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Introduction 

A second, shorter season of archaeology at St. Andrew's rectory 

was carried out as a service to ongoing or anticipated stabili­

zation, reconstruction and interpretation. In the two years 

since archaeology had been first undertaken at the site a num­

ber of developments had taken place. The building itself had 

undergone extensive stabilization and a planning team had met 

to assemble a synthesis report on the rectory and draft a man­

agement plan. During that time further information had also 

become available through interviews and several previously un­

known historic photographs so that interpretation of the rec­

tory and especially its original annex had been considerably 

enhanced. Planning deliberations realized the probability of 

interpretation to the early period of the buildings existence, 

approximately the third quarter of the 19th century. To inter­

pret it as an example of an architectural style it was consid­

ered most appropriate to show it as originally conceived rather 

than with later modifications. Since the original design 

included an annex other than the one which now existed it was 

considered appropriate and likely that a replica of the origin­

al should or would be constructed. This annex was already 

known through an 1858 photograph, a remnant of it appeared on a 

number of more recent photographs and its location had been 

examined by archaeology two seasons ago. V7ith the probability 

of a reconstruction, and before a final decision on reconstruc­

tion had been made, it was proposed to make a complete excava­

tion of the annex remains to recover as much information 
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as possible and reduce disturbance of archaeological remains, 

by reconstruction activities, to a minimum. A lessor objective 

was to search for evidence of an original picket fence around 

the front yard so that a replica could be installed in the pro­

per location as part of creating an historic landscape or set­

ting for the structure. A consequence of excavations in the 

annex area would be the opportunity for a re-examination of the 

extensive fill deposits and an early building foundation to 

obtain a more complete picture of land use throughout the his­

toric period. 

Previous archaeology had established that the annex 

remains consisted primarily of a shallow mortared limestone 

foundation with a relatively shallow cellar across the west 

end. Location on size of the structure were no longer in ques­

tion. It was anticipated that some structural information 

would be forthcoming, including information on a west end lean-

to whose existence was known largely through the 1858 photo­

graph. Several major structural questions remained. Was there 

any definite evidence remaining of renovations, during the 

1880s, which allowed the west end of the original annex to sur­

vive for another half century as a free-standing outbuilding 

and was it possible to develop a better understanding of the 

east end of the annex since it does not appear to have been 

attached directly to the rectory? 

The interpretations presented here are largely derived 

from the excavated data but they are also a reflection of the 

numerous discussions with individuals from Historical Research, 

Interpretation and Engineering and Architecture which have been 

ongoing since archaeology first began on the rectory. In fact, 

by the time this report is ready for distribution, a number of 

the interpretations will already have gone through the design 

and execution phase of reconstruction. 
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Annex 

A more complete excavation of the remains of the original annex 

(Figs. 1,3) did not result in a major revision of the interpre­

tations developed previously. It did serve to provide further 

details on construction of the east end, the area which had 

previously been the most difficult to understand, and it esta­

blished conclusive evidence for a lean-to not definitely ident­

ified by previous archaeology but known through photographs to 

have existed. 

The descriptions which follow may, in part, repeat inform­

ation presented in a previous report (Priess 1983). It is pre­

sented here to provide a more complete picture of the annex, as 

understood through archaeology, and because some of the con­

struction features were better presented in data recovered dur­

ing the second season of investigations. 

Foundation 

As most of the foundation was exposed it became more apparent 

that, in other than the cellar area, it had been constructed as 

a stone and mortar filled trench. Finished surfaces had not 

been developed on either the interior or exterior surface and 

major gaps between stones had been filled with mortar or initi­

ally been left void to become filled through subsequent ground 

slumpage. The latter feature may be a consequence of the tech­

niques employed rather than an intentional component of the 

original plans. The rough nature of such construction is now 
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best illustrated by the profiles across the north foundation 

(Figs. 19,20), in an area where the stone appears to be least 

disturbed by later activities. In general, the foundation can 

be seen to be of variable thickness and in one instance (Fig. 

20) it becomes thicker towards the top. 

The north foundation also contains an unusual feature. 

The bottom course of stones is followed by a course of logs 

(Figs. 19,20). The logs have been left in the round, one 

approximately 30 centimeters in diameter, and are assumed to 

form a complete course through the foundation thickness. The 

foundation was not dismantled to confirm the latter assumption, 

it is based on the fact that the logs appear at the same level 

on both sides of the foundation and thus could continue through 

from one side to the other. 

These logs do not continue into the area of the cellar and 

are not duplicated in the south foundation. The latter was ex­

posed to its bottom but at a level where the logs appeared on 

the north foundation there were no logs present. The purpose 

of a course of logs, since it must be assumed that their pre­

sence implies a purpose, may have been to provide a cushion, a 

layer of more absorbent material to respond to some of the 

shifting resulting from ground movement. It is, however, not 

clear why such an arrangement was provided only for one founda­

tion of the annex and nowhere in the rectory. 

In the area of the annex cellar the foundation had been 

constructed with more attention to the interior surface (Figs. 

4,5,7). Since this surface was to remain exposed it had been 

finished smooth and with limited gaps between the stones. The 

exterior surface, in the limited area in which it was exposed, 

had a similar, more finished appearance although it had been 

built against the earth wall of the cellar excavation. 

In the cellar area at least it was evident that the found­

ation had been built with a levelling course at a height of 
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approximately 1 meter above the bottom of the foundation 

(Figs. 4,5). This course was readily apparent on the south and 

west walls of the cellar. It was, however, not at a uniform 

level. Differences in elevation up to 0.13 meter were noted. 

The intention of actually having a levelling course is probably 

indicated by the fact that it was created by the use of thin 

stones throughout. 

In the cellar walls, as well as elsewhere in the annex 

foundation, some relatively large stones had been used. On 

occasion length would exceed a metre and height was in the area 

of half a metre. Since these stones remained in the wall it 

could not usually be established that they had much thickness. 

It is, however, likely that thickness was also major since sim­

ilar stones had been used elsewhere, in construction of the 

rectory. In one instance, in the annex foundation, a single 

stone was noted to constitute the entire foundation thickness. 

Foundation depth depended on whether it was in the area of 

the cellar or elsewhere. In other than the cellar area, depth 

appears to have been approximately 0.5-0.6 metre, measured from 

what is considered to have been the ground surface at the time 

of construction. As has already been discussed (Priess 1983) 

and is developed further below in the discussion of strati­

graphy and land use, some accumulation of fill deposits had al­

ready taken place when annex construction began. The west 

wall, being in the cellar area, had an additional depth of 

approximately 0.65 metres. 

The cellar area provided the major evidence of difficulti­

es encountered with the construction design. The foundations 

in this area had not been built much below the level of the 

cellar floor. They also appear not to have been built with a 

consideration of the effects of ground pressure on only one 

side of a wall. There had been nothing to compensate for pres­

sure on the outside of the cellar walls. The walls themselves 

had also not been strong enough on their own to withstand such 
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pressure and so they had moved. The north wall, to the extent 

that it remained, had bowed inward (Fig. 1). Its more deteri­

orated condition (Fig. 6) may actually be partially due to such 

bowing. The west wall appears to have been pushed inward at 

the bottom so that it now appeared to be leaning out 

(Fig. 21). Such movement inward is also indicted by slumping 

of the stratigraphy immediately adjacent to the wall's exterior 

(Fig. 21). At the interior of the southwest corner the two 

walls had been displaced relative to each other. 

Cellar 

The cellar across the west end of the annex had its east side 

cribbed with a mortared limestone wall. This wall had again 

been built against the face of the cellar excavation and gener­

ally was composed of smaller stones. In contrast to the west 

foundation which had a thickness of 0.55-0.6 metres, the east 

wall had a thickness of only 0.375 metres. The difference in 

thickness is likely an indication that the east wall was seen 

as serving a different overall function within the building. 

In contrast to all other walls, it was not intended to support 

the weight of any other part of the building. 

The reduced thickness of the east wall was probably the 

major cause for the structural problems which developed, poss­

ibly even soon after completion of its construction. Being un­

supported on one side, as all the other cellar walls were, the 

east wall was also subjected to differential stress due to 

around pressure from the outside. But by being thinner than 

the other walls, it was even less capable of withstanding such 

pressures with the consequence that its displacement was sub­

stantially more severe than that of any other wall (Fig. 9). 

Possibly only at its north end had the wall remained in its 

original position (Fig. 8). Elsewhere it is likely to have 

been moved inwards by distances approaching a metre (Fig. 9). 
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Such shifting also was not uniform so that rather than becoming 

a single curve, the wall acquired several curves. 

The initial impression of the cellar floor was that it was 

relatively high and that the cellar, although covering a large 

area, had been shallow. A more complete excavation suggested 

this interpretation to be in error. Throughout the cellar it 

was established that although the level of undisturbed clay was 

high in the middle it was substantially lower at all of the 

walls. Through the prompting of Henri van der Putten it was 

eventually concluded that the higher levels in the central area 

were the result of frost and other natural causes which had 

resulted in a rise in the clay level. Since there had been no 

mixing the material still had the appearance of undisturbed 

clay. The edges of the floor, adjacent to the walls, thus, 

represented a truer indication of floor level and consequently 

gave the cellar substantially more depth than previously 

thought. 

Floor 

Since the annex must have had a floor it is assumed to have 

been a wooden one, constructed as was the floor for the rec­

tory. The joists would have been partially dressed logs with 

tongue and groove planks for the floor. There is no archaeo­

logical evidence on these aspects of the floor. However, it is 

possible to address the questions of how and where the floor 

was placed. The type of joist used would allow them to span 

considerable distances without support other than at each end. 

The rectory joists spanned a distance of almost eight metres. 

In this instance they were supported near the middle by a 

carrying beam but they in turn also supported a major partition 

and the second floor. The annex had an inside width of less 

than six metres and could thus have easily been served by simi­

lar joists, spanning from the north to the south foundation. 
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The span may have been from west to east, using the cellar east 

wall as an interim support and allowing the joists to be in 

two, shorter lengths. However, since the rectory joists were 

in one piece, a single length is also being assumed for the 

annex joists. The remaining foundations do not include any 

suggestion of sockets for the joist ends. It is, however, con­

sidered probably that the joists spanned the width of the 

building, from south to north, and did not in any way involve 

the cellar east wall for intermediate support. The cellar 

wall, although probably partly dismantled, does not achieve the 

same height as the remaining foundations. At the south side, 

where the foundation remains extend almost to the present 

ground surface, the east cellar wall is some half a metre 

lower. If the foundations retain no evidence of joist sockets 

nor of a ledge on which the joists would have rested, then it 

must follow that the joists could not have been situated at a 

level below the highest portion of remaining foundation. A 

more precise idea of such a position may be provided by a sec­

tion of the south foundation, in the cellar area, where two of 

the final stones remaining on the inner edge of the foundation 

are flat, thin and oriented horizontally (Fig. 7). These may 

be the remnants of another levelling course, created to provide 

a level surface around the foundation on which to rest the 

joists. The stone walls could have continued above this level 

and enclosed the joist ends or an actual ledge may have been 

present by having the wall continue at a reduced thickness. 

East End and Passageway 

The east end of the annex had already been recognized as being 

somewhat unusual and probably requiring the most continuing 

consideration. In simplest terms, the annex had actually 

existed as a separate building, connected to the rectory by a 

covered passageway. The roof of the passageway had been with a 



much lower pitch than that of the annex roof. This basic idea 

was not altered by recent finds but thoughts on some of the 

details had to be reworked. Interpretation of this area was 

also aided by removal of the second annex, subsequent to the 

field season, so that the rectory's west wall could be examined 

more thoroughly for scars of previous construction. 

The east end of the annex, exclusive of the passageway had 

previously been interpreted as actually being comprised of two 

separate sections of wall, parallel but slightly offset from 

each other. Near its mid point the wall included an offset. 

The northern component of this wall, the offset and a section 

of the southern component had already been encountered during 

excavations within the second annex. Further excavation locat­

ed the remaining portions of this wall, outside of the second 

annex (Figs. 2,18), and also established that the east and 

south walls had been built simultaneously. The south end of 

the east wall, south of the offset, was however found not to be 

parallel to the other section of east wall or to the rectory 

west wall (Fig. 18) . This feature has been the subject of 

extensive discussion but no purpose for it has yet been arrived 

at; suggesting it to be the result of poor planning or con­

struction may appear to be no more than an effort to evade the 

question. 

The east end of the original annex now consists of the 

following items of structural evidence. The south wall of the 

annex continues beyond the east wall and was joined to the rec­

tory wall with two key stones above ground level. The north 

wall of the annex terminates some 3.0 metres from the rectory, 

at which point it has a right angle corner to join with the 

east wall. The east wall is actually in two separate sections, 

offset from each other at a point near the centre of the build­

ing's width. These two sections, however, are not parallel to 

each other, the north section being parallel or perpendicular 

to other annex and rectory walls and the south section being at 

an oblique angle to them. At the point of intersection of 
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these two wall sections there was another wall, perpendicular 

to them and extending to the rectory. It also extended a short 

distance beyond the east wall in the opposite direction; that 

is, toward the interior of the annex. This latter foundation, 

already discovered the previous season, was wider than all 

other annex foundations and had thus been considered as repre­

senting more than simply a wall. A more specific suggestion on 

the latter has, however, not yet been provided. 

Removal of the second annex provided an unencumbered view 

of the rectory, west wall. The point of intersection between 

rectory and annex south wall had already been examined and 

shown to retain traces of interior annex plaster, indicating 

exact location of the south wall and the passageway roof. The 

low slope of the passageway roof was already apparent. Evi­

dence of the roof line continued and was found to indicate an 

asymmetrical roof. The peak of the roof was found not to be at 

the midpoint of the second floor window, which would also be 

the middle of the annex and rectory, but at a point north of 

it, approximately at the north end of the window sill. Since 

the annex had been centred on the rectory, a symmetrical roof 

would had had its peak aligned with the central, second story 

window. Evidence of the peak having been to the north of this 

point indicated the south side of the passageway roof to have 

been longer and with a smaller slope. The north side of the 

roof was marginally represented by scars on the rectory wall. 

An alternative possibility, suggested by the scarcity of evi­

dence, is that the passageway had a shed roof rather than an 

asymmetrical peak roof. There did not seem to be a strong in­

dication of a wall at the rectory and in line with the annex 

north wall. 

\7hen the evidence on the section of wall between annex and 

rectory was compared with the evidence on the passageway roof 

it was realized that the wall location coincided well with the 

peak of the roof, providing a more substantial indication that, 

regardless of other possibilities, a wall had probably existed 


