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We decided to open an excavation unit on the northern boundary of the lawn by Charlesfield Street. The decision was made because exposed features hinted at structural evidence beneath the soil, and the geophysical survey confirmed a large anomaly in the area (Urban 2008, 6). Although begun after digging, research into historic documents associated with the site pointed to a property in the general area of Unit 2 built by Robert Hale Ives before 1857 and demolished by Marsden J Perry between 1921 and 1926, further evidence that Unit 2 might offer interesting finds (Yellin 2008, 1-2). Confirming our expectations, Unit 2 was feature-laden; by the end of the dig, features took up roughly the same area at the base of the unit as soil did. Though many of the features were 20th century, the commingling of old materials from the 17th to 20th centuries suggested a complex history for the site. Through analysis of material finds, structural features, soil quality, and stratigraphy, we can put forward an accurate picture of the unit and tentative hypotheses unifying our data. 
Methods


The group marked off Unit 2 as a 1m by 1m square by the north fence of the JBH lawn, approximately midway between Benefit Street and the JBH parking lot. The unit sloped slightly, with the 0cm datum level taken at the southeast corner, the highest point in the unit. The exposed feature was an outcropping of brick and concrete in the northeast corner. After staking the corners, stringing out the boundaries for the sidewalls, and taking initial levels, we began [image: image3.png]


digging. Since we wanted excavation to occur at a gradual, measurable rate, we employed 10cm [image: image4.png]Munsell Conversion - Version B.0.3 Jan 1, 2008 =13
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arbitrary levels, and named each as a context, in the form JBH # (John Brown House, followed by a number assigned as a running value for all contexts on site). Each context’s soil was sifted separately, and artifacts, photographs, and paperwork were labeled according to context number. In the event of a dramatic soil change, a natural level was established regardless of the natural context’s boundaries, and excavated 10cm as well. For each context, a Munsell reading, which matches the soil color of the unit to an established alphanumerical system, was recorded. At the end of each context, the unit was cleaned—features were brushed, roots were clipped—and a photo was taken. Tape measures and plumb lines were used to accurately map the unit as work progressed. We used trowels, root clippers, brushes, and occasionally shovels to remove soil, and sifted all soil taken from the unit through ¼ inch mesh. Finds were bagged with the date and appropriate context number. When excavations ceased, we placed a tarp over the bottom of the unit and backfilled soil to cover the trench but mark where work stopped so that next season, if they wish, the new class of Archaeology of College Hill may continue where we left off. 

Artifacts were cleaned, labeled, and cataloged in the Archaeology Department laboratory at Brown. The digital representation of Unit 2 was created using Microsoft Office Suite. The graphic representations of Munsell values were created using the Munsell Conversion software package. To recreate the missing Munsell value for JBH 11, a representative soil area from a photograph of context JBH 10 and JBH 11 (Photo 00917) and the Munsell Notation Picture Analysis feature from the software package were used. Data for the Unit Summary are taken predominantly from the field notes. Other sources, including written material, personal correspondence, and field blogs are cited when used.
Excavation Summary[image: image5.png]




Shoveling with spades, we removed the initial sod layer from the top of context JBH 6, identifying the exposed brick and concrete feature as Feature 2, and proceeded through the first 10cm of topsoil, save in the southeast corner, where the discovery of a sandy patch of soil resulted in the decision to stop digging at 2cm-7cm (nonuniform surface) in order to excavate that area as a separate context, JBH10. The topsoil of the remainder of the unit had a Munsell value of 10YR 2/1.  More modern finds, such as plastic and tape, were uncovered alongside historic artifacts such as architectural hardware and a whiteware rim with geometric patterns. A screw exhibited a faint Phillips head pattern, indicating deposition post-1930s. A wire nail exhibited a unique ring below the nail head, and numerous other identical samples would be discovered throughout the site (see the Object Biography by Alex Ruby). At the bottom of JBH6, the beginnings of a water main—a spigot handle and surrounding pipe—were protruding vertically from the site. We declared a new arbitrary context, JBH11, for the area not including the sandy patch, named the water main Feature 3, and proceeded to excavate the sandy context JBH10.

JBH10 had a nonuniform surface, because while digging the group sought to uncover the boundaries of the sandy soil, which were rectangular horizontally but varied by 5cm vertically. We agreed to dig a maximum 10cm below the highest point of the context, which was 2cm below unit level. The soil had a Munsell reading of 10YR 4/2. At approximately 8-9cm below unit level, we observed the soil around the periphery of the context beginning to resemble the matrix of the rest of the unit. We decided to dig slightly over the 10cm boundary to see if the context could be reunited with the rest of the unit. Indeed, the sandy soil disappeared, and by 13.5cm below unit level, 10.5cm into JBH11, it was agreed that the soil now resembled that of the rest of the unit. After this point, excavation continued in tandem with JBH11. The fill from JBH10 yielded modern finds—plastic pieces, a champagne cork topper, glass—and a screw similar to that found in JBH6. 

JBH11 yielded more ceramic and architectural finds, as well as teal and orange pigments and a metal flag emblem, and displayed a mottled soil quality throughout, though a Munsell reading is absent from the field notes. A cinder block appeared in the northwest corner, and excavation continued around the water main. The most exciting find of this context would turn out to be a small piece of brick with a maker’s mark suggesting that it was produced by the Sayre & Fisher Brick Company of Sayreville, New Jersey. Further research suggests that a brick bearing the place name “Sayreville” could only have been produced after 1876, and that a similar quality of brick with a slightly different makers mark was used in construction during 1905-1906 at another site. For a more detailed analysis of the Sayre brick, see the Object Biography by Megan Algeo.


We briefly turned our attention to the soil contained within Feature 2, the concrete and brick structure, and Feature 3, the pipe and spigot. Both contained soil pockets cordoned off from the rest of the unit, and their soil was sifted separately as JBH 14 and JBH15. The finds were similar to those in the rest of the unit, mixing modern and historic—a bottle cap in JBH 14, and small screws, two wire nails, a thin piece of plastic, and a piece of foil in JBH 15. The confined space of these contexts made excavation slow, and we elected to focus on excavating the bulk of the unit floor, leaving the soil cordoned off by these features in place after reaching 30cm in Feature 2.
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Work on JBH22, established as an arbitrary context in continuation of the strata encountered in JBH 11, with a Munsell reading of 10YR 3/2, extended over three days of digging, ending on October 25th, Parents’ Weekend. One parent visiting the site estimated the production date of the pipe and spigot feature, which he described as a water main, to be around 1900-1930, and suggested that frost line considerations might have affected how the water line was situated and insulated. He postulated that it may have existed next to a basement wall. It was reported on October 6th that Alex, a mason working at the John Brown House, identified the metal strip as an angle iron, stating its age to be 100 years or older. At this point, the soil matrix became even more mottled, containing patches of sand, mortar, asphalt, and rocks approximately 2 inches around throughout the floor of the unit. Finds included glass, a screw, two diagnostic ceramic samples, foam, pipe, and more architectural finds, including the ubiquitous wire nail. Near the end of the unit, it became apparent that a brick and rock feature was emerging from the southern end of the unit, extending into the wall.
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Development of the existing features, especially the southern wall, continued in the following arbitrary context, JBH 29. The soil became softer and less dense around the cinder block, with more green pigment. Overall, JBH 29 was determined to have a Munsell value of 10YR 3/4. Charcoal and small brick pieces were also uncovered from the matrix, suggesting possible inclusions in sand or mortar used as building materials. A clear soil line stretching east to west roughly midway across the unit was revealed about 3cm into this context. Consequently, JBH 29 continued north of the 50cm mark, and JBH33 was established south of that mark. Excavation continued simultaneously on both contexts, with fill sieved separately. JBH 29 contained brick, glass, charcoal, coal, and mortar. JBH 33 exhibited similar soil inclusions, and contained metal fragments, oyster shell, and a knob. Three Munsell readings were taken for the different soil qualities observed in JBH 33—10YR 4/4 for the general matrix, 10YR 5/6 for clayey soil, and 10YR 6/3 for sandy soil. At 3cm to 8cm (uneven surface) into JBH 29, it became clear that the soils were starting to homogenize again. The two halves of the unit were reunited for the next context, JBH 38.

JBH 38 was an arbitrary context, and work proceeded until the last day of the field season, when the group reached a final level of 53cm at the deepest point. The soil still contained many sandy, mortary inclusions, with an overall Munsell value of 10YR 4/3. A yellowy plateau of sandy consistency emerged in front of the cinder block. Finds included oyster shell, asphalt, the base of a bottle (see Object Biography by Megan Algeo), and a metal staple.
Analysis

Features

Features 2 and 3 spanned all our contexts. Loose brick fragments, presumably from Feature 5, were first unearthed in JBH 11, and Feature 5 was officially established with the discovery of whole bricks situated on top of one another at the base of JBH 22.
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Feature 2, which began as an exposed brick and cement pile, was revealed to be much more extensive, growing to include an angle iron and cinderblock. Angle irons were sometimes used above windows to support brick. The cinder block, which could have been produced anytime after the 1930s, was the only object with a definitive date. If the estimate of the mason we spoke to is accurate, and the angle iron is at least 100 years old, this means that the angle iron and cinderblock are different ages, and suggests that old and new materials were incorporated to create the feature, whose purpose is still unclear.


Feature 3, the pipe and spigot, did not terminate by the conclusion of excavation. It appears to have had a cover of some sort over the top, perhaps to protect the plumbing from harsh weather if it was situated outside. The large outer pipe may have also served to insulate the piping inside. No manufacturing stamps were found on any of the plumbing. While uncovering this feature, it was noted that the pipe was probably hollow when it was in use because, although dirt was found within it, pockets of air were noted as digging proceeded, suggesting the dirt was introduced as the cover wore away or was destroyed (Kellie’s Field Blog, 9/22/08). 
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Feature 5, the brick and stone wall, had obviously been disturbed, either by human activity or by growing tree roots. Different types and sizes of brick were strewn together. Some were still mortared to each other, and others were situated loosely atop and behind each other, interspersed with stones. The only diagnostic brick fragment was the Sayreville brick, with a TPQ of 1876 (see Object Biography by Megan Algeo). Unit 1 also uncovered evidence of a brick wall, situated at 40-50cm in the northeastern corner such that it could be contiguous with Feature 5. 
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Strata, Contexts, and Soil
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Stratigraphy and natural soil contexts were often difficult to determine over the course of the dig. The soil matrix contained many roots, which meant that in order to see the strata clearly, much root trimming had to take place. Larger roots often cut into the strata, obscuring the soil lines. Also, as the features were uncovered, a large area of the side walls and base of the unit was obscured by our finds, complicating stratigraphy and determination of arbitrary contexts. 
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Nonetheless, the soil matrix can be analyzed from multiple angles. Munsell readings, stratigraphy, artifact groupings, and natural soil contexts help to form an overall impression of Unit 2. The Munsell readings, which represent our best estimate of the color of the soil, are shown for each context in Figure 9.

The Munsell value for JBH 11, missing from field notes, was recreated digitally. JBH 10 shows two Munsell values. The value on the left was determined on site, while the value on the right was determined using the same method of digital approximation as that for JBH 11 (see methods). This was done to ensure that the digital value for JBH 11 could be compared to a digital value for JBH 10, since these values may differ from those obtained in situ. In fact, the digital value for JBH 10 does differ dramatically from the value recorded in the field notes. Nonetheless, the two digital values serve to highlight the difference in soil color between the two contexts.

The sandy pocket excavated as JBH 10 was initially believed to be a newer fill relative to the rest of the unit (Megan’s Field Blog, 9/29/08). It contained a collection of modern finds, and the soil was of a loose consistency relative to the rest of the unit. Over the course of the excavation we came to realize that modern artifacts were present even in our deepest contexts, suggesting that they had all been disturbed in the 20th century. However, JBH 10 represents the most unique natural soil context from Unit 2, and the context with the most recent datable object (see Table 1). 

A significant change in soil quality was also noted at 30cm, and JBH 29 was established. This divided the unit in half, with JBH 29 to the north and JBH 33 to the south. The soil in JBH 29 was very soft west of the cinder block, and looser everywhere else in comparison to JBH 33, which was packed and striped through with carbon colored deposits and other inclusions, necessitating multiple Munsell values. As Krysta Ryzewski notes in the Excavation Summary for Week 7:

“We also reached the bottom of JBH 29 rather quickly, at 33cm in the center of 
the unit, 38cm in the NW corner, and 30cm elsewhere. The next context JBH 33 
was a new natural soil composed of a sandy, mortar, and clay mottled soil 
deposit across the entire unit - possibly similar to JBH 31 in Unit 1. As the depth 
measurements indicate, the surface of this new natural soil deposit is uneven” 
(Excavation and Unit Summaries).
While the change in soil character was interesting, it did not last long and was likely associated with the brick wall, Feature 5, as described in the artifact groupings section below. The remainder of the contexts were arbitrary, established at 10cm intervals.

Horizontal views of soil quality can be combined with vertical views of the trench walls to form a more accurate view of the different soil depositions in Unit 2. While the stratigraphy of the unit is discussed at length in Jacob Combs’ final project, a few issues are worth highlighting here. The wall did not show distinct JBH 6 and JBH 10 strata at the time it was mapped, though earlier photos show more clearly a possible point of division between topsoil and the sandy soil of JBH 10 (see, for example, Figure 3). It would be advisable in the future to create a stratigraphic map at some point in the middle of excavations as well as at the end, so the group may have more time to select optimal light and weather conditions. The stratigraphy does provide accurate information about the border between JBH 6/JBH 10 and JBH 11. When context depths are lined up with stratigraphic depths, the boundary between JBH 10 and 11 resolves nicely, as the group ended JBH 10 at 13.5cm below unit level, and the stratigraphic map ends the JBH 6/JBH 10 boundary at 13.5cm on the eastern border of the unit (Figure 10). The original stratigraphic map gives a distance of 3cm from the reference line to the ground and a depth of 17cm for the majority of the bottom of the eastern JBH6/JBH10 stratum, though the line is uneven. Subtracting the reference distance from the depth gives 13.5cm.

JBH 11 is divided vertically into two clear strata, a mottled soil and a carbon colored soil. The group chose not to designate different context numbers for these two soil types, because, although they show up quite clearly in the stratigraphic record, they were not as apparent during excavation. Megan Algeo observed in the Week 3 Excavation Summary, "A mottled context, containing clayey, sandy, and dark brown (possibly carbon-rich) deposits was noted. These variations in soil quality were not judged to be extensive enough to be set aside as new contexts” (Excavation and Unit Summaries). Any additional stratigraphic information was obscured by the brick and rock feature that was first observed at the base of JBH 22 (20-30cm), when the first bricks were uncovered.

The most significant artifact grouping occurred around Feature 5, where brick fragments, architectural hardware, and building materials were found in conjunction with the remains of the wall. Charcoal, asphalt, mortar, and brick fragments may have all been included in the matrix used in the construction of the wall, or they may have been individual materials in their own right. Burnt concrete, the burnt edge of a brick, and charcoal suggest the possibility of a fire at the site, though the burnt brick edge may be a result of its manufacture. 
Timeline for Deposition

When deciding how to date the depositions from Unit 2, we confronted two issues. First, we lacked the large quantities of finds required for mean dating methods, such as ceramics or pipe stems. Second, though many objects were diagnostic, no object in the unit save the Sayre & Fisher brick could be narrowed down to a date range of a few years. Therefore, we employed terminus post quem (TPQ) dates, organized by context and natural stratigraphic levels (Table 1). The term refers to the earliest possible time an artifact could have been deposited in the soil. For instance, if Phillips screws were not manufactured before 1930, they could not have been placed in the ground before 1930. Hence, 1930 is the TPQ for any deposition where Phillips screws are the newest datable object. The sources for each TPQ are referenced below Table 1. In Unit 2, all of the strata containing datable objects have TPQs from the 20th century. The rightmost column of Table 1 contains the dates for the earliest possible time these materials could have been introduced or, alternately, the earliest possible time the newest deposition or disturbance occurred. These modern artifacts are intermingled with older finds, all from 19th century except for two older ceramic finds. Furthermore, documentary evidence shows construction and occupation on the area from the 19th century. We can hypothesize that the finds within these contexts were deposited at multiple points in time over the course of construction, renovation, and demolition of property on the site. Additionally, finds with a TPQ date after 1921-1926, when Marsden J. Perry razed the Robert Hale Ives property, suggest continued work around the remains of the building, perhaps connected with maintenance on one of the features, such as the water main. 

	
	
	
	
	
	TPQ

	JBH 6

Stratum 4
	Styrofoam

post-19417
	Whiteware

post-18301
	
	
	1941

	JBH 10

Stratum 4
	Champagne topper 

post-19602
	
	
	
	1960

	JBH 11

Stratum 5 and 6
	Asphalt

post-18715
	Whiteware

post-18301
	Safety Glass post-1950s6
	Maker’s mark brick

post-18764
	1950

	JBH 14 & JBH 15
	Delftware

1630-18001

	Crown bottle cap post-18923

	Foil wrapper post-19473

	Styrofoam
post-19417
	1947

	JBH 22
	Whiteware

post-18301
	Styrofoam 

Post-19417
	Asphalt
post-18715
	Brick

post-18764
	1941

	JBH 29
	
	
	
	
	

	JBH 33
	
	
	
	
	

	JBH 38
	Creamware
1762-18201
	Asphalt
post-18715
	Safety Glass

post-1950s6
	Bottle Glass
pre-18808
	1950


1. Florida Museum of Natural History. Mean Ceramic Manufacturing Dates.

2. See Megan Algeo’s Object Biography.

3. The “Telling Time” poster series, published by the Council for Northeast Historical Archaeology.

4. See Megan Algeo’s Object Biography

5. New International Encyclopedia, 2nd ed. Dodd, Mead, and Co., New York: 1916, pp. 198.

6. The History of Glass. Smart Glass. http://www.smartglassinc.com/glasshistory.html. States that safety glass was marketed broadly and introduced into automobiles in the 1950s, though it appears to have been invented earlier. Its inventor was born in 1916, but no date for its introduction to the market could be found. Inventor biography at http://www.invent.org/hall_of_fame/385.html.
7. Invention of Styrofoam. Dow. http://building.dow.com/about/invention.htm. 

8. Not a TPQ, but useful nonetheless. See Megan Algeo’s Object Biography
A Note on Artifacts

The material finds from Unit 2 are discussed in the “Excavation Summary” section within their respective contexts. Diagnostic artifacts are summarized in Table 1. The significant artifact grouping around Feature 5 is discussed in the “Strata, Contexts, and Soil” section. Object biographies were completed for the Sayre & Fisher brick, the plastic champagne topper, a piece of bottle glass, the wooden knob, and the wire nails. These should be consulted for more information.


Conclusion


In the initial geophysical survey, Thomas Urban recommended archaeological excavation to probe the anomaly in the area of Unit 2 (Urban 2008, 7). We found structural features corresponding with the geophysical anomalies. We believe these features belonged to the Robert Hale Ives foundation, with heavy modifications taking place during its occupancy, destruction, and subsequent maintenance. This has created a mixture of artifacts from different time periods within the same deposit, complicating analysis of the origins of the features and material goods. The modern finds may represent later work on the remains, for example grading the yard or maintaining or disabling the water main. However, the evidence fits with the history of the property, a place with a complex timeline of ownership and a great deal of human activity.

We believe the brick structure to be contiguous with the brick finds of Unit 1, which may indicate a destroyed building, wall, or trash heap. The dates of the oldest artifacts, save a rouge piece of delftware and possibly a creamware sherd, are consistent with the original occupation of the area by Robert Hale Ives. This leads us to conclude that true pre-Robert Hale Ives strata were not reached, nor were Robert Hale Ives-era strata definitively exhausted. Features 2 and 3 may be part of a basement or a sewage system, as sewage pipes were present at one point in the area (Yellin 2008, 9). However, the strange combination of angle iron, cinder block, and concrete feature also leaves open the possibility that Feature 2 is nothing more than a pile of trash left over from previous construction projects in the area.

Unit 2 provided instructive challenges in proper archaeological excavation and documentation techniques. Each week, it revealed a new feature to be unearthed, a new soil context to be probed, or another interesting collection of artifacts. We feel as though, half a meter down, Unit 2 was still providing evidence of use in determining the cultural and landscape changes taking place over time at the site. Future archaeologists at the John Brown House are advised to continue work on Unit 2, in hopes of moving past fill disturbed during the 20th century and into purely historic contexts, perhaps exposing strata from the early 19th century, before Robert Hale Ives’ occupancy. Alternately, future work might focus on uncovering the extent of Features 2 and 5, which were only partially exposed by our work this season. Though the John Brown House lost some sod and topsoil this fall, we believe it gained a greater understanding of the activities that took place in its yard during the 19th and 20th centuries.
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Figure 4:  A sketch of the unit at the end of the dig, traced and digitized from a site photograph.





Figure 7:  A partial view of the brick wall, Feature 5
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Figure 9:  Representation of Munsell values for all strata. 





Figure 6:  Concrete and brick feature contiguous with the cinder block and angle iron. Note that the pipe and spigot are directly in front of this feature, suggesting a possible relationship.





Figure 5:  Pipe and spigot feature, with view of additional details of plumbing fixtures and handle





Figure 8:


Schematic of natural and arbitrary soil contexts. Colors do not correspond to Munsell values.
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Fig x	Jacob Comb’s excellent representation of the stratigraphy of the Southern wall, digitized from field notes in Photoshop
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Table 1:  Termini post quem (TPQs) or date ranges for datable artifacts.
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Figure 10:  This excellent stratigraphic representation by Jacob Combs was digitized from the original site map in Photoshop.





Figure 1	The relevant section of land from the “John Brown House Unit Locations & Quadrature Map.” Geophysical anomalies shown in blue and orange.





Figure 2:  Kellie and Megan mapping Unit 2





Figure 3:  A candid shot of JBH 22, including Features 3 and 5, as well as a cluster of bricks that were subsequently removed, revealing more bricks. The tan brick on top is made from the same clay as the diagnostic Sayre & Fisher maker’s mark brick fragment.





Figure 11:  A small flag emblem unearthed in JBH 11





Figure 8:  Schematic of context levels








