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Figure 4. Map of the William H. Berry Company firebricks found at the West Point Foundry site.
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them to loose structural integrity at high heat.
While a few of the United States” brick-making
regions produced firebrick in the early-19th
century, many industries imported them from
England. Some early imports appeared at the
West Point Foundry site, but the majority of
identified firebrick originated with American
producers. Most of the known brands, how-
ever, were identified on surface finds. As a
result, the prominence of American manufac-
turers may reflect the purchasing decisions
made at the end of foundry operations and by
subsequent businesses that utilized the area
surrounding Foundry Cove.

Sixteen firebrick brands representing at
least fifteen different companies have appeared
on the foundry campus to date. Seven of these
brands indicated firebrick installed in the ear-
ly-20th century, although more research is
required to form definitive conclusions about
these bricks” date of manufacture. The West
Point Foundry had shut down by this time and
other industries operated on the site. Four of
these seven firebricks appeared either on the
ground surface or in the lining of the two
boiler house rooms in the pattern complex
building in Operation 16, just south of the
Office Building (FIG. 2). These brands are listed
with possible makers and dates in Table 2, and
include the KING (#50), GLOBE (#47),
PEEKSKILL (#53) and KEYSTONE (#21)
brands. Companies published these brands in
trade journals during the 1920s and the bricks
were probably installed during the era when
the Astoria Silk Works operated on the prop-
erty.

In addition, two firebrick brands appeared
in the rubble inside the nearby office building
in Operation 16 (see also FIG. 2 and TAB. 2).
These included CBM SPEC (#28) and
STRAUSBUI[RG] (#27), both brands published
by companies during the 1920s through the
1940s in Pennsylvania and Ohio, respectively.
One other brand seemed to date from this later
time period. The as yet unidentified BAR-
CLAY brand (#41), found in the molding shop
complexes in Operation 1, may date to the
Cornell-era works (FIG. 3). More research
should determine if this brand was also in use
during the 20th century.

Several other firebricks scattered over the
foundry’s surface date from the 19th century
(FIG. 3, TAB. 3). In Operation 3, an area identi-
fied variously as a molding house, casting
shop, and gun foundry, a brick appeared with
the mostly-complete brand “... KREISCH / ...
NY Ne 17 (#51). This partial mark may have

been a brand belonging to Balthazar Kreischer,
who operated a brickyard just south of
Rossville, Staten Island. Kreischer opened his
first factory in Manhattan in 1845. In 1855, he
opened a second factory on Staten Island. By
1860, he was producing a million firebricks
annually. The Manhattan works closed in 1876,
but the Staten Island plant continued opera-
tion. The firm reached its height of production
in the 1890s as B. Kreischer and Sons,
employing 300 workers and producing
3,500,000 bricks annually. It closed in the 1930s
(Sachs 1988:60-62). This partial brand lacks
any reference to Balthazar’s sons, so if pro-
duced by his company, the yard probably
made this brick between 1845 and 1890.

A brand of the similar period may be
“WATSON.S.No.2 / PPAMBOY.N.J.” (Brick
#20). Watson’s factory was established in Perth
Amboy in 1836 (Ries and Kiimmel 1904:324).
Daniel deNoyelles listed F. B. Watson still in
operation in that town in 1855 (deNoyelles
1982: 267). As the company was not listed in a
1904 directory, it was apparently out of busi-
ness by then (R. Veit 2005: personal communi-
cation). A stiff-paste machine extruded this
brick, although it may also have been
repressed. A worker stamped this brand by
hand, suggesting that it is also probably an
earlier product.

Three different brands appeared in
Operation 7, the blacksmith shop complex. The
first, “...UTIER & CO / ...XTRA / ...Y CITY,
N.J.” (#54), remains unidentified. The next
brand was highly degraded from heat, but is
barely legible as “WOODLAND” (#52). While
Karl Gurcke identified a company using that
mark in Pennsylvania in the mid-20th century,
this brick was hand stamped which indicates
that it is likely older. Brick #24 is similarly
degraded, is broken, and is very difficult to
read. It is stamped “JRLA...” and like brick
#54, was made in New Jersey.

Surveyors and excavators have recovered
three examples of bricks bearing the
“RUFFORD / STOURBRIDGE” stamp (FIG. 3).
Two of these bricks appeared in the surface
rubble at the boring mill (Op 4, Brick #30) and
the blast furnace and blowing engine (Op 9,
Brick #25b). A third example was recovered
from a stratigraphic unit in Unit 4N at the
boring mill complex (Brick #25b). Francis T.
Rufford made glass in Stourbridge, England,
and was also manufacturing firebrick by 1800.
His company operated until going out of busi-
ness in 1936. E.J. and J. Pearson Limited con-
tinued the brand under the name of Rufford



Firebrick Co. Ltd. until 1963. Stourbridge com-
mercial directories also list a Brettell and
Rufford as makers of firebrick in 1828 and 1835
(Gurcke 1987: 68-69). The RUFFORD bricks
appear to be the earliest firebrick on the site.
The stratigraphic position of Brick #25 sug-
gests that it was deposited during or shortly
after the construction of the boring mill com-
plex’s brick addition, probably completed in
1849-1850. The three bricks’ locations suggest
that workers used Rufford company bricks in
the blast furnace, but probably also in the
cupola furnaces in the casting house. One
other English firebrick appeared in the surface
rubble at the blast furnace and blowing engine
complex (Op 9). Brick #31 was stamped
“HUGHES & EA... / STOURBRID...” There
were at least five brickmakers named Hughes
working in Stourbridge during the latter part
of the 19th century alone, so more research
needs to be completed before this English
brand can be correlated with the RUFFORD
mark.

The final three identified firebrick brands
were all marks of the William H. Berry
Company of Woodbridge, New Jersey (FIG. 4,
TAB. 3). The Berry brand appeared on an arc
brick from the surface rubble in the boring mill
complex (Op 4, Brick #21), a key brick in the
molding house complex (Op 1, Brick #21b),
and an arch brick used by volunteers to make
the pedestrian path through the machine and
blacksmith shop complexes (Brick #23). During
the 2005 excavation season, BERRY bricks
began to appear in some quantity within the
rubble layers excavated from the southern side
of the blast furnace (Op 9). This rubble formed
during sequences of collapse after the furnace
had been abandoned (Kotlensky 2005, per-
sonal communication). One firebrick fragment,
with a small portion of a mark, also appeared
in the excavation on the western side of the
1865 office building (Scarlett and Deegan
2005).

Ries and Kiimmel wrote “the works of W.
H. Berry, at Woodbridge, began operation in
1845, and have continued up to the present
day, although in 1896 the name was changed
to J. E. Berry” (Ries and Kiimmel 1904: 324).
The Berry yard apparently produced firebrick
from its beginning and by the 1880s could
manufacture a million firebricks annually
when in full production (Clayton 1882: 582).
Since the West Point Foundry blast furnace
purportedly operated between 1827 and 1844
(Finch 2004: 114; Norris 2002: 62-63) and was
never reused for other purposes, the presence
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of firebricks made after 1845 presents consider-
able problems for the interpretation of the site.
The current belief that the blast furnace fell out
of use after 1844 came from Edward Rutsch’s
archaeological study (1979: 77), which was in
turn based upon Wilson’s Thirty Years of Early
History of Cold Spring and Vicinity (1886: 27).

Wilson began his text by begging forgive-
ness for a lack of chronological precision and
explained that his writing was based upon his
recollections of decades previous and had not
been thoroughly fact-checked and researched.
Ries and Kiimmel provide no explanation of
how they determined the date when the Berry
yard began producing firebrick. Since the com-
pany was still in operation in 1904, they pre-
sumably worked from company records or
oral histories. Given the presence of the BERRY
brand in the collapse rubble of the furnace, far
up the canyon from any other similar produc-
tive structure, the final charge and blast of the
furnace appears to have occurred sometime
after 1845 (if Ries and Kiimmel are correct), or
perhaps several years later. Careful attention
and research about these bricks will continue
to yield substantial refinement of our under-
standing of the historical evolution of the West
Point Foundry.

Summary and Conclusions

A significant amount of information about
the brickmakers remains unknown, but a pro-
visional interpretation serves to guide future
archaeological and historical research. When
the foundry was first laid out, the builders
could not find a satisfactory domestic supplier
of firebrick for the furnaces that fed their
casting. This was still the case nearly a decade
later when the workers erected a cold blast
furnace in 1827. They ordered their first fire-
bricks from Stourbridge, England. These
bricks, which probably came from the yards of
Francis T. Rufford and perhaps “Hughes and
EA...” were used to line the earliest furnaces
built and operated on the site. As those bricks
wore out and were replaced, the foundry
workers transitioned to domestically produced
firebrick, particularly those made by Balthazar
Kreischer in New York and William H. Berry
in New Jersey. The latter became the dominant
brick used around the site by the 1850s. The
worn out bricks with Stourbridge marks mixed
with other rubble and workers interred them
as part of the aggressive earthmoving and
building program initiated after the foundry’s
directors began consolidating and expanding
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the Cold Spring works at mid-century. Berry’s
firebricks, along with others from the period,
were also removed from the furnaces as they
wore out. They ended up mixed with fill
events after mid-century, including the 1865
office building construction and landscaping
events.

This study of bricks from archaeological
research at Scenic Hudson’s West Point
Foundry Preserve indicates the important and
practical result from careful attention to a
humble and ubiquitous type of artifact. The
bricks and their brands provide important
clues to the construction and evolution of the
foundry’s landscape, which even at this early
stage in the overall study provides two major
examples of important potential insights. First
among the common red brick, the BUDD and
OB&V brands appeared in discrete architec-
tural building periods and thus provide impor-
tant chronological markers across the site. The
firebrick brands, particularly RUFFORD and
BERRY marks, proved to be the source of sig-
nificant questions about the sequence of imple-
mentation and abandonment of productive
facilities throughout the foundry’s campus.

Attempts to correlate brick making with
foundry construction in the Hudson River
Valley also ties the West Point Foundry and the
clay yards to larger issues. George V. Hutton
(2003), Richard P. O’Conner (1987), and Alan S.
Gilbert et al. (1993) each wrote about the con-
nections between the region’s brick industry
and New York City’s growth downriver. While
Americans began producing soft-mud,
machine-molded bricks in the 1820s, and
machines were introduced in the mid-Hudson
by 1855, the trajectory of production in the
industry followed the city’s needs and popula-
tion growth. New York City’s laws relating to
wood construction span the mid-17th through
early-20th centuries (c.f. O’Connor 1987: 8-36;
Hutton 2003: 17-107). These laws sought to
control the risk of fire by mandating that all
chimneys not be made of clay-daubed wood,
that party walls shared by two different build-
ings be of masonry construction, that some city
blocks be made of all masonry so they acted as
firebreaks during disaster, and promoting
overall fire-proof or slow-burn construction.
Government legislators promoted these laws
following a series of actual urban disasters,
including New York’s Great Fires of 1835 and
1845. The resulting rebuilding booms, under
the codes that followed, fired the market for
Hudson River Brick.

New York’s urban fires did more than stim-
ulate expanded production by increasing the
demand for bricks. The evolving needs of the
urban environment linked the industries along
the Hudson with the downriver landscape.
The Croton Reservoir provides an excellent
example of that link. The First Great Fire of
1835 inspired a significantly increased commit-
ment to complete and expand the Croton
water system. That system included enormous
iron pipes cast at the West Point Foundry and
miles of vaulted sewers into which workers
pointed billions of Hudson Valley bricks
throughout New York City’s urban fabric. Yet
the water system itself also tied both the
foundry and brickyards to developments in
construction technologies—iron beams, steel
frames, tile cladding, Portland cement, and
even plastic and concrete piping. When the
nephews of the company’s original founders
took over the West Point Foundry after the
Civil War, they gambled their capital on cast
iron building facades, trying to open new areas
of manufacture as the military demands dried
up. These fashionable fagades further con-
nected the foundry to the numerous brick-
yards producing fire-resistant construction
materials. The evolution of the urban ecolog-
ical system thus tied the workers of the dif-
ferent clay yards and the West Point Foundry
together more tightly and over a longer period
than the direct business interactions of the two
companies. A full accounting of either the
brickyards or the foundry must explore the
larger contextual ties that bound business in
the Hudson River Valley and the downriver
metropolitan market.
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