century. It was a deep ditch and had one straight wall and one
sloped. It was used to keep animals outside a landscaped area without blocking the view
(Thacker 1979:181-184). This trench shape made it difficult for animals to cross the ditch. The
straight wall faced away from the area that it protected. Only F15 had a straight wall facing
north, away from the African Burial Ground and toward a source of animals, the Calk Hook
farm.

If this feature did serve as a ha-ha, it is in an unusual setting since the African Burial Ground
was not a garden. Because the angle of F15 projects into areas the team did not explore, it
could be that it continues northeast and forms a barrier separating the early burial ground
from the surrounding area. However, this seems unlikely since F15 did not stay open for
long, as shown by the lack of water-deposited silt on the bottom of the feature.
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Another possibility is that one or more of the ditches reflect an African symbolic system that
separated the sacred from the profane. Such earthworks were common throughout the
savannah and forest regions of West Africa from c. A.D. 1300 (Norman and Kelly 2004:100—
101). They represented social, political, and symbolic boundaries inscribed on the landscape.
Although the earthworks seem to have been mostly associated with towns and royal
compounds, their general purpose was to distinguish zones of protection and inclusion
(Norman and Kelly 2004:101). This purpose could have been generalized in the New World
to the cemetery separating it and protecting it from profane actions.

5.3.3 Pits and Postholes

Ten pits (F19, F22, F41, F42, F156, F157, F158, F159, F191, and F192) were assigned to Phase 1
(Figure 76). All of these are in the front of the lot from EU15 north into EU16. Five of these
were either identified or given numbers during the analysis. Features identified from
profiles and notes during analysis may or may not have artifacts assigned to them
depending on whether the collection units could be assigned with confidence to the feature.

Only a few of the pits had any artifacts. This could be because of their having been dug
before many artifacts were deposited on the land surface and may have simply been pits
exploring for clay deposits. The three ceramic artifacts in F22 —two pieces of stoneware and
one of unglazed redware—were probably kiln related. One piece of window glass and two
nails rounded out the five artifacts.

F19 had 150 artifacts. The ceramic wares in F19 were similar to those in other Phase 1
features. Stoneware and redware (probably kiln related) were over 71% while the fine wares
(creamware, tin glaze and white salt-glazed stoneware) comprised 17% of the ceramics. The
slipwares were another 12%. The items classified as industrial (all redware and stoneware
ceramics not obviously imported or slipwares) added up to 36%. Architectural items, mostly
nails and window glass, were represented with a glazed roofing tile and made up about 39%
of the artifacts. The fine wares, slipwares, and bottle glass made up the kitchen artifacts at
13%. There was one copper-alloy button and seventeen white clay-pipe fragments. Two of
these pipes are Tippet pipes assigned to a 1678-1722 range. The presence of early tobacco
pipes in the area north of the burial ground was also noted in the NE and MID Areas.
Another of the Tippet pipes was found in the ground surface 521 in EU4.

Features 41 and 42 were two small irregular pits in EU 16. One, F41, is full of wood ash, and
the other had no cultural material. Field excavators suggested the one full of ash was part of
the fireplace assigned to Phase 4. It is just outside the footprint of the left side of the feature,
but the other pit is underneath it. Since there are no artifacts and it is not clear how the small
pit would have been useful for storing ash, these two features are assigned to Phase 1. Their
function is unknown. The field crew may have decided they were non-cultural since they
were not bisected.

The three small pits in EU15 (F157, F158, and F159) probably had artifacts in them but they
were not defined in the field. The only artifacts in F157 were 6 ceramics. These included one
refined earthenware, two yellow slipware and three stoneware.

The profiles of units 15 and 4 and the plans of EU16 all show there were a series of shallow

pits to the north of F51; none of these was distinct during excavation. This may imply, as also
suggested by the sparse number of artifacts, that they were not excavated as trash pits and
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there were few artifacts on the surface when they were excavated. None of this gives many
clues to their function. The previous suggestion that some were pits prospecting for and
mining clay is possible.

5.3.4 Summary

The northern part of the lot seems to have been more associated with the pottery industry
than the southern part. F51 was obviously used for disposal of kiln debris (mostly from a
redware kiln), and the shallow pits found throughout the northern area suggest prospecting
for clay deposits; however, the original purpose of the trench is not clear. The frequency of
small pits as a prospecting technique may have been an adaptation as to how clay deposits
were distributed in the subsoil. The stripping of the surface in the MID, NE, and SE Areas
showed that such deposits were not plentiful and were scattered in discrete pockets in the
subsoil. The kiln debris could have come from either the Campbell pottery on Broadway or
from the Remmey pottery to the northeast. Both are at least 300 to 400 feet away. Although
the Remmey pottery is closer, it is downhill from F51, which suggests it would be more labor
intensive to haul kiln debris up the hill than down the hill from the Campbell pottery.
However, we do no know exactly where the Campbell pottery was other than “opposite the
Negro Burial Ground” and on the west side of Broadway (from Rivington’s New-York
Gazetteer, May 19, 1774, as quoted in Gottesman 1938:84; Barto 1992c:4, Appendix B-4).

The southern portion of the lot was divided into two sections. The area south of the line of
F16 contained burials from the African Burial Ground. The area north of F16 had a more
even distribution of redware and stoneware and fewer kiln debris than found to the south,
which, as we will see later, was scattered over the surface. The functions of the three other
trenches are less obvious than the use of F51 as a pit for burying kiln debris. As discussed
above, they could have been markers for the edge of the African Burial Ground or at least
this part of it. In fact, this is the only probable idea so far. However, since F16 does not
extend to the east, it may mean the trenches are localized and did not extend across the
entire edge of the Burial Ground.

5.4 Phase 2

The Phase 2 deposits include the original ground surface that contains mixed Phase 2 and
Phase 1 material (519 surface), a layer of trash on top of the surface (the 518 deposits), and
irregular pits, postholes, and construction features, such as walls (Figure 78; Table 20). The
ground-surface deposits are obviously different from the features in that they are not one
event but represent a length of time that is unspecified. The original ground surface was in
use and receptive to artifacts from prehistoric times until the late eighteenth century when a
midden and some fill covered it. Before that, it was collecting artifacts and they were being
worked into the soil for two phases, including artifacts from the fill and midden artifacts of
518. Thus, the analytical division made here between 518 and 519 and the earlier 521 is a
heuristic one. One cannot consider that each of these analytical units was isolated in time or
that all the artifacts were deposited in one or two events.

We cannot identify how long the original ground surfaces, AU521 and 519, received artifacts.
We do not know when the deposition started and we know the surface was still receiving
some artifacts up into the 1790s. The upper deposit (AU518) received artifacts for a much
shorter period. The residential occupation lasted for fewer than 10 years, from 1794 to 1803,
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or possibly for even fewer years if the lot was filled shortly after the order to raise the lots in
1799.

The original ground surface (the 519 surface) was characterized by a gray-brown deposit
that contained charcoal flecks. The 518 deposits that rested on the original ground surface
had two parts. Most of the 518 deposits were characterized by mixed deposits of brick and
mortar with sometimes large numbers of artifacts. A usually thin, dark stratum of clayey
loam that also contained flecks of mica and charcoal in turn covered the artifact-rich brick
and mortar deposits (Figures 76 and 77).

The renters or owners of the lot may have built two buildings in Phase 2 (Figure 78). One
faced the rear of the lot; the other faced the front of the lot. Both of them are later than the
trash and midden layer part of 518, which was almost certainly associated with Cottle. Given
the artifact distribution discussed below, it is possible there was another earlier building on
the front of the lot.

We have associated the trash with Cottle or the other occupants, which included an
upholsterer he rented the lot to after 1802, because of the large number of tacks in the trash
compared with elsewhere. As an upholsterer, Cottle and his later tenant would have used
tacks in this trade. Seventeen copper-alloy or brass tacks and one iron track were recovered
from Phase 2 in Lot 12. The 518 and 519 deposits have the greatest concentration of
household trash and have the most tacks; features that cut into or disturbed these deposits
have the rest.

In comparison, only one copper-alloy tack occurs in any of the Phase 2 features from the
MID Area (in F58d); nor are there many tacks in the comparable features from Five Points.
Only two of the five temporally equivalent deposits from Five Points have one tack each.
Tacks were also used with coffins, but all coffin-related tacks from the African Burial
Ground are iron; the three iron tacks from F104 (in Lot 17) may be associated with a nearby
burial. Copper-alloy tacks appear in some other contexts, although many fewer than in
Phase 2, Lot 12. In Phase 1, Lot 12, three tacks occur in F51. These are all in the deeper parts
of the feature and are therefore before the Cottle occupation. One also appears in F15,
another early trench, suggesting that some tacks were on the surface when these trenches
were excavated and filled. In the SE Area, there is one in a disturbed area, F140b. In Phase 3,
also in Lot 12, there are two in Phase 3 fill.
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Table 20. Phase 2 Features, Lot 12***

Elevation
Center Maximum Range Excavated
Feature Function Coordinates Size (feet) (amsl) Depth (feet)
011 Wall, stone 43.3S/2.0E 9.3x2 10.42-5.32 51 1780 1772.3*
012/13 Wall, stone 35.25/8.0E 99x15 16.7-21.7 5
014 Wall, stone 47.7S/14.9E 57x15 9.64-9.13 0.51 1795 1795.7
016a Trench Fill 48.1S/13.3E 19.4x8 95-75 2 1795 1765.8
018 Concentration, | 41.1S/15.0E 52x4.1 9.08-8.1 0.98 1795 1789.2
cobble
020 Posthole 24.75/6.8E 0.8x0.5 6.25-5.69 0.56 1780 1800.0*
021 Barrel 38.1S/14.4E 2.1 diam. 7.76 — 7.45 0.31 1795 1800.5*
025 Wall, stone 28.3S/14E 118x1.2 7.71-7.25 0.46 1790 1789.7
026 Planks, wood 61.85/7.8E 7.6x0.5 10.22 -9.82 0.1-04 1795 1791.6
028 Plank, wood 28.8S/10.9E 3.3x0.6 7.18-7.08 0.1
029 Plank, wood- | 27.2S/26.4E 3.8x0.27 7.29-7.18 0.11 1780 1810.0*
lined trough
030 Trough, 27.0S/4.6E 35x2.7 7.28-7.09 0.19
probable plank
031 Post and 39.0S/13.1E 09x04 7.7-6.0 1.8 1762 1791.0*
Posthole
036 Posthole 39.1S/7.0E 0.3x0.35 7.56 - 7.41 0.15 1780 1800.0*
040 Builders’ 35.4S/8.8E 6.3x0.8 7.09-6.17 0.92 1795 1796.2
trench
046 Lintel 37.2S5/12.4E 33x1.3 7.57-6.97 0.6 1795 1790.6
047 Post/posthole | 34.7S/4.37E 3.1x7? 9.2-6.1 3.1
(47/48)
048 Wall, stone 34.7S/1.7E 25x7? 9.25-7.8 1.45
052 Posthole (?) in | 43.0S/13.5E 0.8 diam. ?-7.28
EU10
053 Pit (?) nextto | 41.8S/13.2E 1 diam. 7.31-6.2 111 1780 1780*
W. wall of F11
055 Post at west 34.85/12.9E 0.4 diam. 8.99-5.79 3.2
end of F12/13
wall
193** Pit 27.5S/18.8E 49x15 7.6 -7.02 0.58 1794 1780.0*
194** Pit 62.0S/8.6E 0.7 diam. 9.9-94 0.5
206** Pit 39.85/19.7E 3x38 7.71-5.89 1.82 1795 1779.3
209b** Builders’ 42.2S5/10.4E 4x1 76-5.9 1.7
Trench F11
209b** Pit 41.55/6.9E 8.8x2 8.27-6.9 1.37
210** Posthole 62S/9E 1 diam. 9.91-9.69 0.22

* Fewer than 4 sherds
**Defined from field notes
***Excavated dimensions
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5.4.1 The Yard Surface

The yard surface at Lot 12 had a complicated history, which is revealed in the different
depositional histories in the southern middle and northern parts of the lot. As stated earlier,
the original ground surface was labeled AU519; anything above that was labeled as AU518,
whose composition varied across the site (Table 21). The original ground surface, as
mentioned, sloped from southwest to northeast, and was consistently identified as gray or
gray-brown in field notes (usually recorded as Munsell code 10YR3/4 or 10YR4/4). The slope
of the original ground surface is the same direction as the Phase 1 trenches, which may have
been following the line of the slope as well as the property boundary. In places, the A
horizon was as much as 0.5 feet thick and there were wormholes at the bottom of this gray-
brown deposit. This was the original surface before construction began on the lot.

Table 21. Sequence of Strata in the Phase 2 Yard Surface

Analytical Unit Description Location

AU518 Thin silt-mica level Over much of the yard
Thin, patchy, alternating sediment Mostly restricted to the eastern side
types—micro strata with some patches on the western

side where not removed by site
leveling for rear building

Charcoal-flecked surface Throughout the eastern and northern
portion of site
Brick and mortar layer EUs 10 and 11
AU519 Historic ground surface-A horizon, Throughout the eastern and northern
charcoal flecked portion of site
AU521 AJ/B Interface Throughout site

The construction of the southern building affected the southern half of the lot from about 80S
to 45S (units 6, 8, 9, 13, 14, 17, and most of 5). On the west side, the slope was leveled as the
floor of the building was cut into the slope, removing some of the original ground surface.
On the east side, the original ground surface, as well as later deposits, was preserved
because the ground sloped to the northeast, dipping below the building floor. In EUs 5, 6, 8,
and 13, the A horizon developed on the fill of Features 15 and 16 (see Figure 76).

A profile across the rear of Lot 12 in the alley excavations (field drawing #59) shows the
slope of the east side of the lot dropping one foot from 5E to 13E. From there it drops only
about 0.3 feet until 17E when it suddenly drops 0.5 feet to 19E, creating a depression. The
profile labels this depression as containing a midden from about 13E to about 21E. A thin
layer of mineral or organic staining caps the midden; it is described as a thin layer of silt
with mica flecks. This surface in Lot 12 is characterized by dark pockets or overlapping thin
strata of at least four different sediment types, and includes at times “rust” stains in many
places. These were called patchy, layered, or micro strata deposits in different field notes; the
micro strata term is used henceforth. EU5 shows this clearly (Figures 79 and 80).

The depression and its content appear to extend from the rear of the lot through most of the
units on the east side of the lot. Although the surface of this deposit was not consistently
identified in the field as a continuous deposit, the micro strata were described in most units
on the east side of the lot as well as on the west side of the lot where the ground surface had
not been truncated. In EU5 north of F14, not much of this deposit remains. The upper
portion may have been truncated by a later disturbance.
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202 10YR 3/3 dark brown clay with coarse sand, dark stain, Feature 211
206 10YR 4/3 brown to 10YR 4/4 dark yellowish brown sandy clay
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Figure 79. Plan view of EU5. showing the relation of Feature 2 and 14 and the overlapping thin mottled layers
south of F14.
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111 7.5¥R 4/4 brown silty sand with pockets of 10YR 4/6 dark yellowish 195 10YR 4/2 dark grayish brown coarse loose sand
brown compacted silt balls
207 10YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown slightly silty sand
119 Feature 2; 7.5YR 4/6 strong brown silty sand with numerous silt balls
206 10YR 4/4 dark yellowish brown and 10YR 4/3 brown silt
118 5YR 4/4 reddish brown and 5YR 4/6 yellowish red coarse sand
209 10YR 5/4 yellowish brown and 10YR 3/3 dark brown sand
123 5YR 4/4 reddish brown and 5YR 4/6 yellowish red coarse sand
212 7.5YA 4/4-4/8 brown very fine sand
124 5YR 4/4 reddish brown and 5YR 4/6 yellowish red coarse sand
220 10YR 4/3 brown sandy clay with pockets of 7.5YR 4/4 brown coarse sand
132 5YR 4/4 reddish brown coarse sand
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147 Feature 2; 7.5YR 4/6 strong brown sand with 7.5YR 5/6 strong brown 228 10YR 3/3 dark brown sand and sandy clay mottled with 10YR 2/2 very
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4/6 dark yellowish brown rust stains
190 7.5YR 4/4 brown clay and 10YR 5/6 yellowish brown silty clay
236 Feature 15; 10YR 4/4 dark yellowish brown and 10YR 4/3 brown sandy
193 10YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown coarse sand with silt clay with charcoal changing to 7 5YR 4/6 brown silty sand

196 7.5YR 4/4 brown sand mottled with 10YR 4/3 brown silty sand 239 Feature 15; 7.5YR 4/6 brown sand

Figure 80. North (a) and East (b) profiles of sections through EUS5.
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These strata contain many small artifacts and date to after 1795 (polychrome pearlware’s
introduction). They also have few kiln artifacts or early ceramic types like white salt-glazed
stoneware or tin glazed ware. This stratum may or may not belong to the early Cottle
occupation of the house lot. These strata rested on top of another dark carbon flecked
deposit that may be a Cottle occupation layer. The two dark charcoal-flecked layers (the one
in AU518 and the original ground surface AU519) are separated by a brick and mortar
deposit in EUs 10 and 11 and possibly by a similar deposit in EUs 7 and 15 that did not have
as much brick and mortar.

The sequence of events and stratigraphy in the middle of the lot from about 45S to about 30
or 275 are the most complex. The EUs involved are 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, and probably part of 15.
The units include the walls of the south building and a major drop in elevation from south to
north besides the general southwest to northeast slope. The upper and lower ground
surfaces are characterized by their dark color and charcoal flecks. In EUs 10 and 11, several
layers and lenses of brick and mortar rubble and little charcoal separate the two surfaces; in
others there is no real separation. In addition, most of EUs 7 and 11 as well as part of 15 are
over the Phase 1 trench F51 and the early ground surface in this area formed in the top of the
feature fill.

The elevation drop occurs between EUs 5 and 10 and in EUS6. It started around 47S in EU5
just under the F14 wall (Figures 76 and 79), dropping about 1.7 feet over ten feet (Figure 75).
The only profile showing this drop clearly shows a cut along that line (F209, Figure 81) in
EU6 possibly extending into EU12. This cut is much steeper —dropping 1.3 feet over only 2
feet, but dropping only to the same rough level as in EU10. Both EUs 6 and 12 are inside the
alley building, and the cut did not seem to continue east into EU10. The drop seemed more
natural on the east in EU10, although this was obscured by a pit feature (F206) (Figure 76)
and the lack of excavation of the crucial area. From the profile in EU6 (Figure 81) and the
field notes from EU5 (Book 3:3 October 1991), it seems clear that this drop was not natural
and was excavated into the A horizon.

The uppermost layer of AU518 was described as a thin layer of silt or clay with mica flecks
(from now on called the silt-mica layer). This layer extends throughout the southern units
and may be found in those to the north, from EU11 and into EU7 and EU15 and even into
EU4 (Figures 76 and 77). No mention of it was found in EU10. In EU5 and units south of
there, it rested on the thin mottled patchy layers. The thin mottled patchy layers contained
many small artifact fragments and could be a secondary deposition, possibly by water from
up hill. The thin silt-mica level is also most likely water deposited, although it had fewer
artifacts than the layers below it.

North of EU5 it was not always clear if the silt-mica layer rested on the thin patchy layers or
on the dark charcoal-flecked surface, which in turn covered or was formed on top of the
brick and mortar deposits below. Both the dark charcoal-flecked layer and the brick and
mortar deposits were characterized by the presence of more polychrome pearlware than
dipped pearlware with few early fine wares such as white salt-glazed stoneware and tin
glaze. Creamware and pearlware were roughly equal in percentage. Early non-stippled
transfer-printed pearlware occurred, as did some early edged wares. Most of the decorative
pearlware had blue hand-painted designs, many of which were of the chinoisorie variety.
There were a good number of mends among the artifacts in the brick and mortar layer,
which could suggest that this was a midden deposit. There were also a few mends between
the brick and mortar layers and strata in EU5, especially with cat. no. 220
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Lot 12, EU 6B

North Profile

8E 8E
42,78 408

0 1t
—— —
0 30cm

1 10YR 4/3 brown silty clay streaked extensively with 10YR 5/8 yellowish brown silty clay,
with charcoal flecks, bone, brick fragments, and pebbles

2 7.5YR 5/6 strong brown silty clay; charcoal flecked with small pebbles
3A 5YR 4/8 yellowish red silty sand with rounded pebbles

3B 5YR 3/4 dark reddish brown coarser sand with small pebbles

Figure 81. Profile of west wall of EU6GB.
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The stratum under the brick and mortar layers was the original ground surface on which
earlier deposits (AU519) collected and were integrated into the historic ground surface.
These deposits are in the top of the historic ground surface, the upper portion of the A
horizon. In EU10, the gray-brown sediment with charcoal flecks ranged from about 0.3 to 0.5
feet thick.

The field forms do not comment on the similarity between the deposits in EUs 10 and 12,
respectively on the outside and inside of the alley building, and brick and mortar are not
noted as common in EU12, while they are in EUs 10 and 11. The brick and mortar layers
extend at least partially into the footprint of the alley building since they are under F46, a
stone threshold in the doorway between the north (F12/13) and east (F11) walls of the
building (Figure 77). They are thin in this area and may not extend any further.

It is arbitrary to separate AU518 from AU519 in EUs 12 and 10, especially in EU12 that does
not seem to have a brick and mortar layer separating the strata. However, individual
collection units were grouped stratigraphically and assigned to AU518 or AU519. The
groups show consistent differences and similarities in ceramics suggesting that there was a
difference between the upper and lower collection units. A comparison of the percentages of
creamware and pearlware in AU518 and AU519 shows the same trends in each unit. In each
unit, the percentages of creamware and pearlware in AU518 are more nearly equal, and
creamware is more dominant in AU519. In both EUs, the bottom layer (AU519) has more
early ceramics and more kiln furniture, and the upper deposits (AU518) have more
polychrome pearlware. These similarities suggest that the same deposit was on both sides of
the wall of the southern building and that it was in place when the wall was built.

The stratigraphy in the units next to the alley building (EUs 6, 10, and 12) shows that the
alley building cut through most of the 518 layers and the 519 surfaces. This is seen both in
the profiles and the inclusions in the strata. The profile on the north end of the F11 wall
clearly shows the builders’ trench cutting through the brick and mortar layers (Figure 77) but
not through the uppermost ground surface, the charcoal-flecked layer on top of the brick
and mortar deposit. It is not clear if it had cut through the silt-mica layer. Thus, the direct
and indirect evidence strongly suggests that the rear building was erected after the majority
of the cultural deposits had been laid down but before the uppermost charcoal-flecked layer
on top of the brick and mortar and, therefore, the silt-clay-mica layer had been deposited.
Further evidence of this is the mend between sherds found in the builders’ trench of both the
north (F12/13) and east (F11) walls of the southern building. These included an underglazed
polychrome creamware saucer, a royal-pattern creamware plate, and a hand-painted
underglazed blue pearlware teacup. Since the silt-mica layer is found inside and outside of
the building and the layer on which it rested was not cut by the wall, it appears it was laid
down after the wall was built and possibly before the building was finished.

The event sequence in EU11 is complicated by the presence of the F25 wall base, which
appears to have extended into EU15. The stratigraphic sequence of the south and west walls
of EU11 match that found in EU10 and show an upper ground surface with charcoal over
two layers of brick and mortar debris, one more loosely packed than the other, and then the
original ground surface with charcoal flecks. However, tracking these finer distinctions over
the F51 fill was more difficult since the AU519 deposits formed on top of the F51 fill. This
profile extends to about the F25 line (29S), and the mends between the north and south sides
of F25 show that at least some of the same deposits extend under the F25 wall. However, the
profiles to the north of F25 are distinctly different than those to its south, suggesting some
kind of change, perhaps due to a disturbance during an early demolition activity.
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The silt-mica layer appears north of F25 and under it, but was not mentioned south of the
wall. It may have been removed when the overlying fill was removed by the archeologists or
perhaps by whatever action deposited the fill which did not appear north of F25. However,
the silt-mica layer was found north of the wall on the west side of the lot in EUs 15 and 4.
Since the silt-mica level appears under the F25 stones, its construction may be after most of
the artifact deposits and so may be slightly later than the rear building. On the other hand, it
could belong to Phase 4.

The stratigraphy in EU7 is about the same as in the neighboring EU11. The depth between
the bottom of the sand overburden and the start of the original ground surface is
approximately equivalent to that in EU11 as seen on the EU7 and EU15 east profiles. There is
a layer of construction debris including sandstone, brick, wood, and slate on top of this
stratum. This layer disrupted the existing surface and destroyed the silt-mica layer found to
the east in EU11. This layer appears further west in EU7 where the disruption is not as
extensive. It extends into EU15 with casts of wooden beams or planks that also occur in EU4
on the same surface. The construction debris rests on a dark brown silt layer with the silt-
mica surface covering it. The construction or demolition debris is probably associated with
F25.

The same stratigraphy extends through EUs 7, 15, and 4, but becomes thinner as it goes both
north and west. The thicker deposits created by the brick and mortar do not extend into
these units, although the uppermost ground surface has brick and mortar fragments along
with charcoal flecks.

The mix of artifacts is different among the AU518 and AU519 strata in these units and those
in the middle yard to the south (especially EUs 10, 11, and 12). The primary difference is the
relative lack of polychrome pearlware, the higher frequency of dipped pearlware, and the
increasing presence of kiln furniture and earlier fine wares. The higher frequencies of kiln
furniture, industrial wasters, and earlier fine ware, especially in the bottom level of the yard
deposits (those assigned to AU519), are partially due to the fact that the yard surface was
formed on top of F51 which is full of these artifact types, none of which have a TPQ later
than creamware (1760). However, this distribution continues into EU4 and further north into
EUs 16, 18, and 19, indicating that these kinds of artifacts were dumped on the surface either
before or during the creation of F51 and before this land was subdivided into lots.

Hand-painted underglaze polychrome pearlware dates to 1795, the year after Cottle bought
the lot. Something appears to have protected the AU519 surface at the front of the lot from
the later AU518 deposits. The underglaze polychrome pearlware in AU519 made up only 9
of the 2,034 fine wares (excluding slipwares). All of these but 1 in EU7 came from the rear of
the lot; 6 of the 9 were from EU12. The same happens in AU518. Three of the 56 total sherds
were from the front of the lot and all of these were in EU15. The lack of polychrome
pearlware could be due to the protection of the area by a floor that extended north from F25.
However, since F25 is stratigraphically over all the yard deposits, there is no way it could
have protected the northern area from such a deposition. This explanation could still be true
if the F25 wall replaced an earlier wall.

The final episode in Phase 2 in Lot 12 is the deposition first of a bed of fine and then coarser
sand on top of the thin dark ground surface. The fine sand appears to have been water-
deposited since it was bedded. This deposit is found in the middle portions of the lot but did
not extend beyond the line of the F25 wall, implying that that north building was standing
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when it was deposited. It is not clear how far south the deposit extended because the eastern
side of the lot was disturbed by two later shaft features from Phase 4 or 5 (F2 and F37 that
were essentially empty).

The artifact contents of the two surfaces confirm their different origins and history. The 519
deposits in the north and south differ in two main ways. The northern area has higher
frequencies of redware kiln furniture and debris, similar to the contents of F51 (Table 15),
and higher frequencies of earlier fine ceramics such as white salt-glazed stoneware and tin-
glazed wares. The frequencies may have been elevated by the layers over the F51 trench in
EUs 7 and 11 assigned to AU519. However, the same pattern appears in the southern portion
of the stratigraphic unit. The difference is the lack of some wares.

5.4.2 The North Building (Features 20, 25, 28, 29, and 30)

The northern building faced Duane Street. The only evidence for the north building, besides
the distribution of polychrome pearlware, is the F25 rear wall of the building and a variety of
debris from the destruction of that wall (Figure 78). This includes Features 28, 29, and 30,
which are either fragments of wood or the cast of planks or beams that have decayed. All of
these features are in EUs 11 and 15. There may be other debris in the form of scattered stone
from the wall in EU7, but these could just as easily have been from the rear building.

The only stones in place were in EU11. The wall appears to extend for at least some distance
to the west into EU15. A stone on the east side of the balk between EUs 11 and 15 and a gap
in the stratigraphy on the west side of the balk provides this evidence. They are both about
the same elevation as the bottom of the stones in F25 in EU11, so it is assumed the wall
continued across the entire unit. This assumption is supported also by the west profile of
EU7 where fine bedded sand fill stopped abruptly, probably at the back of the wall before it
was removed.

The fill associated directly with the features was generally artifact poor (only 34 sherds), and
the deposit was restricted to the east side of the units. The fill appears as two relatively
uniform deposits in the profile (Figure 76). There are also a series of alternating strata
descending from F26. How they relate to the stratum to the south is not known. The
stratigraphy in the eastern half of the unit above the brick and mortar deposits is different in
the eastern and western part of the units. On the east it appears very similar to those on the
south with the silt-mica layer being noticed in that portion of the unit. The silt-mica layer
was not mentioned in the east, and the area seems to have been raised, possibly to reach the
level of the surface in EU7. This activity may have disturbed the strata sequence found to the
south.

F20 is a rectangular posthole in EU4. It is similar in size and shape to F36 inside the south
building. Both may have had something to do with supporting the wooden floor of their
respective buildings. On the other hand, they could belong to a later phase. Rectangular
postholes were also found in Lot 16, some of which had modern material in them, and in Lot
12 from Phase 4.
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5.4.3. The South Building (Features 11, 12/13, 14, 18, 21, 31, 26, 40, 46, 47/48, 52/53, 55, 206,
and 209)

The following description of the south building is divided into the walls and associated
construction features, the building’s internal features, and the features found outside the
building. The south building appears to face the alley with an ell extending northward on
the west side. The eastern portion of the north wall (F14) was disturbed by a Phase 4 shaft
feature (F2) and rests on what is apparently the historic ground surface (Figures 76, 79, and
80). The stones of the wall were pushed forward onto later sand fill, apparently by the
construction of F2 (Figure 80). The stones of F14 originally joined with the end of F11, the
east wall of the ell, but they were apparently removed by Trench A.

The north wall (F12/13) of the ell was dug down into the south edge of F51, which is also at
the base of the slope in the middle of the lot. The stone portion of the main wall was five feet
high from its base. It was excavated only one foot into the ground surface leaving four feet
exposed. It was topped by the stub of a brick and mortar wall that listed to the south as a
result, probably, of historic demolition activity. The wall was about 1.5 feet thick. The brick
stub (only one brick wide) was set in mortar on top of the wall, and there were indications of
sockets in the mortar on the south side of the wall where wooden planks existed. This
implies that the F12/13 wall was reused later in Phase 4 or 5 for a floor with boards running
north-south that was raised about three to four feet over the original ground surface.

The F12/13 wall was 8 feet long and did not extend all the way to the edge of the lot. It
stopped at 4E (Figure 78). Between 4E and 0.8E was a wall fragment with a post/posthole
(F47/48) set into it. The top is about 1.5 feet lower than the main wall. The upper section of
the wall may have been removed by the excavation of the exploratory Trench C. The base of
this wall fragment was 1.5 feet higher than the main north wall and was apparently
separated from the F12/13 wall by earth into which the post was set. The post sat on a thin
piece of sandstone and reached to the top of the eastern extension of the F12/13 wall. It had
been truncated on the east by a later brick lot wall. The function or purpose of this feature
complex is unknown. F12/13 was separated from the east wall of the ell (F11) by a doorway
(Figure 82) in which a stone sill (F46) was laid.

Although F14, the eastern north wall, was not dug into the ground surface, the other walls
were. There was little obvious evidence on the exterior of a builders” trench. This probably
means that the exteriors of the walls were laid up against the outside walls of a builders’
trench. However, there also was little evidence on the south side of F12/13. The builders’
trench (F40) did not appear after removing the overburden fill but 0.02 feet below the
ground surface. There is definite evidence of a builders” trench on the interior of F11 (F209)
(Figure 77) but it was not seen until 0.75 below the surface.

F209 includes the F11 builders’ trench and a pit (F209) that extended across the lot until it
was disturbed by a Phase 4 or later brick pier (Figure 78). The bottom of F209 seems to have
cut into the natural slope on an angle, making it a steeper slope (Figure 81) that leveled out
within about 2 feet. It may have been excavated to level the slope out for the construction
activity, but its artifact content suggested it was more like the early ground surface (519)
than the later one with less than one percent pearlware. It did not, however, go very deep
into the subsoil. It is difficult to tell when the builders’ trench for F11 was dug from the
profile, but it appears to have cut into the fill or deposits of 209. The deeper part of the
builders’ trench for F11 wrapped around the north end of the wall onto the east side of the
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M| dle portion of Lot 12 looking west. The archeologists are exavating the
doorway between the north wall (Features 12/13) and east wall (Feature 11) of
the ell of the alley dwelling.

Figre82.
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wall. It was partially covered by the lintel (F46). The sill was composed of a number of thin
sandstone blocks fit into the doorway.

Two posts were found on either side of the exterior entrance. F55 (Figure 78) was at the end
of F12/13, and F31 was on the F11 side of the entrance. Both may have been associated with a
door or gate. F55 was a pointed stake resting on a flat piece of sandstone. About one foot
from the bottom of the stake was a hinge. The various lines of evidence suggest the hinge
was just at or below the ground surface with about a foot of the post below the ground. F31
was placed on a brick instead of a stone. It was about half as thick as the F55 post (0.25 to
0.6feet). Both seemed to penetrate all the cultural deposits, although some could have
accumulated around them after they were in place.

The internal features are probably associated with fitting out the interior. The remains of the
floor joists are found in EUs 14 and 9. They were about on 3 foot centers. It is unclear how far
east and west they extended, although one assumes they extended across the lot to the
building’s walls. They may have gone further north as well, but that area was not excavated.
The area to the east was also disturbed by Phase 4 activity.

There are three postholes: F36 is rectangular and F52 and F210 are round. Their exact
functions are unknown. If they are associated with the building, they could have been
associated with supporting the floor. F52 and a small pit F53 are underneath F18 and,
therefore, not visible on Figure 78.

The features outside the building and associated with it are a diverse group. In front of the
doorway are the remains of a barrel (F21) partially sunk into the ground. Given its unusual
position in front of the door, it may have been earlier than the doorway or a temporary
feature during construction. Features 52 and 53 are also in EU10 and are under F18 (not
shown on Figure 78). Little information is available about F52, but F53 appears to be a pit
next to the west side of wall F11.

F18, on the other, hand appeared to be just a pile of cobbles with some brick and mortar that
was dumped next to F11 (Figure 83). The last feature to mention is the drip line (no feature
number) found inside F51 (Figure 77). This is a sandy area that goes about 1.5 feet into F51. It
appeared to have been created by water dripping off a roof of the ell. No such line was
found in EU11 which would not have been next to a roof. This indicates that the building
was intact for at least some time while the space between the north and south building was
open.

F193 is a shallow pit to the north of F25. It appears to have been dug through the deposits
north of F25 almost down to the level of the original ground surface.

5.5 Phase 3

Phase 3 sees the filling of the lot. Exactly how it is filled and the sequence of the various fills
is not particularly important. However, the fill in one unit, EU4, was excavated. This sample
was composed of layers of household trash and building rubble and actually dates slightly
earlier than the last part of Phase 2 (Table 17). The Phase 3 layers contain very few artifacts
from later periods, implying that the fill was deposited in the early nineteenth century. There
seemed to be primarily sand in the rear of the lot and more mixed fill layers, including
construction debris in the northern part of the lot.
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(Feature 11) of the south structure.
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5.6 Phase 4

Phase 4 dates to the immediate post-fill period. It includes several features, such as a
fireplace, that intruded into the Phase 3 fill (Figure 84). It is also possible that the stone wall
(F25) facing the street is associated with the fireplace instead of having been built in Phase 2;
the bottom of the F25 wall and the level of the fireplace are approximately the same (about
7.2 feet amsl). In any case, the structural features placed in Phase 4 incorporate artifacts from
Phases 2 and 3; presumably, the earlier deposits were used in the foundations for the later
features. Besides structural features, the bases of two privies were identified. Since none of
the artifacts at the base of the privies had attributes later than 1810, it seems likely the privies
were constructed immediately after Phase 3 and were not used for later trash disposal. If so,
the excavated deposits were probably originally part of the Phase 2 strata that were used
during their construction.

Table 22. Phase 4 and 5 Features, Lot 12

Center Elevation Excavated
Coordinat  Maximum Range Depth

Feature Function es Size (feet) (amsl) (feet) TPQ MCD
002 Stone-lined cistern 50.9S/18.5E | 7.2 diam. 11.05-9.21 1.84
017 Surface, brick 40.8S/11.9E 45x6 10.04 - 9.64 0.40 1795 | 1782.9
027 Fireplace foundation 15.9S/11.7E | 7.5x 115 8.09-6.84 1.25 1795 | 1789.0
038 Wood-lined cistern 70.0S/21.0E 10 diam. 8.69-7.194 1.50
211* Sockets for plank ends [62.5S/16.8E 1.8x0.3 9.54-9.24 0.30

54.5S5/16.5E 9.43-9.33 0.10

44.0S/16.6E 9.80 — 9.50 0.30

*Defined from field notes

5.6.1 Feature 27 (44/43)

Features 27, 43, and 44 are grouped as F27 (Figure 84). All are parts of a fireplace. F27 and
F43 are the two parts of the brick floor of the fireplace. F27, to the west of a sandstone wall
stub that divided the fireplace, also includes a brick-floored inglenook (an alcove next to a
tireplace) on its west side. F43 was the eastern portion of the brick floor, and F44 was
assigned to the sandstone foundation of the brick fireplace. This feature complex is called
F27 for ease of reference. The field notes suggest that this feature was part of an exterior wall
and that the eastern portion of F27 and the inglenook could have been a warming oven, with
the main fireplace to the east. The east end of the fireplace was not preserved. The area in
back of the brick hearth was probably the location of the chimney. The four-foot-long
sandstone wall in EUs 16 and 19 is probably the west side of the chimney (Figure 85).

The bricks (mostly brick bats) were placed on a bed of mortar over sandstone rocks. The
mortar has a high frequency of broken bottle glass. This construction technique is similar to
that associated with F17 in the rear of the lot, as discussed below.

The sandstone foundation of the fireplace rested on coarse sand with small cobbles. The rear
of the fireplace was a brick wall that rested on sandstone also. The area in back of the rear
brick wall of the fireplace was sandstone rubble that rested on smaller rubble; both deposits
were probably construction-related debris. To the northeast in EU19, the deposits associated
with the fireplace also contained many bottle fragments that mended with those from under
the fireplace.
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Figure 85.  Overview of the northern units at Lot 12, looking south.
Archeologists are excavating Feature 27 in the foreground after
the removal of the inglenook and west wall of the chimney.
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Although there was no connection visible between the floor of the inglenook and the pits,
they could have been associated with the feature.

The profile of the north wall of EU16 bisects the wall in EUs 16 and 19, identified as the west
chimney wall. This profile and the plans of the excavated portion of EU19 clearly show that
the fireplace and its associated chimney were cut into the Phase 3 fill.

5.6.2 Feature 17

The function of F17, occurring at the junction of and occurring in EUs 8, 13, and 14, is
unknown (Figure 84). It is composed of two separate elements. The first is a brick pad
approximately 4. 5 feet square. The bricks appear to be reused and are mostly broken with
only a few whole bricks. The bricks are mortared in place and set in a bed of mortar that
contains many broken dark green bottles, as in F27. The east side is bounded by two stains of
decomposed wooden boards, possibly forms to contain the mortar bed that may have once
continued around the entire brick pad. The field team noticed mortar smears on the surface
of the bricks and suggested there were more on top of these. If so, perhaps this was a
support pillar. On the other hand, they could have been reused brick taken from a mortared
wall. Based on other portions of the feature, the former is probably more correct.

The bed of mortar was cut slightly into the A horizon. This shallow pit cut into the tops of
the grave shafts of Burials 37 and 59.

The other part of the feature is preserved on its northeast corner and southern side. It is a
series of laid brick bats that are not in mortar. On the northeast, these extend about 1.9 feet to
the east and about 1 foot to the south. The one on the north ends on straight lines as if it
abutted something. It is not clear if the southern one does the same.

One interpretation is that the brick set in mortar was the base of some support pillar and the
brick paving around it is the remnants of a brick floor. A scatter of bricks was found to the
west of the brick pad, separated from it by about two feet that could be an extension of the
“floor.” However, it has not been included in this feature because these bricks are on top of a
different stratum and are probably just scattered brick.

5.6.3 Feature 211

F211 is a series of three dark stains of decayed wood. These represent the butt ends of planks
that are 15 to 20 inches long and 3 to 4 inches think. Their function is not known, but they
appear either at the interface between the Phase 2 and 3 deposits or in the Phase 3 deposits.
They have been assigned to Phase 4 because they seem to penetrate the Phase 3 deposits.
However, they could belong to the south building in Phase 2 and could have been boards
sticking up into the Phase 3 fill. If they belong to Phase 4, they may be associated with the
construction of the privies. The two in EU5 are on either side of the F2 privy and so could be
associated with its construction. The one in EU8 is not as close to F38 and is not in line with
the two in EUS5.

5.6.4 Shaft Features

The shaft features are represented by the bases of three features that may have been
destroyed during the destruction of the early-nineteenth-century building in 1921. Two may
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have been cisterns, although they were originally identified as privies, and the third was an
elevator shaft foundation and/or coal chute.

5.6.4.1 Feature 1

This was interpreted as the base of an elevator shaft (Figure 84). The large amount of coal
associated with the feature also suggested it was a coal chute or that one was nearby. It is a
roughly rectangular feature outlined in brick and with sandstone. It probably dates to the
middle of the nineteenth century.

5.6.4.2 Feature 2

F2 was a stone-lined shaft surrounded by an exterior layer of clay, supposedly to keep its
contents from seeping out into the surrounding area (Figures 76 and 84). About 1.8 feet
remained; so it clearly was excavated into the Phase 3 fill. The bottom did not quite reach the
original ground surface, and it is not clear from the notes if a layer of clay covered the
bottom. If it was a privy, it must have been cleaned out completely before being abandoned
since no privy deposits were noted and no later artifacts were identified. A timber was
thrown into the void before it was abandoned and filled mostly with sand.

Completely emptying a privy and not filling it with trash is almost unknown behavior. It is
more likely that the feature was a cistern for holding water. The early-nineteenth-century
occupants of the building made cordials and would have needed a water supply. This
feature could have served as a temporary holding facility for water.

5.6.5 Feature 38

F38 was another shaft excavated into the Phase 3 fill (Figure 84). Approximately 1.5 feet
remained of it. It, too, may have been a cistern. The attributes of this shaft feature are similar
to those of F2. The interior lining of the shaft was vertical wooden planks about 0.3 feet wide
rather than stone. A thick puddled layer of clay was placed between the planks and the walls
of the shaft. This feature also intruded into some grave shafts, Burials 58 and 63. Both of
these had their legs partially removed by the feature. If this was a cistern, it may have been
abandoned and replaced by F2 after they discovered bones at the bottom of their shaft. F2
did not go as deep.

5.7 Phases 5 and 6

Phase 5 features include the east and west walls of the lot as well as a concrete elevator shaft
against the west wall south of F3 (not shown on Figure 84). The elevator shaft is probably
associated with the 1921 building.

5.8 Discussion and Summary

The Lot 12 stratigraphy is simple in general and more complicated when examined closely.
What follows are a brief summary and some speculations about the history of the lot that
resulted from these complexities. During Phase 1, the area was used as a dump for kiln
debris and some household debris; probably mostly between 1760 and 1780. Four trenches
were dug following the angle of the property boundary and the slope of the landscape. All
date primarily before the introduction of pearlware, although their surfaces and upper fills
have a few pieces.
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The graves in the southern portion of the lot were excavated north of the line of posts that
are considered to be a boundary of the Calk Hook and Van Borsum parcels. Perry et al.
(2006:125) suggest that these date to after the start of the Revolution when the Teller
boundary fence was burned by the British. If so, they are all later than the four trenches,
which would make it difficult to relate the trenches directly to the burial ground.

As discussed in Chapter 3.0, although the property was divided into lots in 1784, nothing
was built on the lot until after 1794 when Cottle leased the lot. He apparently lived on the
lot, leaving by 1800. In 1799, he had a building on the adjacent Lot 13. The Corporation
Council decided to raise the street level in 1799, which may be why he left, renting Lot 12
and supposedly the existing building to an upholsterer and a butcher. In 1804, Michael
Miller, a cordial maker, rented and then, in 1807, bought the lot.

Although the lot was supposed to be raised up to the new street level, this may not have
happened immediately. The unfinished appearance of the south or alley building and the
complicated stratigraphy, including suggestions of sheet wash, may mean that construction
was underway to improve the property, either by Cottle or by the ultimate owner of the
property, Michael Miller.

As suggested above, Miller was probably the author of all the Phase 4 features. The mortar
with the broken wine bottles supporting Features 17 and 27 strongly support this. As
Bonasera describes in Chapter 8.0, most of the bottles are English wine bottles but some are
poorly made with flatter bases. He also identified the bowl and tube of a funnel in F27 and a
flat piece of glass that he suggests could be a rudimentary hydrometer used for measuring
the specific gravity of the batch or some other distilling tool. Another funnel fragment was
also found under F25. This could suggest some distilling activity before the lot was filled. An
alternative explanation could be that the F25 wall is really a Phase 4 feature that went with
the F27 hearth, or it could be from the Miller occupation before the lot was filled.

While we think that most of the Phase 2 deposits on the site belong to Cottle and possibly to
his tenants, who included an upholsterer, it is still not clear who was responsible for the
buildings on the lot. Contrary to what we thought at the beginning, it seems less likely that
the rear building was built by Cottle; it comes too late in this rather short ten-year sequence.
The south building, represented by F25, is also late being on top of the silt-mica layer, but the
limitation of polychrome pearlware to the middle and southern portions of the lot suggests
that something was covering the northern part, preventing this ware from being deposited
there.

One speculation about these buildings is that they were started before the lot was filled and
never finished. After Miller bought the lot, he may have started them or tried to finish them
but gave up and filled the lot before building his structures.

The last possibility is that the two buildings really were built initially after the lot was filled
and then not destroyed until the last building episode in the 1920s. This interpretation could
be supported by the sockets in mortar for floorboards on top of the F12/13 wall. They are at
about the same elevation as the joists (F26) in the southern part of the lot, and could have
been parts of the same building. However, they are only about 3.5 feet above the hearth
implying there would have had to be another room. In any case, the lack of all but a couple
of mid-nineteenth-century artifacts prevented further consideration of this alternative since
it is unlikely that so few would have accumulated if the rear-building floor had been
occupied throughout the nineteenth century.
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Appendix B
Historical Research into the Land Use History of the Project Area

Foreword
Charles D. Cheek

The contents of this appendix were prepared for Historical Conservation and Interpretation, Inc.,
by Stephen Barto, an independent historical researcher, and provided to Edwards & Kelcey and
John Milner Associates, Inc. These reports contributed important information to the project and
were used by JMA in understanding the events and distribution of buildings and landscape
features.

While some of Barto’s interpretations would have changed based on more recent archeological
excavations in the City Commons area, his documents are presented here as submitted with no
changes.

Appendix B-1 has the chain of title for a section of the project area. It includes the title information
to the northern portion of the project area owned by the Barclays and the late title history of lots 20,
20%2 and 21.

Appendix B-2 has a chronology of key events in the project area. Many of the events are associated
with endnotes documenting the sources of the information and discussing interpretations. This
section is concluded with three genealogies for the descendents of Sara Roeloff, the Vinge/Roos
family, and the Rutgers/Barclay family.

Appendix B-3 reviews the information on the laws and customs in New York City that affected
funeral and burial practices in the early nineteenth century. It ends with footnotes and an appendix
about the grave-robbing activities of medical students in the late 1700s.

Appendix B-4 is a detailed examination of the known historic maps that could provide information
on the location and identification of buildings constructed around or on the African Burial Ground
in the eighteenth century. This research was particularly useful, and Barto’s composite map was
used as the basis for our interpretation of the location and identification of the building in and
around the project area. The historic maps used in the creation of the composite map are not
included. However, we have added a concordance showing how numbers in the text correspond
to letters on the composite map. Barto’s key to the composite map also provides references to the
historic maps used.
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Block 154-N. Half

1. According to Stokes' (Icon.V6;82) reading of Jan Jansen
Damen's 1646 Ground Brief Damen had been using the land since
approximately 1636.

2. Jan J. Damen died c.1651. He had married Arantje Curilyie

(or Cuviljie) sometime after 1632. Arantje had been married

to Guleyn Vigne who died in 1632. They had 4 children together
Maria, Christina, Jan and Rachel. Arantje and Jan had no

children together. Arantje died shortly after her second husband

in 1655. It is known from Liber 25;110 1697, a deed for an

adjacent parcel of Calk Hook farm,that Jan Vigne had come into
possession of the south east guarter of the farm (from which

Block 154 N. half descends) in a 1671 partition.Apparently

he had received it through inheritance from his mother,Arantje,

who had received it from her second husband, Damen, although

there are no wills known extant to document this. Maria Vigne,
daughter of Arantje, married twice, first to Jan Roos and second

to Abraham Verplanck. She died in 1671. At this time a dispute
between Arantje heirs, including, Jan Vigne and Guleyn Verplanck
(who was either Akraham Verplanck himself, known by another first
name, or Abraham's relative and heir), that had stood since
Arantje's death in 1655, was settled by the 1671 partition.

It had been ordered (according to Stokes Icon.V6;82) in 1662

and had apparently ~ been put into effect among some of

the Vigne/Damen heirs earlier. Neither Stokes nor the texts

of various deeds or the partition order give spzcific details

of the dispute. Jacobus Kip is referred to as a party to the
partition order but not party to the final partition of 1land.

(Kip may have been one of the heirs to RoeloffPatent to the south.)
Arantje probably intended for her son Jan to receive the southeast
guarter at her death in 1655. He may well have been utilizing
it,for farming, as early as 1651, the death of his step fathoar

when he is appointed to oversee all Damen's lands. (June 21 1651

in Stokes Chronology) The partition was reaffirmed in April 1689
according to mention in Liber 31:118,1725 with Vigne still in
possession of the southeast gquarter(sometimes refarred to as Number 2 of 4
Calk Hook Lots). Jan Vigne, born in 1614, married once to Emmenjtie
Van De Sluys.When he died in 1689 he had no children,but a number
of heirs, including descendents of his sister Maria's first husband
Jan Roos. They are mentioned in Vigne's 168¢ will. In settling
Vigne's estate, Gerrit Roos, the son of Maria and Jan Roos apparently
came into posssession;or held credit against,; Calk Hook Lot 2.

He was one of Vigne's executors. Gerrit died in c. 1697. (Liber

5/6 p 263 Wills NYC,9/3/1697). His son, Peter Roos, was appointed
executor of Vigne's estate in his father's place in 1704 and was also
the principal creditor to that estate. (Liber 7p 465 Wills NYC,
March 2 1704). In this way Peter Roos apparently came into possession
of Lot 2 as he so0ld it to Jacgques Fountain in 1708. In this way the
property passed out of the Damen/Vigne/Roos family after over 70
years.( See Genealogy appended)
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2. Cont. Stokes states that Jacgqgues Fountain immediately resold
Lot 2 to his father in law, Wolfert Webber. Although a deed

had not been filed for such a transaction it may very well have
transpired as Webber is mentioned in Liber 26;536 as being the
party on whose request the Roos sale to Fountain was recorded in
1712.

We know Anthony Rutgers Sr. is the next owner of Lot 2 from its
descent through inheritance to his son in law, Henry Barclay.
There is no record of transfer from Webber to Rutgers. By November
of 1725(Stokes V6: 82 citing Liber 31:115) we know Rutgers hz?
bought Lots 143, the western half of Calk hook. A short biography
of him in NYG+B Society Record (1886 V.17;82-93) states he bought
his portions of Calk Hook farm (he would own lots 1,2 and 3) in 1723
and 1725, the portions being 10 acres and 36 acres respectively.
This does not compute exactly as Calk Hook contained approximately
44 acres. (20 morgens 386 rods Dutch measure) ,each of the four
guarter lots being approximately 11 acres. But the proportions
indicated in his biography are approximately suggestive that he
bought 1 1lot (11 acres) and 2 more lots (22 acres) in 1725. He
is variously stated as having built his estate house, Ranelagh,
about 1731 ( in the Biography) or sometime between 1723 and 1730
(Stokes Chronology 1723,1730) on Lot 1. It was likely it was
built at the point where he had "rounded out" his holdings by
buying Lot 3. Rutgers was also granted the Collect Pond, and its
system of swamps and meadow, some 70 acres, surrounding Calk Hook
farm, in 1733. (Stokes Chronology Apr. 6 1733) . He was given
this grant in order to draim the area to generally improve it ,as
well as improving his own lands.

3.Anthony Rutgers died in 1746. He had married Cornelia Roos in

1716. He had a number of children with her, at least 4 of whom
survived to maturity at the writing of Anthony's will. They were
Anthony Jr., Elsje, who married Leonard Lispenard, Mary, who

married Henry Barclay(in 1749), and Aletta, who married Dirck
Lefferts. He left Calk Hook farm to those 3 daughters after the
death of wife. She died in 1760 (Will Liber 8:37 proved 5/5/1760).
Shortly therafter a partition survey and map was prepared

of the land prepared by Maerschalk, dated October 1 1763. (Henry
Barclay Papers, N.Y.H.S.) It shows Lot 1 partitioned for Anthony Jr.
Lot 2 for Henry Barclay (Mary's husband) and Lot 3 for Leonard
Lispenard(Elsje's Husband). It would appear that Alleta's portion
had been passed or sold to Anthony Jr. According to a deed (filed

as Liber 45:198) dated 12/25/87 attached to this survey the partitioned
land was held in common by the 3 heirs.

4. Henry Barclay died in 1764 leaving his estate, including his

share of his fat her in law's Calk Hook property, to all his children,
including son Anthony. In 1787, by Liber 45:198 aforecited, Anthony
Barclay bought from his father's estate his father's right and

share to Lots 7-21 from Lot 2(in present Block 154) . He also
compensated Lispenard and Anthony Rutger's Jr. for their shares of
that land inherited from A. Rutgers Sr. (Their respective estates
were actually compensated as both had died by 1787.) A map of these
lots, c. 1787 by E. Bancker, redrawn from Maerschalk's 1763 survey
where the lots had been originally subdivided, is also present in the

Hzrry Barclay Papers.
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Block 154

Lot 20

1.

In an unrecorded transaction made prior to 1798 (see date of next
item in title) Issac Van Vleck acquired parcel "A", presumably from
Anthony Barclay, or an heir of his, the land descended from the
Damen Patent. Van Vleck acquired parcel "B" + '"C" as an heir of
Sara Roeloff, as for Lot 21. Parcel "B" is part of a gore between
the Lot 17 of the Barclay land and Lot 59 of the Kip Partition.
Parcel "C" is a portion of the Kip Partition Lot 59. (See Figures
12 + 12A) 1In D59:328 the unrecorded deed between Van Vleck and Snow
is referred to. 1In D52:70 the parcel is described as a full lot
extending 74' from Duane St. and 20' in breadth. (Block + Lot

Map City Register's Office gives the dimensions as 78'6" + 19'7"
respectively). 1Issac Van Vleck, Robert Snow and Edward Mitchell
must have believed they had full title to this complete parcel
through 1812 as there is no indication in 59:70 to the contrary.

See Footnote 2 Block 154 Lot 203



Chain Of Title - Block 154 (Principally) N. Half

Appendix B-1

PlZ:L98 O3 0 se suweg

3anop
@aqusTTbum sswep Axsdueyn P6S:L0¢€ a rpegL/oL/e vesL/v/¢€
30T pa3TuUn ST3TL
oocs
L O+d IaaopuTtqg
‘qoxd A0TI9PaIg I8TT®1 Aausy b0G=21LL a visgiL/oz/zi 9181L/S2/ 1L
spunodgy§ IaaopuTtyg
yO+ea+Y A0 TISPLIY SUOSSTTM 8C€:¢S d 96L1/8L/C 86LL/VT/L
Y09TA uep
, O+ +Y SUOS™YTTM OBSSI papIoodaaufn a 96LL/L1L/T
AO3TA uep o3 Aeroaeg o3 dn |z se suwes
TT™
antea abebjyion
/221s @93uUerIyH Io3juein bdg/asqtT paaa 9pen 3a3eq °09y 93e(Q

£0zZ 301 p5L ooTdg



Appendix B-1
Chain Of Title - Block 154 (Principally) N. Half

Block 154
Lot 203

1ﬂ

In an unrecorded transaction made prior to 1796 (See the date of
the next item in title) Issac Van Vleck acgquired parcel "A" pre-
sumably from Anthony Barclay or an heir, the land descending from
the Damen Patent. Van Vleck acquired parcel "B" + "C" as an heir
of Sarah Roeloff as in Lot 20 + 21 (See Figure 12 + 12A). 1In

D 52:328, the aforesaid unrecorded transaction between Van Vleck
and the Wilkesons's is referred to and the parcel is described

as a full lot extending 74' from Duane St. and 30' in breadth.
Van Vleck, the Wilkesons and Bindover must have assumed they had
full title to this complete parcel through 1812 as there is no
indication in Deed 52:328 to the contrary.

As previous research has indicated (See Stage 1A Report, see in
particular also Stokes Iconography V4:394 4/10/1696) the Teller
family had been variously attempting to lay claim to all or a
portion of the Roeloff/Borsum Patent, which included Block 154,
southern half, since the 1750's on the basis of a claim to actual
title, rather than simply trusteeship, to the property. 1In 2
trials before the NYS Supreme Court in December 1810 and December
1811 a descendent of purported co-patentee William Teller, Henry
R. Teller, was able to press this claim, being sucessful in the
2nd trial. (Johnson's Reports Vol 9 (Aug 1812) "Smith v. Burtis"
and Vol 10 (Aug 1813) "Smith v. Lorillard). The trials were

based on claims for a specific portion of the "Teller" patent,
including a house site, probably on Block 153 or Block 122, City
Hall Park property, on the corner of Chambers St. + Broadway.

The defendants against Teller claimed this property through adverse
possession. General claims for the patent had to be explicated

in this manner. The defendants in the cases may have been heirs
of the Kiersted + Kip family claimants to the patent or assoc-
iates of theirs. The presentation of documents involving title

to the patent, including a will of Johannis Kip, lead to the de-
cision that the Teller heirs were entitled to 6/8 part of the
patent land, the other heirs to only 2/8 part. The Kip/Kiersted
claim that the Roeloff/Borsum patent was only held in trust by
William Teller with them was apparently upheld, but, due to a

flaw in the will of Johannis Kip, the non Teller descendents could
only claim the aforecited portion. It is apparent from the
evidence presented in these trials that no clear documentary claim
of title existed through the end of the 18th century for the
patent property. This is confirmed by the present title research.
Stokes (V4:394) wonders why (ironically) the evidence did not
better support Sara Roeloff's heirs claims after examing the
aforecited cases.
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The original owners of the parcel partitioned in 1795 on
Block 154 in D 295:405, and those subsequent owners to the
parcels, no longer held clear title after these cases were de-
cided. The litigation was finally decided on the ground of the
Teller family's occupation ("actual possession of the property")
of a house on Broadway on the patent, for a period in the 1760's.
They were evicted by the British occupation in 1776, and the
house demolished. This factor entitled them to having claim to
a longer period of actual possession, to 1795, sufficient to
validate their claim against the adverse possesion of the de-
fendants.

It is not certain how Teller's portion of the patent affirmed
through the litigation was made in regard to the final actual
claims; whether the 6/8 part was applied as the whole value of specific lots, or
a percentage of all lots ( or only certain lots),through the
subsequent quit claim fees that Teller gained from the owners on
Block 154 and elsewhere nearby, particularly Block 153 to the
south, after December 1811. His claim was fully established to
some portion of the patent.

Beginning in 1812 Teller began fufilling his claim by issuing
a quit claim deed and receiving a price for most of the properties
that comprised land from the Roeloff/Borsum Patent. It is not
always clear from the language of all the deeds that a quit claim
was actually involved but that is what the transactions amounted
to. It is also not clear what claim the lot owners at the time
of Teller's claims may have exerted against the previous owners
of the property in that those earlier owners had not passed on
clear title. After December 1813 Henry Teller, a Schenectady
resident, signed over power of attorney to George Brickerhoff to
continue quit claims for the property. (In Deed 124:283 that is
accomplished and the Supreme Court litigation is cited estab-
lishing the claims.) These deeds also vary in how they des-
cribed the parcels involved. D 97:230 for lot 20 described the
entire parcel including the Barclay heir portion (Parcel "A'").
Other deeds are vague and inspecific. D 112:504 for Lot 203
describes only part of the parcel, probably the B + C sections
descended from the Roeloff/Borsum Patent. Some parcels were
not claimed against ('"B" of Lot 21. See footnote 4 to Lot 21).

When the families began selling the partitioned property in
the late 1790's it is unlikely that the problematic nature of
Kip/Kiersted title to Block 154 was acknowledged (or fully
realized) or had any effect on the new owners' development of the
entirety of the property, even though these problems are mentioned
in partition deed 295:405. The controversary most likely only be-
gan again concretely, at least between the Tellers and the other
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heirs, in 1810 with the beginning of the aforecited litigation.
But the fact of a lack of awareness on the land owners' part is
conjectural. The possibility remains that the southern (Borsum
Patent) portions of the lots may have been treated in some
fashion as in dispute. But it seem unimaginable that potential
purchasers of the property would have purchased it initally if
they had any idea that they would later have to satisfy a flaw
in the title (ie.pay a quit claim).

Curiously a deed believed to include the patented lands that
the Supreme Court contested as not being genuine,or not covering
the land involved in the caseyfrom the Tellers and others to Mary
Van Vleck in 1754, selling most of their right to the patent;was
filed in March 1812 (D97:158) at the request of Robert Snow. He
had bought and sold some of the contested land (including Lot 20).
It is not clear why he did this except perhaps to uphold some
possession right by him in further litigation.
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Block 154 Lot 21

1.

In an unrecorded transaction made prior to 1796 (See date of next
item in title) Issac Van Vleck acquired parcel "A" presumably from
Anthony Barclay, or an heir, the land descended from the Damen

Patent.

In Deed 52:242 Van Vleck is referred to as deeding the entire lot
(parcel A - C to Robert and Elizabeth Wilkeson. Van Vleck acquired
parcel "B" + "C" as an heir of Sarah Roeloff under the terms of Deed
295:40 in 1795, partitioning the southeastern half of Block 154

(the "Kip Partition") descending from her 1673 patent (titled to

her husband, Cornelius Van Borsum. (See Figure 12 + 12A.)

The Wilkeson's in turn sold the property to Peter Pride. 1In Deed
52:242 the parcel is described as a full lot extending 74' in
length from Duane St. and 24' in breadth (Block and Lot Map City
Register's Office gives dimensions as 75'7" and 24'26" respective-
ly). 1Issac Van Vleck, the Wilkesons and Pride must have assumed
they had full title to the entire parcel through 1802. 1In the
1802 Tax assessment a house on Ann (Elk) St. is listed as owned

by James Robertson in a position indicating it is on Parcel "C".
In 1803 Robertson and wife Catherine deed Parcel "C" to Pride

for $1375 with "the houses" on it. (D 65:283 made 3/19/1803).
Parcel "C" from that point on comprised a new lot, #22, separate
from Lot 21 (Parcel A + B) (This division is an approximation
based on measurements from Figure 12, the Barclay and Kip par-
tition maps) Some time prior to the date the 1802 assessment was
made the Robertsons were able to assert some claim on parcel C
that superceded Van Vleck's from the Kip partition (They are not
mentioned in it.) The house in the 1802 assessment, if it were
not an existing structure built prior to 1796, was built either

by Robertson, after he established his claim, sometime prior to
1802, or more likely by carpenter Pride, who built a number of
houses in this area of Manhattan (See Stage 1A Report). He is
believed to also have built a house on Lot 21, fronting Duane

St., shortly after he purchased it in 1796. Pride's subsequent
claim to the title of Parcel "C" (Lot 22) is made more ambiguous
by the fact that there is no deed filed for its next known owner,
Joseph Earle, from Pride. (See D 124:283 below). (Such a transfer
might have been made by will or simply not recorded) Before Pride
bought Lot 22 from the Robertsons he sold Lot 21 ("aA" + "B") to
David Wagstaff in May 1802 (D 62:440). Perhaps this was done with
the intention of (re) purchasing? Lot 22 from the Robertsons'.
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AR Chronology of Key Events Affecting the Negro or African Burying
Ground on Broadway Between Duane and Reade Streets, N.Y.C.

Pre-1664

Post 1664

The Dutch may have allowed burials of Africans
with Europeans in Manhattan on Stuyvesant's
Bowerie, near a DRC chapel he had established
there, or at the 0ld Burying Ground, near Bowling
Green, the public cemetery of the period. African
slaves of the period were often kept as Dutch West
India Company property under the Governor's
supervision and so many were kept near
Stuyvesant's farm on 14th Street. They supposedly
could worship together with Europeans in
Stuyvesant's chapel. The Dutch were allegedly
more tolerant of the Africans generally than the
British, slavery being less restrictive: some
Africans being manumitted and granted land etc.

This toleration may have extended to burial

practices.1

With British rule attitudes +towards Africans
gradually changed over the course of the next 70
years, developing into the restrictive slavery
system common to much of British North America.
Laws were passed restricting slaves rights and

actions. The first concrete act or action in this



Appendix B-2

A Chronology of Key Events Affecting the Negro or African Burying Ground
On Broadway between Duane and Reade Streets, New York City

regard involving burial was Trinity church's ban

on African burials in 1697.2

This ban by Trinity effectively banned Africans
from the only known burial ground in New York City
at the time (excluding the Church in the Battery
Fort Vaults and the Jewish Cemetery on Oliver
Street).3 By implication Africans may have been
allowed to be buried there (and in the 01d Burying
Ground near Bowling Green previously) up to 1697,
although this would not preclude them burying in
"The Commons” (perhaps in the later "bounds" of
the Negro Burying Ground) by choice. After 1697,
unless they were allowed to be buried in the other
various Protestant denominational cemeteries that
were established (which they were in very small
numbers) they generally had no choice other than
toc be buried in the Negro Burying Ground.! (A
small number of homestead grave yards doubtlessly
existed in Manhattan® where African slaves might
also be buried with their owner tamilies, but in

separate plots).

Sara Roeloff received a patent in her husband,
Cornelius Van Borsum's name. It covers an area

roughly bounded by Center Street/Chambers
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Street/Duane Street and Broadway, about 6-7 acres
in size.? There is no direct evidence the Burying
Ground existed at the time of the patent, or soon
after. The Burying Ground is generally believed
to have been contained within this land, at least

apparently from 1732 on, with its first appearance

on maps.'

Sara Roeloff dies and grants the patent to her

children with Dr. Hans Kiersted. The colonial

government makes the patent over in a trusteeship
to Lucas Kiersted, Johannis Kip and William
Teller, her son and two son-in-laws respectively,

in 1696.°

The first of the Slave "Revolts"™ occurs in New
York city. It is successfully suppressed and a
number of Africans are believed executed somewhere
in the vicinity of southern Collect Pond, to the
northeast of the Burying Ground, or in the Commons

to the south. They are believed buried in the

Burying Ground.®

Rev. John Sharpe, who visited New York City during
the previous year, recounts burials of African

slaves in the "Common Field", referring to the

W
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City common land extending from Chambers Street

to Park Row and possibly including the later to be
disputed Van Borsum patent. This is the first
indirect documentary reference to the Burying
Ground; Sharpe's statement opens the possibility
of it at one time extending -or having been started
south of the patent. In 1728 David Humphreys,
another minister, refers to African burials in the
Commons. He may have been an eyewitness or taken
Sharpe's earlier account, as his statement is very
similar in description to Sharpe's published

text.10

Jacobus Kip, eldest son of Johannis Kip, attempted
to claim the Van Borsum Patent as his when he
attempted to prevail upon the Common Council to
appoint a committee to assist him in surveying the
land. This strongly suggests in light of the
subsequent claims made by the Roeloff heirs to the
City over the land, that in 1723, the Van Borsum
patent was being considered by the City as common
land. B 1712 deed of adjoining land (cited in
Note 12) describing the Van Borsum patent as if it
were part of the common lands tends to confirm

this. Presumably by 1722 it was considered as
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such by most citizens then looking to use it for a
public burial place (i.e. slave owners, poor
families etc.). "City agencies"” (the city prison
etc.) were presumably looking to use it similarly.
The Kips may have been trying to pre-empt use of
the patent as the Burying Ground, or part of the

Burying Ground, in making this survey.ll

A small pox epidemic claims hundreds of victims in
New York City. V. Kruger suggests that newspaper
accounts of burials resulting from it indicate the
African victims of this epidemic were buried in

the Broadway Ground. !

Abraham Van Vleck, an heir of Sara Roeloff,
established a pottery on the Negro Burying Ground,
considering it his right as heir to the Van Borsum
patent. This is likely the same pottery shown on
period maps on "Pot Bakers Hill" bounded by
Center/Chambers/Elk/Duane Sts. that was operated
by the Crolius family. It may have been started
as a partnership between Van Vleck, a merchant
with a number of commercial activities underway,

and William Crolius.!® The pottery covers an area
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of at least 75' x 100" (as was subsequently
formally granted the Van Vlecks'by New York City
in 1760)“ on block 153 bounded by Center/Chambers/
Elk/Reade Sts. Later under Crolius it may have
included operations on a similar portion or
larger, on Block 155 adjacent to the north (east
of Block 154).% van vieck died intestate, but
from documents and his wife Maria's will we know
he claimed the Van Borsum patent and possessed the
pottery at the time of his death in 1742. Maria
in turn willed the pottery to her daughters in
1757.17  The Van Vleck's probably allowed the
Crolius family to operate the pottery and continue
to live there from 1742 onward. William Crolius is
referred to as a lessee of Van Vleck's widow,
Maria, in the mid-1750's in later litigation over
the patent.18 The pottery may have covered up to
an acre of ground, "extending towards Broadway" as
described in the aforementioned litigation.19 This
pottery may have excepted a substantial part of
the eastern portion of the patent from use as =z
cemetery from the mid 18th century to the Burying

Ground's end.

The Negro Burying Ground first appears on a map

Plan of the City of New York in the year 1735,
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1741

cl1745-1757

believed surveyed in 1732. This is the first

direct documentary evidence of its existence. il

A second Slave "Revolt" occurs in New York City.
It is successfully suppressed and a number of
Africans (and Europeans) are executed near, and

also believed buried in, the Broadway Ground. 2

A number of structures are erected on or near the
southern portion of the Van Borsum patent for
military purposes at this time in anticipation of
war with the French and Indians. Circa 1745 a
palisades is erected which crosses east/west the
area bounded by Broadway/Chambers/Center and Reade
Streets. Just to palisades' south a barracks was
erected in 1757 across the southern side of
Chambers Street between Broadway and Center
Streets. Later, several other barracks would be

built to the south and parallel to the first.

The 1757 barracks, 420 ft. long, run along much of
the length of the Van Borsum patent's southern
border, just outside of it, and may have
effectively created a permanent southern border to
the Ground.n Probably it, and the later barracks,

eliminated any burials to the south of them, 1if

~J
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1753

burials still were, or ever had been occurring, in
the Commons proper, south of Chambers Street.
Burials from the Rlms House could still have been
occurring in this area. (The 1757 barracks and
the palisades ran perpendicular to the land being
used on Pot Bakers' Hill for pottery production
(see 1730), the palisades intersecting that land

from west to east.)

The documentary record indicates the first formal
dispute between (and among) the Roeloff heirs and
the City of New York over the Van Borsum patent.
Up to this point, save for the apparently
unsuccessful afore cited claim by Kip in 1723, The
City and the Roeloff heirs wused the land
indiscriminately, without attempting to gain clear
title and without apparent formal successful
challenge tc each other. Several members of the
Teller family, including William, son of the
William who was one of the 1696 Patent trustees,

asserting a claim to the patent, sell a portion of
their rights to it to A. Van Vleck's widow, Maria.
She and the Tellers then hope to exchange the
patent for other lands held by the City (while
holding the Crolius pottery land still). The City

in effect then formally claimed the patent by
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Mid 18th

~3

Century

refusing the heirs request.?®

A burial ground is to be set aside for inmates of
the Alms House on the south side of Chambers
Street, present site of City Hall. It appears as
this is a separate cemetery from the Negro Burying
Ground. It may not have been established. It was
to be located beyond the southern border of the
Van Borsum patent, to the Alms House's east.
Burials from the Blms House may have been made in
the Broadway Ground up to this time, and continued
to be 1f the BAlms House cemetery was not

established.

An epitaph of an Englishman, a visitor who died in
New York, from the Burying Ground is cited by K.
Dunshee. This incidence of burial (if not
anecdotal) is suggestive of the "Potters Field"”
function of the cemetery that has generally been

. Y
ascribed to it.*®

Issac Teller, acting against the City and the
other Roeloff heirs, occupies the southwest corner
of the patent, building three houses there (corner
of present City Hall Park on Broadway/Chambers)

and claims the patent and Negreo Burying Ground as

(Xs}
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(F8)

his own. He occupied one of the houses, fenced
and gated the Burying Ground, possibly in its
entirety as it existed at that point, and
attempted to sell burial plots there. (From the
present archaeological evidence the cemetery was
then at a high state of use). His success at this
activity is not known; his death in 1775 and the
following occupation by the British in 1776
undoubtedly ended it. One or all of the houses
and the fence are demolished during the

occupation.26

Africans are buried in the Broadway Ground who
were victims, variously of either a cholera or

2 This is suggestive of the

small pox epidemic.
"Potters Field" function of the cemetery as a
traditional burial site for epidemic victims.
Their remains are found in 1845 when excavations
are made for A.T. Stewart's store on Broadway
between Chambers and Reade Street.?’® (It was also

believed the remains might have been of

Revolutionary War soldiers.)

Trinity Church establishes a Negro Burying Ground
of its own, almost certainly on the northwest

corner of Church and Reade Street, about 82' x 75°'

ilc
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2 The fence to it needs repair in

in dimension.
;1§§.m The ban against African burials in the
main Trinity yard is reaffirmed in 1790, although
from this point on African communicants may be
buried in St. Paul's yard.! 1In 1797 this Burying
Ground is referred to on a manuscript map (see
note 29). In 1801 the property, and surrounding
lots, are given as an endowment to St. Mark's
Church in the Bowery.32 This would appear to have
effectively ended this cemetery's existence for in
the early years of the 19th century, St. Mark's
developed the lots commercially.33 In 1807 Trinity
appropriates  $500 towards a "Negro Burial
Ground" .3 It is believed this is the BAfrican

cemetery later to be affiliated with st. Phillip's

Episcopal Church. ¥

The Ground is shown on Maershalck's Plan of New

York ... in this year as it had been shown on his
earlier 1754 map. The placement of the legend on
this 1775 map is such that it could refer to the
Trinity Church Burying Ground aforementioned or
the Broadway Ground (or both?).3’6 The palisades
are still shown; this is the last map that does
so. ! Their fate during (and after?) the

Reveclution has not presently been established.

11
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1776-1783

Two accounts document the burial of BAmerican
Revolutionary War prisoners of war by the British
in the Burying Ground. Some of the prisoners who
were held in the Provost (in the Commons, south of
the barracks, which ran along the southern side of
Chambers Street). They were hung and buried "just
behind the upper barracks", placing their burials
in Chambers Street and/or between about the middle
of the block Broadway/Reade/Elk/Chambers Sts. and
the middle of the block on which the Hall of

Records stands to the east (see above cl745).38

Jabez Fitch, an BAmerican prisoner of war from
Connecticut, was held near the Burying Ground. He
saw on several occasions in 1776 and 1777
prisoners being buried in the ground, three and
four deep.39 They were held in churches,
warehouses and public buildings throughout lower
Manhattan and died of disease, hunger and neglect,
among the thousands who sc died in New York during

the Revolution.40

The Broadway Ground is shown by cross symbols near

Chambers Street on the British HQ Map prepared by

the occupying forces. R road or path is shown

intersecting Block 154's northeast corner, one of

12
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(6,

the few such features shown by 18th century maps

on the block during the Ground's operations.41

The Kip/Kiersted heirs petition the City to lay
streets through the area of the patent.42 They
begin readying its subdivision and claims for it
against the City in the subsequent 12 years.43 The
Teller heirs have temporarily been removed from

contention, apparently.44

The City orders Chambers, Duane and Reade Streets
to be laid out through the patent and the Burying
Ground. One reference in government records names
the area as the "Burying Ground of the Africans";
it is likely that this was synonymous in the
common usage with "Negro Burying Ground". ¥ The
Burying Ground may have ended with the streets, if
not the extensive later construction of buildings,

on the patent.

An African Burying Ground is established on
Chrystie Street for the Rfro-American Community at
their request, with the assistance of the Common
Council . Later it would be operated by St.
Philip's Episcopal Church, one of the first

ARfrican Protestant congregations in New York

—
(V)
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City.47

After wvarious surveys, particularly by Evert
Bancker, and proposed schemes for subdivisions of
the Van Borsum patent among the Kip/Kiersted
heirs, a division is made in 1795 and an agreement
on claiming the patent from the City is made with
the Common Council in 1796.% The lots are rapidly
sold and Block 154 is extensively built on by
1800.% Burying Ground's operation is effectively

ended.

B potters field is instituted in Madison Square
Park, then the area of intersection of the

Greenwich and Albany Roads . By about 1797 it

would be relocated to Washington Sguare Park.

Valentine's Manual (1865 p.567) may be the first
historical source to refer to the Burying Ground

in this short Sketch:

Beyond the commons 1lay what in the -earliest
settlement of the town had been appropriated as a
burial place for negroes, slaves and free. It was
a desolate, unappropriated spot, descending with 2
gentle declivity towards a ravine which led to the
Calk Hook pond. the negroes in this city were,
both in the Dutch and English colonial times, a
proscribed and detested race, having nothing in
common with whites. Many of them were native
BAfricans, imported hither in slave ships an among
which was that of burying by night, with various
mummeries and outcries... So little seems tc have

14
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been thought of the race that not even a
dedication of their burial-place was made by the
church authorities or any others who might
reasonably be supposed to have an interest in such
a matter. The lands were unappropriated, and
though within convenient distance from the city,
the locality was unattractive and desolate, so
that by permission the slave population were
allowed to inter their dead there.

1866 A Citizen's Report On the Council of Hygiene and

Public Health Upon the Sanitary Condition of the

City (1866) "Report...6th Ward." (W.F. Thomas,

MD) indicates (Somewhat imprecisely) that the
physical and geographic disposition of the Burying
Ground were still known. "A Negro burying ground
formerly existed between Duane and Worth Street.

It is now 40 feet below the level of the street."

By Stephen Barto, June 1992, Revised September 92
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Notes.

1. The general gquestion of Dutch vs British treatment and
tolerance of Africans as slaves (or free) is dealt within in Edgar

McManus A History of Negro Slavery in New York (1966)and Black

Bondage in the North (1973), Roi Otley The Negro in New York-An

Informal Social History (1969), WPR Federal Writers Project

"Negroes in New York" (chapters 2 & 3) (this Draft manuscript, with

revisions, became Otley's book) (cl1939), WPA FWP Collection,

Series: Negroes 1in New York, Municipal Archives and Vivienne
Kruger "Born to Run: The Slave Family in Early New York-1626 to
1827" (Ph D Columbia 1985) VI:56. Stuyvesant and his role 1in
Dutch-African relations particularly is dealt with in the WP2
Manuscript (Chapter 2:11, Chapter 3;6); Sherrill Wilson "Reclaim
the Memories: Black History Tour of New York" (Informal) Tour
Brochure April-June 1992 suggest burials of Africans near
Stuyvesant's Chapel as does J.A. Rodgers (Historian, Traveler,

Author") "Blackmen were makers" New York Amsterdam News

(12/22/1934 Section 2 p.8) Rodgers further states that Trinity's
1697 ban of African burials lead to the establishment of the
African Burying Ground on Broadway. (Rodgers seeks a documented
source). Otley, who also seeks a specific source, concurs on the
Trinity ban leading to the establishment of the Broadway Ground
(p.17). Richard Dickenson, in a speculative manner, in "Abstracts

of Black Manhattanites" NYGB Record 166:104, 117:169, suggest that
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members of the African community who settled the area extending
north from Collect Pond to Greenwich village, beginning with farm
grants from the Dutch, in the mid to late 17th Century established
it prior to 1697. The 0Old Burying ground near Bowling Green
operated from at least 1649 to c1673 (Liber Patents II:20 Albany,
Liber-Deeds 12:85, 90 and 13:102) after which Trinity Church's

cemetery served as a public cemetery (Documentary History of New

York (8 vol. /ed,) V3:85).

2. Trinity Church's Vestry Minutes 10/25/1697 in Stokes

Iconography Chronology. See other laws regarding Africans

enumerated in Stephen Barto "Laws and Customs in New York affecting

Funeral and Burial Practices to the Early 19th Century" March 1992

(for HCI).

3. Burials in the Church in the Fort Vaults dated at least as
early as 1700. See 1642, May/1643 and June 18, 1790 in Stokes

Iconography Chronology. The Jewish cemetery dates from 1683; David

DeSola Pool Portraits Etched in Stone (1952) p.9.

4, First Moravian Church New York City Death Records 1752-1801

(N.Y.G.&B.), Burial Register of the Reformed Dutch Church in The

City of New York 1726-1804 (N.Y.G.&G. MSS #NY53 (probably Middle

Church Cemetery, Nassau & Cedar Streets) list 1-3 African burials.
Of other Protestant Church cemeteries with records for the 18th

century determined as of this writing, the French Church Records
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1690-1802 records no African Burials in its Nassau & Pine Streets
cemetery, nor do the Trinity Lutheran Church Records, 1704-1771, in
its Broadway Rector St. Cemetery. Phyllis Barr, former Archivist
of Trinity Episcopal Church, (PC 1992) believes there may have been
exceptions to Trinity Church's own ban from her examination of

fragmentary burial records from the 18th century.

5. W.L. Calver "Slave Burials in New York" Valentine's Manual
(1920).

6. Stokes Iconography V:6:123.

7. 1735 (believed surveyed 1732) Plan of the City of New York

in the Year 1735 (Stokes Iconography Plate 30), 1754 Maerschalek on

Duyckinck Plan A Plan of the City of New York, 1775 Plan of the

city of New York From An_acgtual Survey by F. Maerschalck, city

surveyor and 1782 The British Headquarters Map (M.S.) of New York

and Environs, are all generally suggestive of the Burying Ground

being bounded by the patent, particularly on the north by the
patent line (Note 52) and on the west by Broadway. The patent was
bounded on the east/northeast by the Julius Schrick Patent, later

the Janeway Farm (Stokes Iconography Patent Map). That whole

patent property,and in fact portions of the Van Borsum patent
property Dbordering on it, and other land, part of the Commons,
lying to the two patents' south/or southeast stood in contention

among the City, the Janeways and the Roeloff heirs from at least

18
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the mid 18th century. The Janeway family had by 1765 successfully
claimed portions, of what by Bancker's survey mapping of the 1780's
and 90's (see notes 15816), were clearly part of the Van Borsum
patent bounded by Elk, Duane, Center and Chambers Sts. on Blocks

153 and 155 (Valentines's Manual 1856 p.430, citing 1765 Minutes of

Common Council; see also Liber 195:405, made 1795, and Maps and

Notes to Block and Lot Indexes Blocks 153 & 155, The

Janeway/Schrick patents' relationship and description to the Van
Borsum's patent bears further reference to the other deeds and
documentation presented in Stokes Iconography V6:109). The
Janeway claims and the pottery activity on these 2 blocks make the
Broadway Grounds's potential extension into them ambiguous. The
general state of disposition accorded the Broadway Ground's

southern/southeastern boundaries is best stated in Edward Hagman's

"A Brief History of City Hall Park, New York" American Scenic

Preservation Society Ann. Report #15 (1910) p. 368 (referring to

the 18th century)"...property boundaries at and immediately north
to the present Chambers Street were indefinite and the commons
gradually merged in the Negroes' burial ground and private land
beyond." Deed 26:536, 1712 for the land (The Calk Hook Farm)
bordering the Van Borsum patent on the north (the northern half of
Block 154), refers to the land not as the Van Borsum patent or the
Burying Ground but as the "commons of the city", confirming

Hagman's contention. See also Rev. Sharpe's statement of location

in 1712,1723 and note #11.
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8. Stokes Iconography V4:394,
9. The place of execution is not clear. The first clearly
documented execution in the Commons occurred in 1725, (Stokes

lconography Chronology 2/23/1726.) Jacob Leisler, a protagonist

in New York Colony's part in England's Glorious Revolution, may
have been executed in the southern end of City Hall Park in 1691.

(Harper's Encyclopedia of U.S. History vi:288). Stokes is not

specific about this while indicating other 17th century executions

were south of the Commons in the city proper. (It is known Leisler

was buried near the southeast end of the park - (1742-44 CGrim's
General Plan - A Plan of the City of New York). The first

executions near the Burying Ground, south of Collect Pond, appear
to be those if the 1741 slave "rebels"™ (Grim:Ibid). That event
established that location as the execution place through the
American Revoclution. It seems likely if the 1712 "plotters"were
executed in the Commons, whether the southern or northern (Collect
Pond) ends, they were buried in the Broadway Ground. It is
difficult to imagine them being buried elsewhere Given the
circumstances of their death and burial they would not likely have
been buried in Trinity or other Protestant denominational
cemeteries. Those executed and other details of the 1712 Revolt
can be found in Kenneth Scott "The Slave Insurrection in New York

1712" NYHS Quarterly 45:43-74 (1961), Stokes Iconography V4:474-78

and J.T. Headley Great Riots of New York (1873).
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10. Rev. John Sharpe, "Proposals for Erecting a School, Library and

Chapel at New York 1712-1713" in NYHS Collections 13:355(1880),

David Humphreys, An Historical Account of the Incorporated Society

For The Propagation Of The Gospel In Foreign Parts in The Year

1728. (1730), Stokes Iconography Chronology Dec. 17, 1723.

11. Minutes of the Common Council Vv3:335, Stokes Iconography

Chronology Dec.17,1723.

12. Kruger Ibid V2:545.

13. The first map is A Plan of the City Of New York ¢l730,

Stokes Iconography Plate 272. Jane Van Vleck, Ancestry and

Descendants of Tielman Van Vleeck(1955) p.108-111,168-171, Arthur

Clement Qur Pioneer Potters (1947) p.21-22.

14. MCC V6:228,238.

15. The kiln drawn by Clarkson Crolius in 1842, published in

Valentine's Manual (1845) p.542 is surely on this 75" x 100"

portion of the patent. The kiln is described as having been on the
5th lot from the corner of Center and Reade Street under a house 17
feet wide. That places it on lot 1184, which is 17' wide, on the
south side of Reade Street, 5 lots in from Center Street, on the
1838 Block and Lot (Tax Assessment) Map New York City Municipal

Archives. The pottery kiln appears to have been on Lot 27 on Map
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763, 1795 (see below). The 75' x 100' plot granted (3 lots 25°' X
100"') the Van Vleck's in 1760 may be identical to 4 lots (probably
25" x 75") leased to John Crolius, William's son, by New York City
in 1785 (Clement p.25). The 4 lots may have been 4 25' x 75° lots,
100' fronting or running parallel to Reade St. as Bancker was
beginning to survey from the Van Borsum patent at this time (see
#43). They may correspond to Lot 27 (25" x 75') an unnumbered 34°'
X 79" lot to its west and either approximately 41'of Lot 28 and 29
to the east or approximately 41' of unlotted land to the west, as
seen on Bancker's manuscript map "Negroes Burying Ground 1795" (aka
"Kip 1795 Neg. B.G. B'way Chambers Street & Anthony") in the

Bancker Plans collection (Box 1, Folder 44) NYPL and Map 76J filed

with Deed 295:405,1795, of the patent division among the heirs.
Lot 27 and the 34' lot and the 1785 lease are referred to in deeds
from the patent heirs to Clarkson Crolius (Williams's grandson}in
1795 and 1800 (Liber 75/125). The land had been transferred to the
Kips from the City and apparently sold in turn to Crolius. The 34"
lot is claimed by Crolius as part of the 1785 lease in 75/118 and
Lot 27 should have been part of that lease as the kiln stood on it.
Those deeds do not indicate where the remaining Crolius pottery
leased lands extended to. The Janeways' apparent continued
possession from 1772 of the 41'of land to the east of Lot 27/the

34" Lot, according to the notes to the Block and Lot Index

for Block 153, make the pottery's extension onto it in the 1785
lease problematic. That at least part of the 34' lot is noted in

the Block and Lot Index as part of the Janeway Farm prior to
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transfer to the City in 1767 make, its part in the 1760 lease to
the Van Vleck's somewhat problematic as well. This portion of land
could have already been treated as City land in 1760 and leased to
the Van Vleck's despite the (then?) unsettled Janeway claim. (See
Note 7). The land to the west of Lot 27 (Lots 28,29) appears more
likely to have been part of the leases as will be seen from the

discussion of the location of "Lot 55" (from a 1788 Bancker survey

map) below and drawn in relation to Lot 27 in the Van Borsum Patent

and Environs Composite Map in the Map Appendix. It is further

conceivable that the pottery lease lands could have extended north
or south of Lot 27/the 34'lot, fronting only 75'on Reade Street.
Given the location of "Lot 54" from the 1788 Bancker survey map

discussed below the lease lands extension to the north is more

likely.

le. A Bancker manuscript map (a preliminary survey of the 1795
map) and notes ('"Crolius - Oct. 1788 - George Street & Barracks,
cor. of "", Box Folder 76 & notes " List of measurements B'way &

7

Barrack,”Box 1 Folder 44 Bancker Plans) indicates the Crolius

family occupied at least 2 25' % 75" & 1 100' x 25' (and likely 2
additional 100'x 25') lots on Block 155, Block 153 and in present
Reade Street. They are numbered "Lcots 51-55". On Block 155 this
land ("Lots 51-53") roughly corresponds on Map 76J and the 1795
survey map to the eastern 1/2 of Lot 66, Lot 67 and the unnumbered
lots to its east. The land (including "Lot 54") extends through

Reade St. between the blocks. On Block 153, the land ("Lots 54-
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55") roughly corresponds to the northern 1/3 of Lots 28,27 and the

unnumbered 34'lot.

These lots in total comprise a 75 x 150' area. The land here ﬁot
covered by the overlapping leased land on Block 153 (discussed in
#15) must have also been leased from the patent heirs or the City
from some period prior to the 1788 map's creation. The Block 155
land was probably leased after that on 153, at least from the
evidence of the kiln being on Block 153, ¢1730; the operation
expanding from there. The total area of the land documented in
Notes 15 and 16 occupied by the Crolius' is approximately 16875 sq.

ft.

Although Lot 67 was mapped as one of the Patent heirs lots Clarkson
Crolius was in possession of it in 1801 (Liber Deeds 61:339) with
no earlier title existing for it. This suggests his possession may
have been from an earlier lease although 61:339 provides no
specific documentation. Additionally, Henry Remmey, a member of

the family believed allied with the Crolius' in some of their

pottery operations (Clement Ibid., William Ketcham Early Potters

and Potteries of New York State 1970), purchased Lot 66 (25' x 75")

from the patent heirs (Liber Deeds 51:313, 1795). This deed may
have confirmed an earlier lease of this land connected to the
Crolius pottery, although this is speculative as well. The Remmey
family is alsoc associated with a pottery to the north of the

Broadway Block which first appears on 1742-44 Grim's General Plan.
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As this land in the area bounded by Duane, Center, Chambers, and
Elk Streets from the Van Borsum patent was included in 1land
operated as a pottery, starting cl730, it would have exempted it
partially or wholly from the total area of the Burying Ground,

either precluding or interrupting use of the area for that purpose.

17. Van Vleck Ibid. Will of Maria Van Vleck, Liber 42:319, New

York County Wills, made 10/22/1754, Proven 4/6/1797.

18. Deed Liber 97:15 made 9/11/1753, "Smith exdem Teller vs G. &

P. Lorillard"™ 1813 Johnson's Reports.

19. The document where this citation comes from in the afore cited
case is not clear. It is not Deed Liber 98:15, at least not from
the present reading of it as filed in the City Register's Office.
This is a much larger tract than indicated in the afore cited
documentation (notes 15 & 16). Documentation (leases, etc,) may
simply not have survived (and generally were not recorded unless
for city land) for all the land the Crolius pottery may have

operated on in Blocks 153 and 155 (or 154 itself!).

20. See #7.

21. Those executed and other details of the 1741 Revolt can be

found in Stokes Iconography V4:569-575, Thomas Davis A Rumor of
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Revolt...(1985), Ferenc Szasz "The New York Slave Revolt of 1741:
A Re-examination” New York History(1967) 48#3:215-230 and Daniel

Horsmanden A _Journal...(1744), the contemporary account of the

Revolt. The location of the places of execution respective to the

Broadway Ground are best shown on the 1742-44 Grim's General Plan -

B Plan of the City of New York map in Valentine's Manual 1854.

22. Hagman Ibid; see maps "A Plan of the Ground Contiguous to the

Poor House survey 6/22/1774:" by Bancker, Stokes Iconography

V5:Plate 40 and p.805 and "Negroes Burying Ground Sept. 6-8 1784

(296,308, 309A)"in Bancker Plans Collection (Box 1 Folder 44) NYPL.

Rare Books and MSS Division, Research Library. A high fence
beginning at Broadway near Chambers Street enclosed the 1757
Barracks to its rear (north) running along the southern side of
Chambers Street and then down to the present Park Row, having gates

at each end. (Kenneth Dunshee, As You Pass By 1952 p.189). The

tence may have replaced or was parallel to one Teller is believed
to have built in the same area to enclose and claim the patent and

Burying Ground (see 1760).

23. See #18; MCC V5:416(1753).. There is no further reference to
the petition (consideration was deferred) within the Minutes so it

must be assumed the request was denied.

24. MCC V1:85 cited in Archaeclogical Sensitivity... City Hall

Park. Grossman & Associates (1988). Hagman Ibid. suggests burials
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from the Alms House in stating that the Broadway Ground was for

"Negroes, paupers and criminals and for American patriots”,

Hagman is the only secondary source that outlines more fully the
purposes of the Broadway Ground to include its Potter's Field
function and the burial of paupers and criminals. The Alms house
was built in 1736. The first jail to be built in City Hall Park,
to the southeast of the Alms House, was built in 1757 (Hagman Ibid)
and the same might be assumed for burials from this jail, (and
perhaps earlier of criminals), as from the Alms House. The

Almshouse/ Dept of Welfare Collection Records. 1758-early 1790's.

NYC Municipal Archives, bears primary reference in regard to

possible use of the Burying Ground by the Almshouse.

25. Kenneth Dunshee, 1Ibid. The epitaph, of a Mr. Taylor,

purportedly on his tombstone read, "He loved his country and that
spot of earth which gave a Milton, Hampden, Bradshaw birth, but
when that country - dead to all but gain, Bow's her base neck and
huss'd the oppressor's chain. Loathing the object scene, he

droop'd and sigh'd. Cross the wild waves and here untimely died."

26. "Smith ex dem Teller vs Lorillard” ibid & "Smith ex dem Teller

vs Burtis and Woodward" 1812 Johnson's Reports (Supreme Court)

IX:174. Teller requested a survey of the land by the City in 1760
in advance of his actions. It is not likely, given his action,

that the request was complied with. ("Petition of Jacob Buys &
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Issac Teller"™ 7/31/1760 in Common Council Papers (by Date)

Municipal Archives.)

27. M.A. "Spike" Harris A Negro History Tour of Manhattan(1968)

p.30, Moses King King's Hand Book of New York City(1892) p.464.

The excavations are also noted in Henry Collins Brown Glimpses of

O0ld New York(1917).

28. The New York Evening Post, Morning Courier, New York Herald

and New York Tribune newspapers were searched for the spring of

1845 and later in September 1846, during the earliest phases of
construction and opening of A.T. Stewart's, to find a contemporary
reference to the event, but none was found. Philip Hone's Diary

Volume 2 also had no reference to excavations.

29. Minutes of Trinity Church in Stokes Iconography Chronology

Sept. 15, 1773. MS map '"Church Lots on the north side of Reade
Street and Negroes Burying Ground...Feb.23, 1797 #B602", Folder 81,

Box3, Bancker Plans Collection NYPL Rare Books and MSS Division.

30. Minutes of Trinity Church in Stokes Ibid May 1, 1788.

31. Minutes of Trinity Church in Stokes Ibid April 12, 1790.

32. Memorial of St. Mark's Church in the Bowery 1899 p.52, 122-

23,18¢.
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33. Block and Lot Index Block 146.

34. Rev. Morgan Dix Parish of Trinity Church In The City of New

York(1891) Vol 4:536.

35, Rhonda Freeman The Free Negro in New York City in The Era

Before the Civil War(Ph.d. Columbia 1966) p.409.

36. See #7. Grim's "Fire Map," showing the two fires that struck

Manhattan during the Revolution, (Valentine's Manual 1866 p.766)

has the legend for the Negro Burying Ground similarly placed to

Maershalck Plan.

37. Particularly, the palisades are not on the apparently

accurate, if at least very detailed, 1782 British Headquarters Map.

38. Valentine's Manual(1849) p.372-375. This account specifies

some 275 prisoners being executed in all. British soldiers subject
tomilitary justice for capital crimes, as well as civilians, were
held in the Provost and likely executed and buried in a similar

manner. (Provost Weekly Returns, in British HO Papers 1782-1783

Doc #10283, 10335, 10354, 10282, NYPL, Rare Book & MSS Division).

39. The N.Y. Diary of Jabez Fitch of the 17th Connecticut Regiment

8/22/1776-12/15/1777 ed by W.H.W. Sabine. (NYPL Rare Book & MSS

Division.)
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40. 1500 may have died in one period of less than four months

early in the occupation (James Rikers Papers V33,NYPL Rare Books

MSS Division). Wertenbaker's Father Knickerbocker Rebels(1948)

suggest 5000 or more died in all, including those held in prison

ships.

41. Earlier Grim's...Plan...(1742-44) shows a road curving around

the block from Broadway northerly and easterly, but not seemingly
intersecting it. The northerly portion of this road may be the
road bordering the patent to the north referred to in Deed

97:15(1753). Another map by Grim from the same period (Valentine's

Manual (1858) p426) shows a road to the north of the block that
curves around Collect Pond, heading east at the block's northeast
corner, rather than «circling the block to the east. The

disposition of Grim's roads remain unclear.

42. Valentine's Manual(1856)p433.

43, Manuscript maps and notes of Evert Bancker's surveys afore
cited of the patent land document this in some detail from c1784-
1795. Two undated notes from this period suggest that an initial
subdivision was made among members of the Kiersted family alone.

(Box 1 Folder 44 Bancker Plans) The final devisee/heirs in

partition to the patent are listed in Deed 295:405, made January 6,
1795. At least as late as BAugust 1785 the City was still

considering retaining part of the patent land and may have been
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considering making it formally a cemetery for the Alms House and
Bridewell in City Hall Park. By November they were seeking

elsewhere. (Grossman & Associates Archaeological

Sensitivity...City Hall Park...Nov 1988). This may well mean they

had in principle conceded they could no longer claim unreservedly

the patent land.

44. The Tellers would return to contention and successfully claim
a share of the patent lands in several rather unusual legal cases
in 1812-1813. See "Title to Block 154, Northern Half" by S. Barto
for HCI (with relevant title research to Block 154 Southern half-

the patent, Footnote 2, Lot 20 1/2.)

45. MCC V6 4/30/1792. At NYGS&B in Cemeteries - Vertical File an

undated note was taken from a record at the Municipal Archives
(noted by Alderman John Cebra 2/4/1833 in City Clerk's file papers,
now NYC Municipal Archives Box 3006). It gives the following: "on
or about 1792 in opening Chambers street it passed through the
Burying Ground of the African." This very well may indicate the
end of the Burying Ground. While compensation to the patent heirs
from the City for the land from the patent for Chambers Street was
made in the agreement specified in Note 46 there is no evidence
presently of compensation for the land in the patent that made up
Reade and Duane Street (and Elk Street, Manhattan and Republican
Alleys). BAll were mapped out and established by 1800 as evidenced

by Bancker's survey maps, Map 76J and Deeds and Assessments for
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Block 154.

46. MCC 10/27/1794, 4/7/1795, 6/1/1795, 6/22/1795.

47 . See #35. The sign recently placed by the arts group Repo
History on Reade Street between Broadway and Elk St., prompted by
the archaeological rediscovery of the Burying Ground in 1991, adds
some further wearly New York City African Christian Church
connections to the Ground that bear documentation : "The Burial
Ground fell into disuse after the AME Zion Church broke from the
St. John's Methodist Church in 1792 creating new sacred ground for

Africans" (meaning presumably the Chrystie Street cemetery).

48. See #43. The city made the transfer back to the heirs
official with exchange of lands in and around the patent in McCC
6/27/1796. The final transfer appears to have occurred with the
northwestern corner of City Hall Park (corners of Chambers and
Broadway) being deeded to the city in 1796 but still in survey
preparation for recording in 1800 (Letter, I.Van Vleck 3/17/1800 to

the Mayor in Common Council Collection Box 18-19, Folder: Finance

"Grants, Leases, Water Grants" NYC Municipal Archives). It was

recorded in 1812 in Deed 100.431.

49. Block 154 begins to be transferred in earnest in 1797, as the
Block and Lot Indexes show, from the heirs to others, the lots

being rapidly built on. The 1799 Tax Assessment shows
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approximately 11 out 13 lots fronting the Duane Street side,
extending back into the patent area, built upon. The Reade Street
side was similarly built upon, as were the other blocks that had

made up the patent (and the Burying Ground).

50. Mary Booth History of the City of New York

1859 p616-617.

51. Stokes Iconography V6:337-338.

52. There is no evidence that the Burying Ground ever extended
north of the patent and Duane Street on to the "Calk Hook" Farm.
Survey maps by Maerschalk and Bancker and deeds to "Calk Hook" Farm
(1763-c1787), show the '"Negro Burying Ground" clearly to the south

of the patent line. (Henry Barclay Papers, Archives, N.Y.H.S.)

That would not have precluded unrecorded encroaching of burials

over the line, as appears to be evidenced by excavations initiated

in 1991.
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Laws and Customs in N.Y. affecting Funeral and Burial
Practices to the Early 19th Century

The earliest law passed affecting funeral practice of
blacks in New York State was made to prevent the murder and
disposal of the corpses of slaves or indentured servants by the
masters. It was passed in 1684 prohibiting burials in a
"secretive" manner. To monitor such dictated that 3 or 4
neighbors be present to inspect the corpse before burial. 1
The first state law that, by extension, limited the number of
slaves that could be attendant at a funeral was passed 1702
and prevented gatherings of more than 3 slaves except on work
details for their masters. 2 Szasz, commenting on such
restrictive slave laws prior to and after the 1712 slave

revolt in N.Y.C., doubted if they could all be strictly

enforced without substantial numbers of policemen, who did not

exist. 3

The N.Y.C. Common Council deemed it necessary after the
1712 slave revolt to legislate locally in the line of 1702
state law against slave activities for fear of gatherings of
conspiracy. 1In 1713 slaves above the age of 14 were not
permitted out after dark south of the Collect Pond without a
light and the permission of their masters. <+ There is
nothing in this law to prohibit them attending a funeral,
presumably with their masters’ permission, although it was
obviously one type of gathering the law meant to discourage.
It must have been known at the time what black funerals were
like, regarding night burial, large gatherings and other
customs, as evidenced by Rev. John Sharpe's 1712 comment about

"heathenish rites" being performed at them. >
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In 1722 in a direct prohibition against night burials,
burials of slaves were prohibited at night south of the
Collect Pond. °© The 1713 ordinance may have been totally
ineffective in discouraging night burials. In 1731 the
question of the size of slave gatherings, and specifically at
funerals, was readdressed by an ordinance prohibiting more then
12 slave mourners at a slave funeral. 7 The law further
prohibited the use of a pall for the coffin, or an assemblage of
pall bearer or the wearing of gloves, customs readily
practiced at European Christian funerals. 8 Several authors
(Morgan 1878, Calver 1920) have added an interpretation to
this law suggesting other "favors" were not allowed. (Calver
probably drew his text from Morgan in this instance. There is
no indication where Morgan derived this interpretation; the
text of the law does not mention favors). o This law's
intent, beyond limiting the size of black gatherings seems to
be an attempt to divest black funerals of any symbolic
cultural or social content, either African or European. Its
intent seems a bit dehumanizing (although that would be
imputing motivates to the European authorities that we can not
be sure of). 1In the context of practices sometimes obtained
in the Southern slave states it appears less severe. There
slaves were sometimes prohibited from having any funeral and
occasionally (usually as an object lesson to other slaves)
were left unburied in the open. 10 put such practices
generally evident of poor or hostile regard for slaves' social

dignity in old age and death were not confined to the South.

To speed along what one slave owner on L.I. believed was a



Appendix B-3
Laws and Customs in N.Y. Affecting Funeral and Burial Practices to the Early 19th Century

slave's eminent demise he buried the slave in a well hole

the slave was ‘digging. 11 Laws with similar intention to
the N.Y. laws limiting or controlling aspects of slave funerals
were passed in Virginia in the 17th century and New England in
the 18th century. 12 The lines here between the slave-
holders' and authorities' intentions in such laws and actions
in assuaging fears, real and imagined, exercising
"appropriate” (to the slaveholder ) controls and actively
suppressing perceived slave social power and culture and
religious identity, are difficult to draw. 13 (This matter
and that of segregated burial practice generally needs further
analysis)

Concretely without the aforementioned enforcement
mechanism these N.Y. laws would have been hard to enforce.
Apropos to funerals at the Negro Burying Ground on Broadway
its physical isolation from inhabited areas, which was very
great prior to 1730 and only grew less so gradually and to a
small degree to the end of its use, favored undisturbesd
funerals of whatever type the slaves desired.

Specific ordinances and ' explicit prohibitions against
burying blacks with whites in N.Y.C. were few based on present
research. The only government ordinance as such was passed in
Bushwick, Brooklyn in 1725 by a town meeting pertaining to a
local churchyard. 14 Trinity Church itself, rather than the
Manhattan Common Council, prohibited blacks in its burial
ground in 1697. 15 This had the force of a defacto

government ban of all burials of blacks with whites in

Manhattan as by 1703 a portion of the Trinity churchyard
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became the official city burying ground. Only two other
cemeteries, the Jewish Cemetery on Oliver Street and the 0ld
Dutch Reformed cemetery at the Church in the Fort (Whithall
Street) were known to exist in Manhattan until c 1705. 16
Custom dictatedif:not-byas yet undiscovered ordinances or
formal bans by churches, that blacks and whites largely be
buried separately in the entire N.Y.C. region as the
preponderance of evidence, to be presented separately, shows.
Ordinances requlating the physical mechanics of burial
are non-existent in state law, at least prior to 1776, and
likely into the 19th century, and in city law until 1804,
leaving the Negro Burying Ground officially unregulated during
its operation to c 1790. 1In 1804 a N.Y.C. ordinance was
passed dictating that burials in lower Manhattan be no less
than 6 feet deep and burials of those with certain contagious
diseases was prohibited (to be buried presumably in Potters
Field, Washington Square Park). 17 In 1820 a specific
ordinance was passed regulating burial in Potter Field in
light of certain abuses. Two feet must separate burials, one
atop the other, and no burial may be less than 4 feet from
ground level, 6 feet if an epidemic victim. No grave may be
left uncovered more than a day. The apparent practice in
Washington Square, exacerbated by many burials during
epidemics, was to dig a grave to allow as many as 12 coffins
to be buried (with little or no soil placed between each) ; the
grave sealed only after an interval when the final coffin was

18

buried. This is suggestive of what may have been a
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similar situation in the Negro Burying Ground generally and
specifically regarding burial of epidemic victims, who were
known to be buried there. 19 One contemporary observer
believed (oddly?) that a corpse's decomposition occurred
slightly more quickly at 4' in the ground than 6' but
certainly believed that 2' or less was inadequate. 20

Burial custom in Manhattan prior to 1800, and gquite long
after,dictated frequent shallow in-ground burial and excessive
burial in a confined area. Trinity Church grave yard provides
the most documented (and excessive) examples. During one
short period in the American Revolution, when masses of
American prisoners were dying in N.Y., burials in Trinity
were very shallow. Top soil eventually had to be added to
control odors and make more room, raising the level of the
yard. This practice continued until at least the 1810's, with
some burials beingl@8" &eepor less, the level of one section of
the yard being raised substantially over another contributing
to a difference in elevations which at onetime amounted to
thirty feet. Thirty to forty thousand may have been buried in
that section of Trinity alone. Problems of ground slides
begin occurring from over burial similarly at the Jewish
Burying Ground in Oliver Street in the 1790's. It had been
established in 1683. 21 Burials of American prisoners of war
during the American Revolution in the Negro Burying Ground
have been reported at least 3 or 4 corpses deep.A report of one
grave yard, Brick Presbyterian in Beekman Street, proves a

general, but not complete, exception where approximately 10% of

the inground burials there between 1761-1791 were multiple.



Appendix B-3
Laws and Customs in N.Y. Affecting Funeral and Burial Practices to the Early 19th Century

They may have been placed at more than the 2' depth that seens

to have been the norm in usual cases of multiple and over

burial. 22

Over burial in confined areas and the odors this practice
often caused, and the role, real or imagined, of'  grave yards
and burial vaults in spreading epidemic diseases had by 1823
lead the Manhattan Common Council to ban all burials below
Canal and Grand Streets in Manhattan. The ordinance was
challenged, sometimes excepted and ignored, by the various
churches that oversaw the majority of grave yards, but
eventually lead to the complete ending of burials in Lower

Manhattan. 24

S. Barto March 1992



Appendix B-3
Laws and Customs in N.Y. Affecting Funeral and Burial Practices to the Early 19th Century

Footnotes
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Appendix

An "Unburial" Practice in N.Y.

In the early 1770's N.Y. Hospital was built near the site

of Ranelagh, Anthony Rutger's estate house, bounded by Catherine
St.,Broadway, Church St, and Duane Street. At some point after it
began operation medical students training there began graverobbing
for cadavers for anatomical dissection. " The potters' field and
Negro Burying Ground" were a favorite site for this activity, being
only one block east of the hospital.23 The graverobbing took place
elsewhere and the references in historic records in this regard to
"The Negro Burying Ground" could refer to Trinity's small graveyard
for blacks ( approximately on the northwest corner of Church and

Reade Sts.) established in the 1770's, which was only one block west
of the hospital.26 It is very likely both were raided for cadavers.

By 1788 the free black and slave community had protested this

activity to Common Council with a petition asking the practice be halted.?”
(Their petition suggests the Broadway Ground was the one in question.)

The practice continued in the Negro Burying Ground and elsewhere

until shortly afterward when in April 1788 one of the medical students,
in an apparent taunt, showed a boy in the neighborhood a cadaver arm.
Local residents had had enought and a riot broke out in which the
hospital was stormed and the doctorg and medical students driven

out. Troops were called in and three residents were shot in the ensuing
fighting. But public officials took note and the practice was stopped
when a law was passed giving the hospital the cadavers of criminals

to dissect in 1789.28
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What a series of Maps may indicate
about structures on Block 154 in the
mid to late 18th century.

Research has brought to light a series of maps of Manhattan
that show Block 154 and its wvicinity in some detail such
that individual structures are shown, that may have been
on or near that block. This series includes the Grim map,1742,
Maerschalk map, 1754, Holland map, 1757, Ratzer map, 1767,

Montresor map 1775, Holland map 1776, and Hills map 1782. All
these maps were in hand in preparation for the Foley Square
Stage 1 A report except ‘the Montresor and Hills map,discovered
at the New York Historical Society.

These maps vary widely in their apparent accuracy, structures
appearing and disappearing, when it is apparent from the whole
series that a structure did not disappear. Structures appear
to bear the same relation to each other in location but appear
as a group in differing locations from map to map. It
is difficult to assess the overall accuracy of any ot these maps,
except perhaps for the Ratzer map which will be addressed presently.
One or two others seem consistently unconcerned with the detail of the
ex istence of individual structures. The Montresor map is one such.

A structure not appearing on this map would not preclude its existence.

Maps of this type sometimes have value in more general portrayals

as will be Seen in the Montresor map's case.

The evidence presented by the Ratzer map is critical to
determining the existence of extant structures such that its
accuracy is worth assessing. I.P. Stokes considered it particularly
accurate among maps of the period, especially regarding topography.
This in particular is a bit problematic in regard to Block 154, which
most of the other maps indicate was hilly which Ratzer does
.not clearly. This point aside it is generally drawn with a precision
of line and proportion and level of detail,with a scale provided,
that appears to allow accurate measurements comparative to other
sources contemporary to it or later. For the area around Block
154 it shows a number of subdivision lot lines segmenting structures
and critically indicating one property division line, that between
the Damen Patent and The Van Borsum Patents which intersects the
block. On the Damen side, between Broadway and the representatlon of
the swamp south of the Powder House appears :

3 structures apparently contained within the block.They will Le
discussed in detail below. South of these structures, between

the Y atent line and Warren St., a number of structures appear on

the é.ast side of Broadway. The accuracy of the portrayal of these
structures can be compared against another source. This source is the
account of one of the witness' to the first trial concerning

Henry R. Teller's claim to his family's share of the Van Borsum
Patent describing structures in that vicinity during the period

1765 to after the Revolutionary War.
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CASES IN THE SUPREME COURT
OF THE STATE OF ‘NEW-YORK.

DMichael Ortley, a witness on the part of the plaintif, testi-
fied, that the house occupied by Jsaac Teller, before the war,
stood on the ground now in the possession of the defendants ;
that during the war, the house was pulled down by the British
troops; and the grour;d on which it stood remnained vacant,
] after the war, and unti 1791, when the witness left the city.
It a ppears verbatim here. Three other witnesses testified 1o the same cvet
John Leonard, a witness, also testified that Henry R. Tel- ALBAXY.
ler was cight or nine years old, at the time of his father's Avsvst, 1812,
death.  Since the late war, Theophilus Beckman put a house ~ surru
on the premises. Before the war, Teller had three houses on v
the premises: the middle house was of brick, the other two of
wood.  The brick house stoed opposite o house since occupied
by Mr. Brewerton. The Beckman house was placed on part
ol the ground where the Teller house had stood, including the
ground-occupied by the wooden houscs, which were nearest
0 Chamber-street, and a part of the ground occupied by the
brick house.  On the north of the houses of Teller, on Broad-
leay, was a house, before the late war, called the Ackerman
house, and to the north of which was another, called the KXip
house.

BorTis.

The three small structures between Chambers and Warren Street
might correspond to the Teller Houses (marked 7,8&9). Structure
6 appears to be the Ackerman house and 5 the Kip house. The 1loca-
tion of 7,8& 9 was the far south western corner of the Van Borsum
patent. This land was later purchased from the Roeloff heirs and
incorporated into City Hall Park. Leonard's account and other references
in the court record indicate the houses were built (by Issac Teller)
before 1767. They would first appear on this map in the series discussed.
One of these houses was where Issac (or John) Teller was living
when he made his claim to the Negro burying ground mentioned on
B 79 of the Stage IA report. This map, and its portrayal of these
structures, will be returned to in discussing the evidence presented
by the whole series of maps. Its accuracy may present a standard
in showing the existence of certain Structures at a particular time and
location of structures through time.

The structure marked 2 on all the maps that it appears to be
indicated first appears on the 1742 map. One or two structures appear
in this general location on €very map up to and including the 1776
map (except the less detailed 1775 Map.) The northerly of these two
structures has been marked 1 when it appears separately. Structure 2
always appears in fairly close proximity to the north or northeast
pertion of Block 154. On the 1767 map its position can be more
definitedly fixed due to the appearance of the patent line. It measures
375' due east of Broadway, using the scale on the map, which places it
in the middle of Lot 21. There is the strong possibility, if a
structure did exist on this site, or near it, from the 1740's through
the 1770's , it was associated with the Remmey Pottery. lRemmey was determin
to be opposite block 154, on Federal Plaza,in researching the Stage la rep
The property would have been leased from the Rutgers family and the
heirs of Anthony Rutgers, the owners of the former Dd.men patent
during this period. (See chain of Title). Structures 1&2 do not appear
to be on the 1782 map. There is not enought evidence in hand to
verify if the structures were gone by this time. If structure 2 wvere
extant after 1782, when subdvision of the block began in earnest, it
might have been shortly demolished, ificorporated into, or in fact be
the structure listed in the 1799 Tax assessment of the lot as the
house of Peter Pride, the lot owner then.
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The structure marked 3 on a number of maps first appears on
the 1767 map. It subsequently may appear on the 1782 map
but does not appear to be on the 1776émap. On the Ratzer map its
position can be fixed at 100' due east of Broadway on the rear
of Lot 9(on the 1787 partition map, now Lot 10). It appears in
approximately that location in 1782. The 1782 map is problematic
in representing and fixing the location of structures 3 & 4
(as well as 5 & 6) because it appears as if all the structures on
the east side of Broadway in that vicinity should be moved
approximately % block north. There they would better correspond
to the 1767 map and Mr. Leonard's account of that vicinity ,

assuming the Teller houses on the corner of Chambers and
Broadway had been, by 1782, demolished by the British forces, as
the court account indicates. 1If the Teller houses were still

extant and the Kip and Ackerman houses were as well, then 3 & 4
on the 1782 map might be respectively an outbuilding to the Kip
house and the Kip house itself. This would leave the final
disposition of 3 & 4 in gquestion , particularly how they were
represented on the 1767 map. Also problematic for the existence
of structure 3 is a second version of the Ratzer map. Most
versions of this map examined at the NYPL appear to be redrawings
of the original map done in the 19th century. The version in

the Stage Ia report taken from Stokes Iconography appears to be
original from the Ratzer survey work published in 1776. The
majority of these maps,including the version in Stokes, show
structures 2,3 & 4 along the patent line (and three structures
in the location Mr. Leonard indicated Teller had three houses).

At least one redrawing of the Ratzer map differs from this,
surveyed by Perris and published by Colton,1853. It deletes
structure 3 and shows only 2 Teller houses. In all probability this

is not correct and Perris deleted or missed de