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Chapter 1  

Overview of the 2002 Season  

by  
Maxine H. Oland, Josalyn Ferguson, and Marilyn A. Masson  

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES FOR THE 2002 SEASON  
ill recent years the Belize Postclassic Project has focused its research on the Postclassic island 

community of Caye Coco. We have been cognizant of the fact that the island settlement did not exist in 
isolation, but that Maya groups also occupied the shores of Progresso Lagoon (Masson 2001:3) from at 
least the Terminal Classic (Ferguson 2001, 2002; West 1999:137-143), through the Colonial period 
(Oland 2001, 2002; Masson 1999:4; West 1999:142), and that Archaic populations also inhabited the 
Progresso Lagoon region (Rosenswig 2002; Rosenswig and Masson 2002). The 2002 research season of 
the Belize Postclassic Project continued the project's main objectives of documenting community patterns 
and processes of culture change at Progresso Lagoon, and in northern Belize more generally. 
Archaeological work at Progresso Lagoon was focused on the Terminal Classic and Colonial period 
communities along the lagoon shore, and built upon 2001 preliminary survey and excavations on the 
shore. This work complements the 1998-2000 season studies of the Postclassic community on the island 
of Caye Coco, and contributes to our understanding of the long-term socio-political and economic 
organization and context of the region. The Progresso Lagoon research was the focus of two dissertation 
projects conducted by Maxine Oland and Josalyn Ferguson. 

ill concert with our interest in the development of northern Belize's long-term history, Robert 
Rosenswig conducted independent research on the earliest components of the bulldozed center of the site 
of San Estevan. This research provides work complementary to archaic investigations undertaken by the 
Belize Postclassic Project at Progresso Lagoon and Honey Camp Lagoon in northern Belize, including 
Caye Coco, Laguna de On Island, and the Fred Smith Site (Rosenswig 2001, 2002; Rosenswig and 
Masson 2002; Rosenswig and Stafford 1998). 

Three fieldwork objectives and one laboratory project structured the season's investigations, and 
briefly included the following: 

1) testing and horizontal excavation at the Postclassic/Colonial settlement of Chanlacan on the 
Avila property on the shore of Progresso Lagoon 

2) reconnaissance, survey, vertical and horizontal excavation at the Terminal Classic settlement 
of Strath Bogue on the shore of Progresso Lagoon 

3) testing for Archaic occupation at the site core of San Estevan 
4) preliminary paleoethnobotanical research from Colonial contexts at the Avila property 

The summary of 2002 investigations below highlights the results of our three objectives that are described 
in greater detail in the chapters of this report. 

EXCAVATIONS 
Colonial Period 

Maxine Oland continued her dissertation research on the Colonial period settlement on the shore 
of Progresso Lagoon. Following testing programs and survey in the 2000 and 2001 seasons (Oland 2001, 
2002), this season's research focused intensively on the core of the pUblic/ritual site center of the Colonial 
community on the Avila property. Structure 1 (Figure 2.1) was partially horizontally exposed, revealing 
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residential and ritual remains, as well as Spanish glass trade beads and other exotic items. The artifact 
assemblage suggests a high status residence such as the Cacique's residence at Lamanai (Pendergast 
1991, 1993). Off-mound excavations between Structures 1 and 2 (Subop 15 series, Figure 2.2), and east 
of Structure 2 (Subop 13 series, Figure 2.2), revealed dense Colonial period midden materials, as well as 
several features that suggest the presence of perishable outbuildings around these locations. 

Terminal Classic Period 
Josalyn Ferguson continued her dissertation research on the Terminal Classic period Strath Bogue 

site. This research expanded on preliminary reconnaissance and testing conducted during the 2001 field 
season (Ferguson 2002). Reconnaissance and survey of the site continued and expanded in the 2002 field 
season, in attempt to define the boundaries of the site, and identify previously unidentified mounded 
structures, cultural features and activity areas. Additionally, a program of systematic surface collection 
and stratified random sampling of the surface collections was undertaken (Figure 4.2). Such testing 
allowed for the documentation of artifact distributions and densities, and activity areas across the site, and 
will allow for the performance of quantitative analyses of behaviors associated with different areas and 
structures. 

Diachronic and synchronic testing of ritual and residential architecture was undertaken in order to 
gather data on the variability of ritual and domestic architecture, and household access to long distance 
exotic items accorded high value. Testing was also used to assess variability in household-based (or other) 
extraction and production activities, in mortuary practices, and the degree of social differentiation among 
members of this community. Such testing allowed us to gain insight into the dates and construction 
materials, practices, and histories of the buildings. Additionally, two units were initiated in attempt to 
substantiate the identification of two potential monuments. Two of six of the chultuns identified during 
the 2002 season were entered and mapped, and one (Chultun #3) was excavated. 

Archaic Period 
Robert Rosenswig undertook Archaic period investigations in the site core of the San Estevan 

site. This research expands upon the investigation of seven Archaic period occupations identified by the 
Belize Postclassic Project in the Freshwater Creek Drainage (Rosenswig 2001, 2002; Rosenswig and 
Masson 2002; Rosenswig and Stafford 1998). Although no conclusive evidence of Archaic occupation at 
San Estevan was found in 2002, several lines of evidence suggest the presence of Archaic remains. 
Paleoethnobotanical studies from samples collected in 2002 will help in evaluating the age of deposits 
beneath the Formative period layers of the site core. 

Reconnaissance of Progresso Lagoon Settlement 
Marilyn Masson and Robert Rosenswig performed a reconnaissance of additional settlements at 

Progresso Lagoon with the assistance of Pedro Marin of the town of Progresso, and their observations are 
summarized in the final chapter of this report. A second plaza group that is at least the size of the Strath 
Bogue Group was located about lkm to the north of Strath Bogue. Both of this group and that of Strath 
Bogue are thought by Masson to be part of the sprawling settlement of the site of Progresso visited by 
Gann, and intermittent smaller residential structures likely lie between them. Masson and Rosenswig 
visited the known site of Rancho Corozal (north of Progresso) and a new site to the southeast of the 
Mennonite community of Little Belize, both of which showed evidence of severe looting. An additional 
area of sizeable, dispersed residential mounds was located to the north of Progresso town in a newly 
established papaya plantation. We were impressed to see that the papaya company had not destroyed 
these structures, although mechanized land clearing had affected the surface deposits. This area is likely 
part of the Rancho Corozal site. GPS coordinates of looting activities were reported to Commissioner 
Thompson in September of 2002. 
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ANALYSIS PROJECTS 
Colonial Period Paleoethnobotany 

As part of the Colonial period excavations on the shore of Progresso Lagoon, archaeobotanical 
samples were collected and floated in the 2002 season. Christopher Morehart supervised the flotation and 
performed the paleoethnobotanical analysis of these samples. Results showed a surprising lack of pine 
materials, while hardwoods were fairly common. The remains of several kinds of fruit trees suggest that 
arboriculture was common on this property in the Colonial period. Palms were particularly abundant. 
Other useful plant remains recovered include cotton, maize, and calabash. Morehart's analysis will be 
incorporated into Maxine Oland's dissertation research on the Colonial period settlement at Progresso 
Lagoon. 

Osteological Analysis of Strath Bogue Human Remains 
Margaret L. Briggs presents data on the preliminary analyses conducted on the human 

remains excavated during the 2002 field season, specifically PRlO-02 and PRlO-04. Unfortunately 
osteological analyses were hampered by the extremely poor preservation of the remains. Nonetheless, she 
was able to gain information on the orientation of the burials based on the positioning of the bones, and 
such details as the use of cranial modification and the approximate age of one of the interred. A summary 
of all four of the burials thus analyzed from the Strath Bogue site is also presented. 
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Section One - Excavations  



Chapter 2 

Continued Colonial Maya Excavations at the A vila Site (PR9),  
Progresso Lagoon Shore, Belize  

2002 Season  

by 
Maxine H. Oland 

INTRODUCTION 
Archaeological investigations in the 2002 season were designed to continue the documentation of 

the Colonial Maya occupation at the A vila site (PR9), which is believed to constitute part of the public 
and ritual center of the early Colonial Maya community of Chanlacan. Excavations focused on the 
horizontal clearing of Structure 1, which was interpreted as a public structure or a high status (possibly 
Cacique's) residence. Additionally, we undertook an off-mound program to test middens and architectural 
features between Structures 1 and 2 (Subop 15 series), and closer to the lagoon (Subop 13 series). 
Horizontal and vertical excavation was continued on Structure 2, a small mound that served a ritual 
purpose in the Colonial period, and had been partially exposed in the 2001 season (Oland 2002). 

ETHNOmSTORY AND PREVIOUS RESEARCH 
This project builds upon the extensive ethnohistoric research of Grant D. Jones (1989, 1998). His 

analysis of Spanish documents (1989:284) suggested that Chanlacan would be located at Progresso 
Lagoon. The Belize Postclassic Project discovered what we believe to be the site center of Colonial 
Chanlacan through test excavations in 1998 and 2000 (West 1999; Oland 2001). Spanish documents 
suggest that Chanlacan was initially an important participant in the early Maya resistance movement 
against Spanish rule (Jones 1989:46), but then peacefully participated in the Colonial tribute system. 
Although communities such as Chanlacan helped facilitate resistance and flight from northern 
communities into unconquered Maya territories, proximity to the Spanish may have also encouraged 
cooperation with local European authorities. Archaeological investigation at Chanlacan is designed to 
understand Chanlacan's position on the frontier between the Spanish to the north, and the unconquered 
and rebellious mission Maya to the south and west. 

Colonial archaeology at Progresso Lagoon also draws heavily upon archaeological work at the 
Early Colonial Maya sites of Lamanai (Pendergast 1991, 1993) and Tipu (Graham 1991; Graham et al. 
1985) in Belize. Work at Lamanai and Tipu has shown that much of life remained fundamentally Maya at 
these sites, and that even when Spanish institutions such as the church were imposed, they were largely 
subverted to Maya building practices, ritual caches, and spatial organization (Pendergast 1991, 1993; 
Graham 1991). Lamanai and Tipu serve as comparisons for the Colonial community at Progresso Lagoon. 

Previous work in the summer of 2000, 2001 and 2002, funded by Northwestern University and 
the SUNY-Albany field school, has included: 

1) a survey/test-pitting program in which the boundaries of the Colonial occupation; 
2) a midden-testing and shovel-test program at the site center (Avila and Shangrila 

properties) (Oland 2001,2002); 
3) horizontal excavations on Structure 2 (Oland 2002) and two test pits on Structure 1 

(Oland 2001). 
The survey/test-pitting program in 2001 defined the Colonial occupation of Chanlacan as at least 

10.81 hectares in extent (Figure 2.1), and partially identified the boundaries ofthe community through a 
series of lX2m test pits. Colonial materials were almost never visible on the surface, a pattern 
experienced at other Colonial Maya sites (Pendergast et al. 1993), and which thereby necessitated the use 
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of subsurface testing. Colonial remains overlay a substantial Terminal Classic (AD 800-1000) occupation, 
and in many cases the Terminal Classic mounds were reoccupied in the Colonial period. 

GOALS AND METHODOLOGY 
Based on the results of the 2000 and 2001 seasons, the public and ritual site center on the Avila 

property was chosen for the 2002 excavations. There were several goals for the 2002 season: 
1) to understand the function of Structure 1 and its relation to the rest of Colonial society at 

Progresso Lagoon; 
2) to understand the relationship between Structures 1 and 2; 
3) to build an assemblage of Colonial Maya material culture based on association with 

Spanish artifacts; 
4) to continue the horizontal excavation of Structure 2 and to establish the mound's 

chronology through vertical excavation. 
All subops excavated in the 2002 season were 2X2m units, with the exception of subops on 

Structure 2. An effort was made to excavate according to cultural and natural levels, when identifiable. 
An identifiable cultural layer was excavated either in its entirety, or it was broken into 5cm or lOcm 
arbitrary sections for further control. When a culturallnaturallayer could not be identified, soil was 
excavated in 5cm or lOcm levels. Features were excavated either in their entirety, or in levels. Artifact 
collections were made on several occasions when excavations reached a culturally significant layer, such 
as on top of a cobble layer, or between two naturallcultural soil strata. These artifact collections were 
given unique lot numbers, but no soil was excavated. All soil was screened with a 'A inch mesh. On 
Structure 1 all artifacts in a level were bagged according to a IX1m quadrant within the subop, in order to 
gain finer spatial control. Flotation samples were taken from subsurface contexts for a preliminary 
paleoethnobotany study of Colonial Maya plant use at Progresso Lagoon (see Morehart, this volume). 

Garrett metal detectors, generously donated by the Garrett corporation, were used to identify 
areas of iron and copper. While such metal artifacts are important in understanding Colonial period 
adoption of new technologies, they also led us to areas that would not have been excavated otherwise, 
such as the Subop 13 series. Small shovel tests, measuring approximately OAXOAm in size, were used in 
some instances to confirm the presence of metal, and units were then expanded around the shovel test. 
Often the metal detectors detected only modern trash and the results of these shovel tests are not 
described here. 

MOUND EXCAVATIONS 

Horizontal Excavations on Structure 1, Avila Group (PR9) 
Structure 1 is approximately 21m in length across the top, 14m wide, and is oriented roughly 

north-south (Figure 2.2). Previous work at Structure 1 included two 2X2m test pits on the top of the 
mound, and 16m2 of midden excavations at the base of the mound, along the east, west, and north sides 
(Oland 2001, 2002). Structure 1 is one of the largest mounds known to be associated with the Colonial 
occupation on the west shore of Progresso Lagoon. Excavations on and around this mound have revealed 
a high density of Spanish artifacts and exotic Maya goods. The mound was built at least as early as the 
Early Classic, was used again in the Terminal Classic, and was finally reoccupied in the Colonial period 
(Oland 2001). It is suspected that Structure 1 was used in the Colonial period either as a public building 
or as a high status residence. Horizontal excavations in the 2002 season were designed to understand the 
function of Structure 1, while the Subop 15 excavations (see below), located between Structures 1 and 2, 
were designed to understand off-mound space and the relationship between the two structures. 

Ten 2X2m units were excavated on Structure 1 to expose the architecture and its associated 
artifacts. All units were excavated horizontally, in three naturallculturallayers. The first layer was the 
grass and topsoil. This layer was meant to isolate the sterile soil above cultural layers, although some 
artifacts were found just below the grass. The second layer was composed of the soil above the limestone 
cobbles, from which the mound's architecture was constructed. From previous Late Postclassic and 
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Colonial excavations we hypothesized that the cobbles represented a backing masonry or subfloor for a 
dirt or plaster floor. Thus we expected all artifacts found in this second layer to have been above the floor. 
The third layer excavated represented the matrices located between the cobbles of the subfloor. It was 
expected that artifacts in this layer would be those that were pushed or swept into the subfloor of the 
structure. Depths of these layers varied across the mound. In several units there were areas in which there 
were no cobbles. Several of these areas of no cobbles were excavated to investigate the possibility of pits 
or postholes. In addition, each subop was excavated in quadrants and artifacts were provenienced to the 
northeast, northwest, southeast, or southwest quadrant. This will allow greater control in the future spatial 
analysis of artifacts. 

The artifact assemblage on the structure is suggestive of a high status residence at which public 
rituals took place. Items such as groundstone manos, metates, and other groundstone fragments (N=8), 
and faunal remains (N=88) suggest domestic activities, while large incense burner fragments on the floor 
suggest ritual activities. The vast quantities of faunal remains off-structure, in middens such as in Subop 
1h (N=542 in a 1X2m) and Subop 15h (N=383 in a 2X2m), and in the middens of the Subop 13 series 
(N=627), suggest feasting activities. High status is suggested by the presence of both Spanish and Maya 
exotic items. These include three Spanish glass beads (two excavated in 2002, one excavated in 2000), 
Spanish olive jar fragments (N=5) assorted iron tool fragments, one hematite bead, two copper axes, and a 
piece of polished greenstone, all from the surface of Structure 1. Although their use is unknown, it is 
significant that a total of 44 ceramic beads have been found on Structure 1 in the 2000 and 2002 seasons. 
One of these beads (from Subop 1 p, Level 3, Lot 2228) had a molded human or animal face on one side 
of the bead. An additional 50 ceramic beads were recovered from the midden units to the east and north of 
the srtructure in the 2000 and 2001 seasons (Subops la, 1d, Ie, If, 1h). 

Subop 1i 
Subop 1i was the first unit excavated on Structure 1 in the 2002 season. Unlike all the other 

2X2m units, Subop 1i was excavated in four levels instead of three, and the levels were organized 
somewhat differently (Table 2.1). After removing the grass (Lot 2182, Levell), we excavated an 
arbitrary 5cm level (Lot 2190) as Level 2, followed by a 4cm level (Lot 2192, Level 3) that reached to the 
top of the cobbles. In the southwest quadrant the excavation of Level 3 continued beyond the top of the 
cobble subfloor. An artifact collection (Lot 2202) was made at the top of the cobbles (not in the southwest 
quadrant). Level 4 (Lot 2196) was excavated to the base of the cobbles. A final artifact collection (Lot 
2251) was made from the artifacts that were lodged between the cobbles. These artifacts were mapped on 
the plan map of Subop 1i (Figure 2.3). Levels 2 and 3 are essentially equivalent to Level 2 in other units 
on Structure 1, except that they are deeper in the southwest quadrant. Level 4 is roughly equivalent to 
Level 3 in other units. 

Levell (Lot 2182) was devoid of artifacts. Level 2 (Lot 2190) contained more material but 
artifact density remained low. Artifact density increased significantly in Level 3 (Lot 2192), and was 
highest in the east half of the unit. A twisted gray/blue Nueva Cadiz glass bead, dating to pre-1550 AD 
(Deagan 1987:163), was recovered from the northeast quadrant of Level 3. Level 4 (Lot 2196) contained 
a significant amount of preserved plaster (N=25g) in the northwest quadrant, suggesting the presence of a 
plaster floor. Several other units also recovered intact plaster pieces (Subop 1j, k, 1, n, 0, p, q). No plaster 
had been recovered in the 2000 season test pits on Structure 1 (Oland 2001). Artifact density increased 
still more in Level 4, and included more faunal remains, ceramic beads, and ceramic sherds. The artifact 
collection at the base of the cobble subfloor (Lot 2251) included an iron axe head. 

Subop Jj 
Subop 1j (Figure 2.2) was excavated in three levels, with artifact collections on top of, and at the 

base of the cobble subfloor. Levell (Lot 2183) included only the grass and contained only one ceramic 
sherd. Level 2 (Lot 2194) was excavated to the top of the cobble subfloor and contained the highest 
density of artifacts, primarily consisting of 109 ceramic sherds. The presence of plaster chunks in the 
second level suggests that this layer intruded somewhat into the floor of the structure. Lot 2208 was an 
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artifact collection at the top of the cobble subfloor. Lot 2213 (Level 3) reached the bottom of the cobble 
subfloor. Lot 2213 had a much lower density of artifacts, but included a ceramic bead and an obsidian 
projectile point. Lot 2233 was an artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor. Collected in Lot 
2233 were the handle of a ladle censer, a metate fragment, and another piece of groundstone. 

Architecture in Subop 1j (Figure 2.3) consisted primarily of small cobbles clustered in the 
northeast and southwest quadrants of the unit. Two much larger limestone rocks were set into the 
southwest quadrant (Figure 2.3). The largest, which was set into the corner of the unit, was roughly flat on 
top, and did not appear to be cut. The smaller of the large rocks was set in at an angle and was somewhat 
more square in shape, perhaps cut. The overall pattern of cobbles indicated something of a diagonal line 
stretching from the southwest to the northeast corners. A high density of plaster (N=90g) was recovered 
from the northeast quadrant in Lots 2194 (Level 2) and 2213 (Level 3). High quantities of plaster were 
also recovered from the northwest (N=35g) and southwest (N=45g), but very little was collected from the 
southeast (N=5g in Level 2, Lot 2194) quadrant, perhaps suggesting that the orientation ofthe plastered 
surface was toward the northwest. Alternatively, the lack of plaster could result from differential wear 
patterns or deterioration processes. 

Subop lk 
Subop 1k was excavated in three layers, with an artifact collection from within the cobble 

subfloor (Lot 2258), and two pit features. The topsoil and grass in Levell (Lot 2184) revealed a small 
number of lithic and ceramic artifacts, and a copper axe from along the north wall. This axe 
(approximately 8cmX5cm) is one of five that were found on the Avila property in the 2001-2002 seasons. 
Level 2 (Lot 2201) was a shallow layer to the top of the limestone cobbles. Artifact density increased, 
particularly in the northeast quadrant. This quadrant contained the widest variety of artifacts, and included 
two human teeth, 37 ceramic sherds, and a ceramic bead. 5g of plaster were recovered from the northwest 
quadrant, but from nowhere else in the unit. Level 3 (Lot 2214) was excavated to the base of the cobble 
subfloor. Again, the most and most varied artifacts were recovered from the northeast quadrant of the 
unit, including a glass trade bead of the tubular chevron variety (Deagan 1987: 163). A similar chevron 
bead was found on Structure 1 in the 2000 season (Oland 2001). Also recovered from Level 3 (Lot 2214) 
were six ceramic beads, a higher density of ceramic sherds (N=92) than in Level 2 (N=49), and an iron 
nail, which may be from a later historic period. Lot 2258 was a collection of large ceramic and other 
artifacts that were stuck within the cobbles. 

Two pit features were excavated in Subop 1k (Figure 2.3.) Lot 2235 was excavated in the 
northeast corner of the unit and appeared to be a 23cm deep posthole, lined with cobbles and with a low 
density of artifacts. It is interesting that a high density of ceramics and a diversity of small noteworthy 
artifacts were removed from the corner with this pit (human teeth, glass bead). IfLot 2235 does represent 
a posthole, perhaps the artifact collection there is a product of sweeping patterns that pushed refuse into a 
corner or an outdoor space. Lot 2262 was excavated as a pit feature because, similar to Lot 2235, there 
were no cobbles covering a roughly circular space. When excavated, Lot 2262 was not convincingly a pit 
or posthole of any kind. It contained only 3 ceramic sherds and no other artifacts. Moreover, a large rock 
was encountered after excavating only lOcm. The rock seemed embedded in the architecture, and not 
something that had fallen in after a post was removed. We determined that we had artificially defined the 
area as a pit feature. 

The architectural makeup of the unit includes a mix of medium and larger cobbles (Figure 2.3). 
Most of the large cobbles are clustered along the east half of the unit and around the northeast corner. A 
large area with no cobbles was located in the southeast corner, but was not investigated. 

Subop 11 
The architecture of Subop 11 was uniquely different from the other units on Structure 1 (Figure  

2.3). Very few small cobbles were unearthed across the unit, and these were clustered mainly in the  
southeast quadrant. There were also two rectangular cut limestone blocks lying on the floor. The shape  
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and position of the cut limestone blocks were such that they seemed to have fallen from standing 
architecture. 

Levell (Lot 2185) revealed very few artifacts in the topsoil and grass, but did contain two 
ceramic beads. Level 2 (Lot 2204) had a higher artifact density but still contained few sherds (N=22). It 
contained a fragment of chert projectile point, three ceramic beads, a piece of iron (possibly intrusive), 
and a low density of lithic artifacts (N=7). The northeast quadrant revealed 95g of plaster while the 
northwest contained 5g. No plaster was recovered in the rest of the unit. Artifact densities were much 
higher in the third level (Lot 2215). Ceramic sherds were present across the unit (N=139), but the 
northeast quadrant (which also contained the plaster) contained only 10 sherds. Artifacts were collected 
from within the cobble subfloor (Lot 2256). One of these artifacts was a very large fragment of stuccoed 
ceramic incense burner. A pit feature (Lot 2266) was also excavated along the west wall of Subop 11 and 
the east wall of Subop In. Approximately 113 of the 0.5X0.39m circular area excavated was on the Subop 
11 side. This area was surrounded by cobbles, and on the east side by one of the cut limestone blocks. 
Although we thought it might have been a posthole, this assertion remains inconclusive. The edges were 
not clearly lined as in Subop 1k, Lot 2235, and a large rock was found at the bottom of the excavated pit. 
The only artifacts recovered from the pit were 5 ceramic sherds, 2 faunal bones, and 1 lithic. 

Subop 1m 
Located just north of Subop In, the architecture in Subop 1m contained almost no large limestone 

cobbles (Figure 2.3). Scattered across the whole unit were clustered small cobbles ranging from pebble to 
fist sized. Three small areas contained no cobbles at all but were not investigated further. No preserved 
plaster was recovered from anywhere in the unit. Levell (Lot 2186) contained almost no artifacts. Level 
2 (Lot 2207) contained higher densities of artifacts, but it was not until Level 3 (Lot 2216) that artifact 
densities increased significantly. Level 3 (Lot 2216) artifacts included 172 ceramic sherds, 7 pieces of 
faunal bone, and a net weight. A collection of artifacts was made from within the cobble subfloor (Lot 
2236) and included ceramics and lithics. 

Subop In 
Subop In (Figure 2.3) was crosscut by several large limestone blocks placed diagonally from 

northwest to southeast quadrant. The rest of the unit was largely covered with small fist-sized cobbles. 
The subop's relationship to the architecture of Structure 1 is not entirely clear, but the placement of the 
rocks follows the diagonal patterns seen in other subops. Levell (Lot 2205) of Subop In contained a very 
low quantity of lithics and ceramics in the topsoil and grass. Level 2 (Lot 2206) was a fairly deep level 
(Table 2.1) but contained a very low density of ceramics (N=29), lithics (N=9), and other materials. An 
artifact collection (Lot 2208) was made at the bottom of Level 2 of artifacts lying just above the cobbles. 
Level 3 (Lot 2229) was excavated to the base of the cobble subfloor, and contained a high density of 
artifacts. The high quantity of ceramics (N=162), four ceramic beads from the northeast quadrant, two 
projectile points, a fragment of iron, and a hematite nodule are of particular note. Intact plaster (N=45g) 
was recovered only from the northeast quadrant (Lot 2229) of Subop In. An artifact collection (Lot 2267) 
was made from within the cobble subfloor. A pit feature (Lot 2263) was excavated in the southwest 
quadrant of the unit. The feature was only lOcm deep and several small cobbles were encountered in the 
excavation. Artifact density was very low. Field excavators determined that the feature probably did not 
represent a posthole or storage pit. 

Subop 10 
The presence of plaster, the lack of large limestone rocks, and the overall low density of cobbles 

in Subops Ii and 10 suggest that these two units represent the inside of an architectural or patio feature 
(Figure 2.3). Levell (Lot 2210) of Subop 10 contained almost no artifacts in the topsoil and grass. Level 
2 (Lot 2212) had a very low density of artifacts, but included a fragment of iron and a piece of obsidian. 
Level 3 (Lot 2226) contained many more artifacts, including ceramics (N=84), lithics (N=26) of which 
one was a projectile point, a groundstone celt made of patinated chert, and intact plaster (N=85g) 
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throughout the unit. An artifact collection (Lot 2252) from within the cobble subfloor revealed ceramic 
and lithic artifacts. 

Subop Ip 
Subop 1p was almost completely covered with large limestone rocks (Figure 2.3). The 

architecture excavated so far suggests that the large rocks represent walls and edges of architecture rather 
than the interior of buildings. It seems likely that the large rocks in Subop 1p would connect to those in 
Subop 1k to form a large defining wall. The presence of plaster in the northeast, southeast and southwest 
quadrants does not help to clarify these questions. 

The topsoil and grass of Subop 1p (Lot 2221) contained only one ceramic sherd. Level 2 (Lot 
2222) revealed low densities of ceramics, lithics, plaster, and a fragment of Spanish olive jar. Artifact 
densities increased in Level 3 (Lot 2228) and contained the most diversity in materials in the unit. 
Artifacts included a small piece of polished greenstone, an olive jar fragment, obsidian, and a ceramic 
bead among higher densities of ceramic and lithics. An artifact collection (Lot 2246) was made from 
within the cobbles. 

Subop Iq 
Subop 1q was one of the most northeasterly units on Structure 1 (Figure 2.2), and it is difficult to 

connect the architecture from the unit with the other excavated units. It is most probable that the large 
rocks in Subop 1q connect with those in Subop 1p close to the east edge of the structure. Levell (Lot 
2231) contained very little cultural material in the topsoil and grass. Level 2 (Lot 2232) recovered a 
relatively high density of ceramics (N=85) and lithics (N=27), as well as a human tooth, and intact plaster 
chunks (N=20g) from the northwest quadrant ofthe unit. Level 3 (Lot 2234) had the most diverse artifact 
assemblage, including a fragment of iron, a very high density of ceramics (N=221), two ceramic beads, a 
net weight, high densities of lithic material (N=60), and plaster (N=65g). Lot 2234 also contained ceramic 
censer appliques and a fragment of colander censer. Lot 2253 was an artifact collection from within the 
cobble subfloor and included two manos, among other artifacts. 

Subop It 
Subop 1 t was excavated on the northeast comer of Structure 1 (Figure 2.2), on the slope of the 

mound. Limestone architecture protruded through the grass. The unit was shallow overall, and the 
architecture unearthed in this subop seemed to represent stairs or retaining walls for the mound itself, 
rather than the walls of the mound's super-structures. The topsoil and grass level (Lot 2254) contained 21 
ceramic sherds, including a ceramic applique from an incense burner, among other artifacts. Densities 
increased in levels 2 and 3, but hollow disturbances were also noted. Although they were not investigated 
further, these hollow spaces went under the cobble subfloor and were interpreted as burrows or tree root 
disturbances. Level 2 (Lot 2255) revealed a projectile point, a ceramic bead, and a hematite nodule, 
among other artifacts. Level 3 (Lot 2259) contained 127 ceramic sherds, a human tooth, a Spanish olive 
jar fragment, and 28 lithics. Lot 2264 was an artifact collection from within the cobbles. 

Investigations at Structure 2, Avila Group (PR9) 
In the 2001 season we excavated 10m2 on the top of Structure 2 (Oland 2002). These excavations 

revealed a number of burned features, a high density of and apparent scattering of incense burner 
fragments, Maya pottery, and Spanish olive jar fragments, and an almost complete lack of faunal debris 
and other domestic artifacts. In addition, the mound's architecture included a line of rectangular cut 
limestone blocks (possibly looted from earlier structures) oriented east-west through the center of the 
mound, and several fragments of red-painted plaster. These results led to the hypothesis that this platform 
held a ritual structure in the Colonial period. 

Structure 2 investigations in the 2002 season aimed to expand upon the 2001 season horizontal 
excavations. Subop 2g was placed adjacent to the north edge of Subop 2b. A strong iron signal from the 
Garrett metal detectors helped determine the placement of this unit. Unfortunately the signal came from a 
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large deposit of modem bottle caps, which were just under the surface and had evidently been dumped on 
the mound. Nonetheless, Subop 2g revealed the edge of a perfectly circular burned rock feature (Lot 
2167), which had been partly exposed in the 2001 season. A l.SXl.Sm unit re-exposed parts of Subops 2a 
and 2c, which had been excavated in 2001. The 1.SX1.Sm unit is referred to as Subop 2a, c. 

Subop 2g 
The topsoil and grass of Subop 2g (Lot 2181) recovered almost no artifacts, but at least a bucket

full of modem bottlecaps and nails. The mound had obviously been used for a dump in the recent past. 
Level 2 (Lot 2188) revealed less disturbance, and some diagnostic Colonial Maya ceramics. Most of the 
artifacts came from the southeast quadrant. Level 3 (Lot 2197) revealed some rocks that make up the 
rubble features/architecture of the mound, and some intact plaster fragments, but very few artifacts. In 
Level 4 (Lot 2203) we reached some rock clusters and the white plaster/marl floor that was recovered 
across the mound in the 2001 excavations of Structure 2. Level 4 also contained almost no artifacts. 

Continued Explorations ofStructure 2 Features 
Although the circular rock feature on Structure 2 was excavated in great detail with many 

different lots (Table 2.2), there were very few artifacts associated with the feature and it is the 
stratigraphy that is described here, rather than each individual lot (Figure 2.S). The function of this feature 
is not yet understood, but a large piece of olive jar pottery found underneath the feature dates it to the 
Colonial period. Although the feature was composed mainly of burned rocks, the soil between the rocks 
was largely unburned, and there was no burned vegetal material evident between the rocks. Oddly, some 
of the rocks were only half burned. It was evident that the feature had been excavated into the white 
plaster/marl floor of the structure. The plaster/marl ended a few centimeters before the beginning of the 
feature, indicating that the feature was intrusive. 

The feature measured 1.2m east-west by 1.0Sm north-south at its widest points (Figure 2.4). The 
top layer was composed of large rocks, most of which were burned, and which measured up to 3Scm 
across. Beneath the large rocks was a layer of small mostly burned pebbles and small to medium sized 
cobbles, with a gray silty loam soil interspersed with the rocks. This burned rock layer, including the large 
rocks on top, encompassed half of the feature at approximately 20cm in depth. Below the burned rocks 
was a very soft, loosely packed marl layer, approximately lOcm at its deepest point. This marl layer did 
not continue around the entire profile, and seemed to occupy only the center of the feature. Below the 
marl layer was a very thin burned lens of ashy gray loam, containing bits of charcoal. This was the only 
evidence of burning in the entire feature, and it was clearly not associated with the burned rocks on top. 

Below the burned soil was a medium gray-brown clay loam with some small pebbles and other 
large cobbles. The soil contained bits of marl or eroded plaster that was a bright white when scraped with 
the trowel. It seemed that this layer was outside of the feature. When we stopped excavation we noticed 
that there was a circular spot at the bottom of the feature excavations, measuring approximately 
0.30XO.29m (Lot 2261). We have interpreted this as a posthole from a large post, and excavated it as a 
unique feature. Few artifacts were recovered from within the posthole feature, which contained a gray 
brown clay loam soil and some small pebbles. The one notable artifact was a large piece of Spanish olive 
jar that we pulled from the wall of the posthole. This sherd indicated the Colonial age of the posthole, and 
suggested that the circular rock feature in fact postdated the Spanish occupation (or early Spanish period), 
as the rocks could not have been placed over the post that filled the posthole. 

Vertical Documentation ofStructure 2 
In the 2001 season we excavated a smalllXO.8m section of Structure 2 vertically into the mound, 

which revealed a series of limestone rocks, Early Classic ceramic sherds, and two fragments of human 
bone, but few other artifacts (Oland 2002). We continued to explore the mound's stratigraphy in 2002, by 
excavating a l.SXl.Sm unit over the area previously excavated as Subops 2a and 2c (Figure 2.4). 
Although less than 2m north of the lXO.8m section excavated in 2001, the the l.SXl.Sm in Subop 2a, c 
revealed substantially different stratigraphy from what had been previously excavated. The strata in 
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Subop 2a, c were composed of a mottled brown and white marl, with few rocks. Artifact density 
continued to be very low, but more securely identified Early Classic artifacts were evident. More human 
bone fragments were found as well, suggesting that those found in 2001 were not part of a burial, but 
were strewn throughout the marly soil. Also significant in Subop 2a, c was a substantial amount of intact 
plaster that was recovered from the screen. Despite the high quantities of plaster (N=20Sg in Level 3, 
N=140g in LevelS) no preserved floor surfaces were encountered. Despite our attempts to illustrate the 
strata, all of the-soil was mottled with marl chunks and seemed more to represent various fill episodes, 
rather than different construction events. It is possible that our excavation method of lOcm levels 
obscured finer details, but neither vertical excavation nor the profile revealed clearly distinguishable 
surfaces. At 61cm and 93cm below the mound surface we found two cut limestone blocks and other large 
rocks that seemed to represent early architecture (Figure 2.7). For this reason, we chose to cease 
excavation in the south section of the unit and continued through Level 7 (Lot 2281) in the north 
1.4X.84m of the unit. At the bottom of Lot 2281 we determined that we had reached an Early Classic 
architectural construction, and ceased vertical excavations in Structure 2. 

While the base of the vertical excavations clearly exposee Early Classic architecture, it was 
unclear why the strata that composed the mound were so mottled, and seemed to be a mix of marl and 
Early Classic artifacts and plaster. One possibility is that the mound fill was mined from an Early Classic 
plaZa/occupation or from a marl pit that contained some Early Classic remains. This would explain the 
presence of small pieces of human bone. These excavations did suggest that the mound was not part of a 
Spanish church, in that we know churches from Lamanai and Tipu to be filled with burials (Graham 1991; 
Pendergast 1991, 1993). Although we had suspected the bone fragments found in 2001 to be part of a 
burial, it was clear that bone fragments were present throughout the architectural fill. Although the lack of 
any Colonial period artifacts below the surface layers of the mound does not suggest it was built in the 
Colonial period, as previously suspected (Oland 2002), the mound also lacked a clear Early Classic 
occupation layer. If fill was mined from a marl pit or Early Classic plaza, then the mound is still not 
securely dated. 

OFF -MOUND EXCAVATIONS 
Subops 13a-13f 

The Subop 13 series was excavated to explore the presence of copper artifacts located by the 
Garrett metal detectors. The detectors picked up strong signals from the area in front of the modem 
outhouse on the Avila property. Excavation revealed two copper axes (in Subops 13a and 131), four 
copper nails, and a piece of twisted sheet copper (Subop 131) from the six 2X2m units. Another copper 
axe was found in a shovel test (#IS) in the 2001 season. A 1X2m expansion of the shovel test (Subop 13) 
revealed only a very light midden scatter above very shallow bedrock. After excavating Subops 13a-f, it is 
clear that Subop 13 was located on the very edge of a substantial midden deposit that was densest in 
Subops 13b, 13d, and 13e. 

The midden in the Subop 13 series was dense with a rich variety of artifactual remains. Faunal 
remains were most concentrated in Subops 13b (N=268) and 13e (N=248). Other evidence of food 
preparation was present in the high number of utilitarian sherds, particularly the wide-necked jars with 
incised lines around the necks, as known from the Yglesias phase at Lamanai (Graham 1987:93). In 
addition, two frrepits were excavated from Subop 13e, some with burned plant remains still within the 
charred remains (see Morehart, this volume). Ceramic sherd density was highest in Subops 13d (N=131S) 
and 13e (N=774), although all Subop 13 units had high quantities of sherds (N=400+ in all units except 
Subop 13a, which was only partially excavated). The Subop 13 units also contained a high density of 
chert and chalcedony projectile points (N=22). The majority of these came from Subop 13b (N=8) and 
Subop 13c (N=7). The high number of projectile points is striking when compared with the amount of 
obsidian in the Subop 13 units (N=40 fragments). Obsidian in the Colonial deposits of the site in general 
tends to occur in very small, reused and recycled pieces. Three of the obsidian pieces were projectile 
points. Besides the copper, exotic goods came in the form of Spanish olive jar sherds and a fragment of a 
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Spanish glass bead, and worked marine shell. The worked shell includes two nearly identical drilled shell 
ornaments, smoothed conch shell, and a broken conch shell bracelet. 

The stratigraphy of the Subop 13 units was fairly uniform and simple (Figure 2.8), although 
changes were not always evident during excavation. The strata are described here as Layer A, B, C, etc., 
and correspond to the profile maps in Figure 2.8. These Layers do not correspond to the similarly named 
strata described for the Subop 15 series. Layer A (Figure 2.8) was a dark brown humic topsoil with very 
few inclusions and a thick grass root mat. The topsoil did on occasion contain artifacts, but in low 
densities. Layer B (Figure 2.8) was a subtle layer that appeared patchily throughout the units. It consisted 
of a dark brown medium-fine grained, moderately packed silty clay loam with some white limestone 
flecks and many small pebbles. The significance of the layer is not clear. It appears in the profiles of 
Subops 13b, 13c, 13d, and Be. In general it is below Layer C (Figure 2.8), although in Subop 13c it was 
below Layer A and in place of Layer C, and excavators noted it extending above Layer C in the south 
profile of Subops 13b and 13c. This may have been an error, or Layer B may simply be a variation of 
Layer C with more pebbles. Layer C was very similar to Layer B, with a dark brown medium-fine 
grained, somewhat more loosely packed silty loam, and with limestone flecks but very few small 
limestone pebbles. Layers Band C may generally represent the same soil strata, with higher 
concentrations of pebbles in certain areas and not others. Both have evidence of Colonial Maya 
occupation and were not distinguishable from each other in excavation. Alternatively, Layer B may 
represent a dirt floor surface of a perishable structure or activity area. The hearths recovered in Subop Be 
may have been located in a kitchen area. 

Below Layers Band C was Layer D, an orange-brown medium grained, densely packed clay 
loam containing some pebbles and decomposing limestone bedrock. This level showed little evidence of 
Colonial occupation and was assessed in the field to be from an earlier Maya occupation. Layer E was a 
white powdery layer of what we determined to be ashy modern fill. It occurred just below the topsoil in 
the east half of Subop 13a and across parts of Subop 13c. We took this soil to be modern disturbance. 
Layer F in Subop 13a was the topsoil above the modern Layer E. Although Layer A contains modern 
topsoil as well, Layer F was separated in the profile to show that it necessarily should be recent, while 
Layer A contains a mix of ancient and modern topsoil. 

Subop J3a 
The first level (Lot 2151) of Subop 13a was a layer oftopsoil and grass across the whole 2X2m 

unit. The unit contained a low density of materials and was a mix of ancient, historic (British), and 
modern materials. The white ash was noted in the east half of the unit in this layer. Level 2 (Lot 2154) 
was a 3.28cm deep level, and was terminated upon unearthing some large in situ ceramics lying flat in the 
soil. These were resting on top of Layer C (Figure 2.8), and marked the soil transition, although it was 
difficult to see this clearly in the field. The level nevertheless contained a lot of artifacts, including 
ceramics (N=124), lithics (N=42), three ceramic beads, 2 fragments of iron, and four fragments of glazed 
historic (British transferware) pottery. The iron may also have been from a British period occupation. Lot 
2154 also contained a copper axe that had been identified with the Garrett metal detectors. The axe was 
found in the southwest corner of the unit. At the bottom of Level 2 (Lot 2154) we made an artifact 
collection of the artifacts that were lying flat (Lot 2158). These artifacts were mainly in the west half of 
the unit, while the east half was still covered with a white ashy layer. They included a ceramic bead and 
two sherds of Spanish olive jar among other artifacts. At this point we divided the unit into an east and 
west half. The division was on the diagonal to account for the ash. The west half was 116cm across at the 
south end of the unit and 52cm at the north end. An average of these measurements was made for the 
purpose of calculating volume. Level 3 (Lot 2160) was only excavated in the east half. Artifact density 
was much lower in Level 3 as bedrock was reached in various parts of the unit. Artifacts continued to be 
mixed with historic (late 19th and early 20th century) British-era material in very low numbers. Level 3 in 
the east half (Lot 2159) was never excavated. Level 4 (Lot 2163) was deep, but was made up of only the 
dirt in the pockets of the undulating bedrock. Not many artifacts were collected from this level. 
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Subop l3b 
Subop 13b was placed directly in front of the modern outhouse on the Avila property (Figure 2.2) 

because of a strong signal from the metal detector of a highly conductive metal. In the fIrst level (Lot 
2152) we found an American quarter from 1984 and assumed this had caused the signal. In Level 3 (Lot 
2162) however, we did fInd a copper nail. Levell (Lot 2152) was very shallow and removed only the 
grass from the unit. This level did produce a small number of artifacts in addition to modern trash. Level 
2 (Lot 2157) produced a high quantity of artifacts, among which were four olive jar fragments, a 
projectile point, and a number of historic artifacts (pipe fragments, bottle glass, transferware plate sherds). 
Level 3 (Lot 2162) produced the densest concentration of artifacts from the unit, and included 14 ceramic 
beads, 3 net weights, 187 faunal bones, and 4 projectile points. Aside from the copper nail fragment, 
which could be either British or Spanish, this level did not appear to be mixed with historic British 
materials. Some burnt limestone was present throughout the unit. Level 4 (2165) continued as a 5cm level 
as we could not detect soil changes within the unit. Although artifact density dropped considerably, this 
level did still contain 49 faunal bones, some of which were burned, 3 net weights, and a high density of 
lithics (N=54, one of which was a projectile point). Level 5 (Lot 2171) seems to have mixed Layers C and 
D, as soil color lightened and artifact quantity dropped, but artifacts such as ceramic beads and some 
fauna (N=15) were still present. Loose outcropping bedrock along the east side became prominent in 
Level 5 (Lot 2171) and less was excavated along the east side. Level 6 (Lot 2176) was clearly in Layer D. 
Soil was a medium brown with decomposing bedrock chunks, and there was a clear artifact change. 
Although one projectile point was recovered, excavators suspected that it fell when they were cleaning the 
bedrock in the east side of the unit at a higher level. A carved shell bead was also recovered from Level 6 
(Lot 2176). The shell had two holes drilled into its asymmetrical oval shape, and two tiny incised lines 
along one edge. Two nearly identical beads were found in other units (Subops 13e, 13f) although one was 
much larger. The date of the bead is not clear, but it likely dates earlier than the Colonial period. Level 7 
(Lot 2179) was designated a lOcm level as we were clearly out of Colonial levels, and we hit bedrock at 
about 9cm. With the exception of a potentially intrusive projectile point, hardly any artifacts were 
recovered from this lot. Level 8 (Lot 2187) was the soil in the pockets of the undulating bedrock. There 
was largely decomposing limestone bedrock in the soil, but one patinated lithic flake was noted. 

Subop l3e 
Subop 13c was a very shallow unit directly east of Subop 13b (Figure 2.2). Rocks were visible 

through the grass and we suspected they might represent some architectural features. However, 
excavations revealed that this was in fact bedrock, and the unit was therefore very shallow (Table 2.3). 
Levell (Lot 2166) artifacts included 44 ceramic sherds, two projectile points (one was a blank), a 
ceramic bead, and a net weight, despite its shallow depth (1.6cm). At the bottom of Level 1 in the 
northeast corner we could see the white ashy lens that we found to be a modern disturbance in Subop 13a. 
In Level 2 we split the level into two lots: Lot 2170 was the ashy lens in the northeast corner, and Lot 
2169 was the soil surrounding the ashy comer. Lot 2169 had a dense concentration of ceramics (N=169), 
lithcs (N=55, 4 of which were projectile points), fauna (N=32), and ceramic beads (N=9), but these were 
mixed with historic bottle glass and transferware ceramics. Lot 2170 had few artifacts, and a piece of 
modern cement, suggesting the origin of the white ashy dust in the lens. Bedrock was encountered at the 
bottom of Lot 2170. Level 3 (Lot 2175) had fewer artifacts than in Level 2 (Lots 2169 and 2170), but did 
contain a projectile point, four ceramic beads, 29 faunal bones, and a hematite nodule. Level 4 (Lot 2177) 
was the soil in the pockets of undulating bedrock. Although it does not show in the profIle (Figure 2.8), 
Level 4 (Lot 2177) was at least partly composed of a lighter Layer D soil. Artifact densities per depth 
were half what they were in Level 3 (Lot 2175), but there were two pieces of historic glass contaminating 
the level, and other artifacts that would suggest a Colonial Maya phase. As the unit was less than 20cm 
deep at its deepest point, it is not surprising that several centuries should be compressed within the 
stratigraphy. 
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Subop 13d 
Subop 13d had some of the highest ceramic counts in the Subop 13 series. Located just west of 

Subop Be, Subop 13d was the unit closest to the modem shed on the Avila property (Figure 2.2). Levell 
(Lot 2178) contained very few artifacts in its 4cm depth of topsoil and grass and many pieces of modem 
trash material. The artifactual contents of Level 2 (Lot 2180) were primarily ceramics (N=99) mixed with 
historic British materials such as pipe fragments. Also included in the midden layer were a drilled stone 
and a chalcedony projectile point. Level 3 (Lot 2189) contained 289 ceramic sherds, as well as two 
ceramic beads, a low density of fauna (N=9), some of which was burned, and a broken strombus shell 
bracelet. Interesting finds included a ceramic tripod support in the shape of a tapir head, and a large 
notched sherd net weight (most net weights from late deposits are of the molded variety). Excavators 
noted burnt limestone and charcoal fragments from Level 4 (Lot 2193) along with an increasing artifact 
density. Ceramic density was very high (N=399), as was the lithic density (N=45). A piece of dark blue 
Nueva Cadiz plain glass bead (see Deagan 1987:163) was recovered from this level. Also noted were 
several sherds of Yglesias phase wide-mouthed jars with incised lines on the necks (see Graham 
1987:93). Level 5 (Lot 2195) noted a lighter soil color and an increase in limestone chunks in the soil, as 
well as a decrease in artifact density. Field excavators also suggested that this level might represent a 
mixing of Colonial and Terminal Classic sherd types. Level 6 (Lot 2198) was a lOcm level through Layer 
D soil, with fewer artifacts and a lot of decomposing limestone bedrock, with some burnt rock and 
charcoal noted in the soil. There were 100 ceramic sherds and two ceramic beads in this level. Level 7 
(Lot 2200) was the decomposing bedrock and clay loam above bedrock, and contained very few artifacts. 

Subop 13e 
Subop Be was located between Subops 13b and 13d (Figure 2.2). Seven levels were excavated in 

this unit, as well as two fire pit features (Table 2.9). The fire pit features and the occurrence of three 
copper nails suggest the presence of a perishable structure or object (such as a storage trunk) although the 
age of the nails is not known. Level 1 (Lot 2230) contained very few artifacts in the topsoil and grass. 
Level 2 (Lot 2237) had high densities of historic British ceramic (N=15), pipe fragments (N=3) and bottle 
glass (N=12). Two copper nails, which may be British or Spanish, were found in this level. Maya artifacts 
increased as well, and included a projectile point, 41 faunal bones, six pieces of obsidian, and a ceramic 
bead. Ceramic and lithic densities were moderate. Lot 2239 (Level 3) was the 5cm of soil to the bottom of 
the topsoil strata (Layer A). Ceramic (N=195) and faunal (N=98) densities increased greatly. There was 
still a fair quantity of bottle glass (N=12), a historic iron button, and another copper iron, indicating 
mixing in levels. Eight ceramic beads were also found in Level 3 (Lot 2239). 

At the bottom of Level 3 we noticed a difference in soil in the north and south ends of the unit, as 
well as a cluster of burned rocks along the middle of the west wall of the unit. While the soil was very 
pebbly (Layer B) in the south 1.15m of the unit, the pebbly stratum was not evident in the north .85m 
(Layer C). The cluster of burned rocks, which fell within the south pebbly section, corresponded with a 
subtle pit feature in the east profile of Subop 13d (Figure 2.8). The burned rock cluster, designated Lot 
2242, was approximately 0.44m north-south, and 0.46m east-west. Soil in the feature was a very densely 
packed, fine grained organic clay loam with a lot of burned material throughout the soil. Cobbles 
(approximately fist-sized and smaller) and pebbles were mostly burned. There was a noted absence of 
limestone flecks that were in the surrounding soil. Artifact density within the feature was low, but did 
include some burned ceramics and fauna, and a few lithic pieces (N=3). Lot 2244 was Level 4 in the 
south 1. 15X2m pebbly section. It encompassed the burned feature (Lot 2242). Lot 2247 was Level 4 in 
the north .85X2m section of the unit, and began at the very edge of the burned feature. The artifact 
assemblages in the two parts of Level 4 were not very distinct. Lot 2444 contained a high ceramic density 
(N=106), as well as six ceramic beads, 22 faunal points, a projectile point, and an olive jar fragment. Lot 
2247 contained a density of ceramics and fauna that was approximately equivalent to Lot 2444, 
accounting for the size of the unit, but also included three net weights and a projectile point. 

The north and south sections of the unit were recombined in Level 5 (Lot 2249). This level 
designation is restricted to the excavated soil above the reddish soil (Layer D, Figure 2.8) that could be 
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seen in other Subop 13 profiles (Figure 2.8). Artifact densities remained high, considering the shallow 
(3cm) depth of the level. Included among the artifacts was a hematite nodule, a shell bead identical to that 
found in Subop 13b (see above), and a projectile point. A second hearth feature became visible in the 
northwest quadrant of the unit while excavating Level 5 (Lot 2249). The hearth was .5X.51m and nearly 
round. There were fewer rocks in this feature than in Lot 2242, but the soil was a dark blacklbrown sooty 
clay loam and there were many pieces of intact burned flora. Level 6 (Lot 2257) was within the reddish 
brown soil horizon (Layer D), although excavators felt it may have been mixed with darker soils at higher 
levels, and showed a small decrease in artifact density. Level 7 (Lot 2260) was all soil above bedrock. 
Although it was intended to isolate only the reddish brown soil (Layer D), the presence of a British 
transferware sherd made excavators realize that the northeast comer was not reddish brown, but dark 
brown like Layers Band C. Therefore Level 7 (Lot 2260) is a mix of older and more recent soils. 

Subop 13f 
Subop 13f was located between Subop 13a and Subop 13b (Figure 2.2). Levell (Lot 2238) 

contained only three artifacts. Level 2 (Lot 2240) was a 5cm level and contained a mix of historic (iron 
belt buckle, bottle glass, sheet copper) and Maya artifacts. Level 3 (Lot 2241) contained the soil to the 
bottom of the topsoil strata. This level also contained British artifacts, but the quantity of Maya ceramics 
rose (N=125). Also found in this level were a copper axe fragment (the distal end was missing), an 
obsidian projectile point, and a ceramic bead. Level 4 (Lot 2243) had only one piece of British 
transferware ceramic, and a high density of Maya ceramics (N=131) and lithics (N=62, includes 1 
projectile point). An obsidian projectile point, a net weight, and a piece of olive jar were also found in this 
level. Level 5 (Lot 2245) was composed of the soil above the reddish brown stratum that could be seen in 
the profiles on either side of Subop 13f (Figure 2.8). Lithic and ceramic counts remained fairly high, but 
artifact diversity decreased. Another drilled shell bead, nearly identical to two others found in Subop Be 
and Subop 13b (see above) was found in this level, although much larger (approximately 4cm long). 
Level 6 (Lot 2248) was the reddish brown soil (Layer D) above bedrock in the whole unit. Ceramics 
(N=75) made up the majority of the artifacts. 

Subop 15 Series: 15a-15h 
The Subop 15 series was undertaken to ascertain the relationship between Structures 1 and 2, and 

to gain insight into the use of outdoor space at the site center. Previous test excavations at the base of 
Structure 1 (Subops la, 1d, Ie, If, 19, 1h) had revealed dense middens with a mix of materials, including 
Spanish artifacts in low quantities (Oland 2001,2002). Middens on the east side of Structure 1 revealed 
the highest frequency of faunal material and the most diverse assemblage of artifacts (Oland 2002). The 
Subop 15 series was also intended to test for the presence of such middens in the area between Structures 
1 and 2. 

Eight 2X2m units were laid out along a north-south axis, stretching from the north end of 
Structure 1 to the middle of the west side of Structure 2 (Figure 2.2). Units were arranged in a 
checkerboard pattern, in order to achieve a single continuous profile. Subops 15g and 15h diverged from 
this pattern (Figure 2.2). Subop 15g was placed in order to expose the edge of Structure 2, near the 
southwest comer of the mound. Subop 15h was offset from the checkerboard by 1m in order to expose a 
large limestone rock that we suspected might be an architectural feature. We also detected a signal from 
the metal detector (near the large rock) that demanded excavation, however no metal was recovered. 

The stratigraphy of the Subop 15 series was fairly consistent across the eight 2X2m units (Figure 
2.10). Beneath the topsoil, all units contained a layer of dark grey-brown silty loam with varying sizes of 
limestone pebbles and small cobbles (Layer B). This layer was composed of midden materials, although it 
likely served as a living surface that accumulated trash over time. Colonial materials were present in the 
first 1O-20cm of Layer B, but there was often no distinguishable soil change between Colonial, and Early 
or Terminal Classic occupations. For this reason this stratigraphic layer was excavated in shallow levels 
(5-lOcm) in order to isolate the Colonial materials from earlier remains. Layer C exhibits a different type 
of occupational surface from Layer B. Lower layers contained few artifactual remains in comparison to 
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Layer B. Subop 15e was the most disturbed beneath Layer B. Colonial Maya pottery was found just 
above bedrock, indicating that the soil there had been disturbed to bedrock. Stratigraphy and vertical 
excavations revealed differential surfaces in Subops 15a, 15c, and 15d. When such changes were detected 
the unit was split in order to excavate the distinct layers. In Subop 15c the difference correlated with the 
large cut wall stone along the west wall of the unit, indicating distinct occupational surfaces for the north 
and south half of the unit. 

Subop I5a 
The fIrst level of Subop 15a (Lot 2097) consisted of topsoil and grass. Some historic glass, a 

fragment of olive jar, and a low density of other artifacts were recovered. Level 2 (Lot 2100) was 
excavated to the top of a layer of small cobbles (Layer B), and also contained a low density of artifacts, 
with some mixing with British historic materials. An artifact collection (Lot 2105) consisting only of 
ceramics was made at the bottom of Level 2. The soil at the bottom of Level 2 was noted as very densely 
packed, with many limestone flecks. Level 3 (Lots 2107,2109) was excavated in two separate parts, as 
the small cobbles were much more prominent in the north end of the unit, and there were few cobbles in 
the south end. Lot 2107 was the north 1X1.12m of the unit, where the cobbles were most prominent. 
Artifact density increased considerably in Level 3 (Lots 2107, 2109) and overall artifact density was 
higher in Lot 2109, which was the south 1XO.88m of the unit. Artifacts included diagnostic Yglesias 
phase ceramic sherds (Graham 1987), incense burner fragments, and one olive jar fragment. The cobbles 
gradually increased in the south end of Level 3 (Lot 2109) until at the bottom of Level 3 there was no 
difference in matrix between Lots 2107 and 2109. 

We continued to split the north and south sides of the unit in Level 4 (Lots 2128, 2129), but 
divided the unit equally into 1X2m halves (Table 2.4). Artifact density doubled in Level 4, despite its 
shallow depths (Table 2.4). Lot 2129 was the 1X2m in the north half of the unit, and signifIcantly 
contained a sherd of blue on blue majolica pottery, one of only fIve sherds of majolica found at the site. 
Important artifacts in the south 1X2m of the unit (Lot 2128) included two rounded limestone discs. These 
discs are nearly identical to those depicted by Sidrys and Andreson (1983), which they suggest were used 
in beekeeping, as stoppers in the ends of logs that contained hives. In Level 5 we decided to excavate only 
the south half of the unit fIrst (Lot 2131). Lot 2131 contained fewer and smaller cobbles than in Level 4 
and several were burned. Excavated artifacts from Level 5 indicated the fIrst signifIcant mixing with 
earlier striated ceramics, although Colonial diagnostics were still present in low numbers. For this reason 
we chose not to excavate the north half of the unit. We did shovel scrape the north lX2m of the unit (Lot 
2150) in order to look for postholes at the same level as those found in Subop 15b (see below), but did not 
fInd any convincing evidence for postholes in Subop 15a. Lot 2150 did contain a unique stemmed 
projectile point/perforator, but we did not continue excavation in the north half due to the mixing found in 
the south half. Although the soil did not change, the artifacts in Level 6 (Lot 2134) indicated a shift to a 
Terminal or Early Classic deposit. Levels 6, 7, and 8 (Lots 2134, 2135, 2144) were excavated as lOcm 
levels in the south lX2m of the unit. The shift into an earlier soil layer (Layer C) started in Level 7 (Lot 
2135). Artifacts decreased in density in every level after Level 6, and the diversity in artifact types also 
decreased. In Level 8 (Lot 2144) we hit bedrock in part of the lX2m. Level 9 (Lot 2146) encompassed 
the soil above the rest of bedrock in the south half of the unit, and contained only very small crumbs of 
ceramics, which were too small to keep. 

Subop I5b 
Subop 15b was excavated only to the level at which excavators discovered four posthole stains in 

the soil, within Layer B (Figure 2.10). The topsoil and grass (Lot 2098) contained few artifacts. Level 2 
was excavated in distinct lots as dictated by a soil change encountered during the excavation. Lot 2101 in 
Level 2 was begun as an arbitrary level, but excavators noticed a signifIcant quantity of small limestone 
pebbles and cobbles as they excavated in the north end of the unit. They then stopped to expose the 
cobbles in the south end of the unit. Lot 210 1 was therefore lOcm deep in the north end of the unit and 
went through the cobble layer, and only 7-8cm in the south end. An artifact collection (Lot 2106) was 
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made on top of the cobble layer in the north end (Figure 2.11). Lot 2111, also in Level 2, excavated the 
cobble layer to the depth of Lot 2101. All ofthe lots in Level 2 contained high quantities of artifacts. 
These included 15 sherds of Spanish olive jar, high densities of ceramics (N=118) and fauna (N=95), and 
two obsidian projectile points. Level 3 (Lot 2122) was begun as a lOcm level, but ended when excavators 
noticed loose pockets of slightly darker soil while shovel scraping, which we interpreted as postholes. Lot 
2122 contained no further Spanish artifacts, but did reveal four lithic projectile points and moderate 
densities of other native materials. The posthole features were small circular intrusions into the lot, and 
each was assigned a lot number (Lots 2137, 2138, 2139, 2140) (Figure 2.12). Three ofthe postholes (Lots 
2137,2138, and 2140) revealed no artifacts, but these three did contain paleobotanical remains. Lot 2139 
(posthole #3) contained some artifacts, but no paleobotanical remains, perhaps suggesting that it was not 
the same type of feature as the other three. Excavation did not continue beyond the postholes. 

Subop 15c 
Subop 15c was purposely placed over a large limestone rock that was visible through the grass. 

Other limestone rocks showing through the grass at the Avila site have been associated with architecture 
(Oland 2002). This rock revealed itself to be a cut stone set vertically into the ground, and also seemed to 
be associated with architecture, indicating the presence of smaller sub-buildings associated with Structure 
1. 

The topsoil and grass of Subop 15c (Lot 2099) contained 1 sherd of Spanish olive jar, fauna 
(N=15), and low densities of ceramics, lithics, and bottle glass. Level 2 (Lot 2102) contained a high 
density of artifacts in only 3.6cm. The level was stopped because of the high density of limestone cobbles 
and flecks. Important artifacts in Lot 2102 included 2 olive jar sherds, a hematite nodule, a glass ornament 
in the shape of a scallop shell (probably from an earring, probably Spanish), and a chert projectile point. 
Counts of fauna (N=45) and ceramics (N=109) were high. 

At the bottom of Level 2 (Lot 2102) excavators noted a lot of cobbles in the south half ofthe unit, 
but very few in the north half. Level 3 was therefore excavated as two 1X2m halves. Lot 2108 contained 
the cobble layer in the south half of the unit. Preserved plaster (N=65g) indicating the presence of a floor 
or patio surface in this area was found associated with the cobbles in Lot 2108. This surface was likely 
associated with the vertical cut limestone block, as the cobbles ended at the edge of this stone (Figure 
2.13). Notable artifacts in Lot 2108 included a projectile point, a moderate density of fauna (N=33), and 
higher densities than normal of marine shell (N=15). Lot 2110 was the north 1X2m of Level 3. Artifact 
density and diversity were lower in Lot 2110 than in Lot 2108. Lot 2114 was the south 1X2m of Level 4, 
and was excavated as an arbitrary lOcm level. Lot 2114 had a small amount of plaster (N=20g), probably 
associated with the floor in Level 3. Artifact density was slightly less in Lot 2114 than it was in 2108, and 
the artifacts were less diverse. Two projectile points were recovered from the lot. Lot 2117 was an 
arbitrary lOcm level in the north half of Level 4. Artifact density and diversity increased in Lot 2117 from 
Lot 2110. Three projectile points and 2 ceramic beads were among the artifacts. 

In the northeast corner of the unit (in Lot 2117) excavators unearthed a feature (1.03XO.99m) of a 
clustering of burned cobbles and ceramic sherds. This was designated Lot 2126 (Figure 2.13). Along the 
north wall, within Lot 2126, was a tight cluster of ceramics that we designated Lot 2145. While the true 
function of this cultural feature could not be distinguished, several of the sherds from Lots 2126 and 2145 
fit together to form large pieces of ceramic vessels. One of these vessels was a simple tripod dish with a 
dark red slip. The other was a small direct rim jar with a coarse buff colored paste. 

Excavation in the south half ofthe unit ended with Level 4 (Lot 2114). Level 5 continued in the 
north 1X2m of the unit, in an arbitrary 5cm level. Artifacts indicated a mixing of Terminal and/or Early 
Classic materials with the Colonial materials, and also a decrease in artifactdensity. Level 6 (Lot 2153) 
represented the shift to a definite earlier deposit, with a soil change into Layer F, and an increase in 
artifacts again. Level 7 (Lot 2155) revealed bedrock in the east end of the unit. Level 8 (Lot 2156) 
exposed bedrock in the entire north half of the unit. Artifacts continued in significant counts in every level 
until the bedrock. 
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Subop 15d 
The topsoil and grass (Lot 2103) of Subop 15d contained almost no artifacts. Artifact density was 

moderate-high in Lot 2104 (Level 2), which was the level above the small cobble surface. Artifacts in this 
level included 3 olive jar sherds, two ceramic beads, and one net weight, as well as several small pieces 
from effigy incense burners. At the bottom of Level 2 we encountered the small cobble surface (Layer B). 
Along the east wall of the unit there was a circular area with no small cobbles, which we excavated as a 
possible pit feature (Lot 2120). After excavation we decided that the lot was not culturally significant, and 
the recovered artifacts can be merged with Lot 2127 (Level 3) in future analyses. Lot 2125 was an artifact 
collection from the top of the cobble layer, and consisted of 13 ceramic sherds. Level 3 (Lot 2127) was 
intended to excavate the entire cobble layer (Layer B, Figure 2.10). The 9cm level consisted of midden 
materials, including a high density of ceramics (N=347), and moderate densities of faunal bone (N=29) 
and lithics (N=84, including 3 projectile points). The lot also contained 12 sherds of Spanish olive jar, 
pieces of burnt wood, 2 molded ceramic net weights, and a drilled shell. Plaster (N=155g), some of it 
painted, was recovered in chunks. This plaster probably corresponds to the layers beneath Level 3, as 
significant quantities of plaster were recovered in Levels 4 and 5. Levels 2 and 3 (Lots 2104 and 2127) 
intersected a possible feature marked by the increased presence of small cobbles in the east 70cm of the 
unit (Layer D, Figure 2.10). Unfortunately, excavators did not notice the difference as they excavated. 

Level 4 (Lot 2133) revealed a large amount of plaster (N=505g) and a piece of preserved daub, 
suggesting the presence of an earlier structure. Artifact density decreased somewhat, although there was 
still much midden material in the 11.6cm level. Level 5 (Lot 2136) was a 4.2cm level. Artifact density 
remained fairly high for such a shallow level, but it became clear that we were no longer in Colonial 
levels. Cobble density increased in Level 5 (Lot 2136), particularly in the south half of the unit, as we 
transitioned to Layer C. Level 6 (Lot 2143) was excavated to the top of a large cobble surface (Figure 
2.14). Ceramics from Lot 2143 and Lot 2209 (interface from within the cobbles) indicated a probable 
Early Classic date for this earlier deposit. Close to the east wall there was a break in the cobbles, which 
we excavated as a pit feature (Lot 2147). Lot 2147 contained few artifacts and no evidence of use as a pit. 

Subop 15e 
The topsoil and grass in Subop 15e (Lot 2112) contained very few artifacts, but did reveal a sherd 

of Spanish olive jar, a decorative element from an effigy incense burner, and a piece of historic bottle 
glass. Level 2 (Lot 2115) contained more incense burner pieces, 2 sherds of olive jar, and more bottle 
glass, but artifact densities were overall very low. Level 3 (Lot 2118) began at the top of Layer B (Figure 
2.10), and revealed a higher density of artifacts. These included 3 sherds of olive jar, 2 projectile points, 
and 2 ceramic beads, all typical Colonial era artifacts on the A vila property. While excavating Level 4 
(Lot 2119), we revealed a burned rock feature in the northwest comer of the unit (Figure 2.15). Therefore 
Level 4 (Lot 2119) was excavated only to the level of the top of the feature (an average of 5.48cm). 
Ceramic density increased in this lot (N=288), as did the total density of artifacts. 

The first level in the burned feature (Lot 2121) was the soil directly above the burned cobbles in 
the northwest comer of the unit (Figure 2.15). The feature measured 113cm along the west wall of the 
unit, and 92cm along the north wall, and was roughly circular. The soil above the cobbles revealed 
ceramics (N=32), fauna (N=9), and lithics (N=W). In addition to these artifacts, macroflora and several 
liters of soil were collected from Lots 2121, 2167, and 2173 for flotation (See Morehart, this volume). Lot 
2167 was the soil between the burned rocks in the feature, and revealed approximately equivalent 
numbers of artifacts as in Lot 2121. One of the sherds appeared to be part of an effigy censer fragment. 
Lot 2173 was the soil below the burned rock feature. The soil below the burned rocks continued to reveal 
charcoal, and the bedrock below the feature was burned as well. Ceramic (N=64) and lithic (N=24) counts 
increased in Lot 2173. 

Level 5 (Lot 2141) was a Wcm level in the soil surrounding the burned rock feature. Artifact 
densities increased significantly as the excavations transitioned into Layer C. Ceramics (N=509) and 
lithics (N=156) were the dominant artifacts and ceramics showed Terminal Classic diagnostics. Level 6 
(Lot 2191) was a Wcm level. Bedrock was already showing in the northwest comer, beneath the burned 
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rock feature, but soil continued to reveal artifacts in moderate densities. Level 6 transitioned into Layer F 
(Figure 2.10). Level 7 (Lot 2199) was the soil above the undulating bedrock. 

Subop 15! 
Levell (Lot 2113) of Subop 15f contained very artifacts (N=8 ceramics and lithics), despite a 

depth of 6.4cm. Level 2 (Lot 2116) contained a much greater artifact density. Only a few centimeters 
from the top of Lot 2116 we found a piece of olive jar 23cm across (broken into 2 pieces), in the northeast 
comer of the unit. This body sherd contained no diagnostic features, however, and was found next to the 
intact base of an early 20th century glass bottle. Other artifacts in the level included ceramics (N=129) and 
lithics (N=45), suggesting that this lot contained pre-Columbian and Colonial Maya remains, and later 
historic materials. Level 3 was divided into three different lots (Lot 2123,2124,2130), although these lots 
merely reflected the undulating cobble or eroded surface in Layer B (Figure 2.10). Subop 15f had the 
least distinctly Colonial midden definition of all the Subop 15 series units. Level 3 was divided into a 
more cobble filled east 2X1.4m section (Lots 2123 and 2130), and a west 2X.6m section (Lot 2124). Lot 
2123 was excavated as a 5cm level, and revealed a projectile point, some fauna (N=16), and a high 
density of ceramics (N=137). Lot 2130 was excavated below Lot 2123 in the east 2X1.4m of Level 3. 
Artifact density remained high in Lot 2130. Lot 2124 was excavated to the same level as Lots 2123 and 
2130 in the west 2X.6m of Level 3. Artifact density and diversity were lower than in the east side. Of note 
in Lot 2124 was an obsidian projectile point. 

Level 4 (Lot 2132) was a lOcm level within Layers C and E. Artifact density was very high in Lot 
2132, and materials seemed of mixed time periods, with bits of burned limestone and charcoal throughout 
the lot. Level 5 was excavated in two different sections due to undulating bedrock, although the 
distinctions appeared arbitrary after excavating. Lot 2142 was the soil above bedrock in the west 
2X1.25m of the unit. Lot 2149 was the soil in east 2X.75m of Level 5. Densities were low, but artifacts 
were found even to the"bedrock level in this unit, including a ceramic bead, which is normally associated 
with Colonial deposits on the Avila property. 

Subop 15g 
Subop 15g was placed east of the center line delineating the Subop 15 series, although remaining 

in the checkerboard pattern (Figure 2.2). Limestone rocks were visible through the grass, and we 
supposed we might find the southwest comer of Structure 2 in this unit. Although we did not find the 
exact comer, Subop 15g did reveal the edge of Structure 2 in the east half of the unit. No architecture was 
present in the sloping west half. 

Levell (Lot 2161) of Subop 15g consisted of topsoil and grass, with a moderate density of 
ceramics (N=37) and other artifacts. Level 2 (Lot 2164) was a excavated as a 5cm level across the entire 
unit. Ceramics dropped to only 15 sherds, however several large chunks of plaster (N=40g) indicate that 
we had encountered a plastered surface area, which could explain the decrease in artifact density in this 
deposit. Excavators noticed large numbers of cobbles in the east half of the unit, but none in the west 
(Figure 2.16). Some artifacts could be seen overlying the cobbles in the east half, including one very large 
piece of olive jar, which was later refit with the olive jar neck in Subop 15h. We interpreted this as the 
edge of Structure 2. It is not clear whether the plaster came from the east or west side of the unit. The east 
half of Level 3 (Lot 2174) was excavated separately from the west (Lot 2168). The east half (Lot 2174) 
revealed a layer of large cobbles, with very few artifacts lying on top of and within the cobbles. The west 
half of Level 3 (Lot 2168) was seen as the outside of Structure 2, and contained a much more varied 
artifact assemblage, although densities were still very low. No more plaster was recovered in the east half 
of Subop 2g, but another 75g of plaster was recovered from Lot 2172 (Level 4) in the west half. While 
excavation in the east half of the unit ended at the bottom of the cobbles, we excavated Level 4 (Lot 
2172) another 5cm beyond the depth of the cobbles in the west half of the unit. Lot 2172 seemed to be 
more of a midden type deposit, containing a higher density of ceramics (N=67) and other artifacts, but 
75g of plaster were also recovered, suggesting a possible plastered outdoor surface, or perhaps the erosion 
of the plaster down the side of the structure. 
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Subop 15h 
Subop 15h was offset from the grid pattern by 0.5m (Figure 2.2). We offset the unit because of 

the presence of a visible limestone cobble and a trace of highly conductive metal at the very edge of 
where the unit would have been placed. Unfortunately, neither the rock nor the metal detection revealed 
anything significant. The placement of the unit did bring it closer to previously excavated Subops la, 1d, 
Ie, and 1h (Oland 2001, 2002), all of which contained dense midden deposits. Subop 15h also proved to 
have such dense deposits, including one of the highest densities of faunal bone excavated in the 2002 
season (N=383 for the entire subop). It should be noted, however, that nearby Subop 1h (Figure 2.2) was 
excavated to only 30cm in a 1X2m unit, and contained 542 faunal bones (Oland 2002). 

Levell (Lot 2211) consisted of a low density of artifacts in the topsoil and grass. Level 2 (Lot 
2217) was a 5cm level (actual average depth=7.23cm) within Layer A of the stratigraphy (Figure 2.10), 
and also contained a low density of artifacts. Both Levels 1 and 2 (Lots 2211 and 2217) contained historic 
period glass (total N=19), as well as a few modem items. Lot 2218 was an artifact collection at the bottom 
of Level 2, although it consisted of only one rim sherd. Level 3 (Lot 2219) was a shallow level that ended 
at the top of Layer B (Figure 2.10). Artifact densities increased considerably beyond the fIrst two levels. 
At the bottom of Lot 2219 excavators recognized the small cobble layer that was present in all of the 
other units in the Subop 15 series, with a number of artifacts laying on the surface of the small cobbles. 
These artifacts were collected as Lot 2220, and included a piece of blue on white Spanish majolica, a 
whole olive jar rim (from the edge of the north wall of the unit), which dates to 16th -17 th century (Deagan 
1987:34), and an effigy foot from a Chen Mul effigy censer. These censers are typically associated with 
Late Postclassic sites, including Caye Muerto in Progresso Lagoon (Masson 1999), and the Late 
Postclassic capital at Mayapan (Smith 1971), but are present in high numbers in the Colonial middens 
surrounding Structure 1. This suggests that their use may have continued in the early Colonial period. 

Level 4 (Lot 2223) was intended to excavate the small cobble layer in its entirety, and was dug to 
a depth of 8.6cm. Lot 2223 consisted of dense midden materials, including high densities of ceramics 
(N=614), faunal bone (N=291), and lithics (N=102). Also recovered were three drilled/worked shells. 
Although we did not reach the bottom of the strata as seen in the profile map (Figure 2.10), excavators 
noted a difference. in material distribution at the bottom of Level 4. They noticed fewer artifacts in the 
north half of the unit, and they also recovered pieces of intact plaster in Level 4 (Lot 2223). For these 
reasons we split the unit in half. The south 1X2m of Level 5 (Lot 2224) continued with a fairly high 
density of materials, but excavation revealed some mixing of time periods. This 5cm level seemed to 
mark the end of the Colonial period deposit, and excavation was not continued in the south half of the 
unit. The north half of Level 5 (Lot 2225) contained an artifact assemblage roughly similar to that in the 
south half (Lot 2224), but with far fewer faunal bones (N=4) than in Lot 2224 (N=45). We did notice a 
soil change into Layer C. We continued for another 5cm in the south half of the unit. Level 6 (Lot 2227) 
lacked any Colonial period diagnostics, and artifact density dropped from Level 5 counts. Intact plaster 
(N=lOg) was recovered from Lot 2227, one piece with red paint still evident, suggesting an extant 
plastered surface. This stratum dates to either the Terminal or Early Classic period. 

SUMMARY 
Horizontal excavation on Structure 1 helped to define the mound's function in the Colonial 

period. Artifacts above and within the cobble sub-floor of the mound were both ritual and domestic in 
nature. The mound also revealed a high quantity of exotic Maya goods, such as two copper axes and a 
small fragment of translucent greenstone. Structure 1 continued to reveal the highest density of European 
artifacts of any location at the Colonial occupation. Artifacts excavated in the 2002 season included two 
Spanish glass beads and several pieces of highly corroded iron tools. Results from Structure 1 correlate 
most closely with the Cacique'S residence at Lamanai (Nll-18), and suggest a chiefly residence that 
engaged in ritual and public ceremony and events. 

Excavations on Structure 2 completed the exposure of a round burned rock feature (Lot 2167) 
that had been partially exposed in 2001. This feature was excavated but did not provide clues to its 
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function. Yet underneath one half of the feature was a posthole (Lot 2261) that predated the rock feature. 
A large piece of olive jar pulled out of that posthole revealed that the rock feature (and possibly other 
rock features, Lot 2166 for example) postdates earlier Colonial period architecture that was held up with 
large pole supports. A 1.5X1.5m section of the structure was excavated vertically to reveal that the mound 
was built almost exclusively of Early Classic material, suggesting an Early Classic origin. While large 
stones composed some of the architectural fill, the mound was primarily composed of soft white 
limestone. The test pit did not reach bedrock, but did reveal a series of cut stone limestone blocks at 82-
114cm below the surface. 

The Subop 13 series (Subops 13a-f) produced one of the densest middens yet found at the 
Colonial site. Midden artifacts included high densities of faunal remains and utilitarian pottery, and two 
small burned features were excavated in Subop Be suggesting an area of food preparation and cooking. 
Other midden materials were inconsistent with food preparation, such as two copper axes (a third had 
been found in Shovel Test #15 in 2001 right next to Subop 13a), a piece of Spanish glass bead, and 
worked shell ornaments. The surface layers also revealed a dense concentration of British material, 
including pipe fragments, glazed transferware dishes, and four copper nails (either British or Spanish). 

The Subop 15 series (Subops 15a-h) exposed outdoor space between Structures 1 and 2. All eight 
2X2m units revealed a rich layer of midden overlaying earlier Maya remains. In addition, several units 
(Subops 15a, 15b, 15c, 15e) revealed architectural features and the presence of small structures in 
between the mounds. Subop 15g revealed the edge of Structure 2. 

DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
Further research at the Colonial shore community is planned to explore the domestic areas west 

ofthe main road (the properties west ofthe Avila and Shangrila properties). Activities planned include 
the mapping of all architectural and topographical features as has been done for the A vila and Shangrila 
properties (Figure 2.1), and the detailed investigation of Colonial household contexts. Several domestic 
contexts were encountered in the 2001 season, through test pits next to mounds and other architectural 
features (Oland 2002). Future research will entail further survey to refine the boundaries of the Colonial 
occupation. Household investigations will involve the horizontal exposure and midden testing of different 
mounded and off-mound houses, stratified based on area, height, orientation, and distance from the 
lagoon. 

Although there is much more that could be done on the Avila and Shangrila properties, 
households promise the best opportunity to examine and compare a variety of Colonial experiences at 
Progresso Lagoon. The study of households will allow the comparison between public/ritual and domestic 
contexts. This is important, because the public expression of ritual and the economy of elite residences 
may vary significantly from individual households. Household contexts will provide a forum for 
examining Colonial period domestic consumption and production practices. These households will be 
compared with each other, as ethnohistories of northern Yucatan suggest that different factions adapted in 
diverse ways to the colonial experience (Farriss 1984; Restall1998). Data on the production of tribute 
items, for example, can be retrieved at the household level and can shed light on the extent of 
Spanish authority in the community, as well as differential involvement in the colonial tribute 
system. 
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Table 2.1. Lot correlations for excavated units on Structure 1, Avila group. 

Ave. 
Depth Approximate 

Subop Lot Level Lot Description (em) Volume (m3
) 

1i 2182 1 Topsoil and grass 2.20 0.09 
1i 2190 2 5 cmlevel 5.20 0.21 
1i 2192 3 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 4.00 0.16 
Ii 2196 4 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 5.60 0.22 
1i 2202 interface Artifact collection at the top of the cobbles 0.00 0.00 
Ii 2251 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 0.00 0.00 
1j 2183 1 Topsoil and grass 3.80 0.15 
1j 2194 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 9.00 0.36 
1j 2208 interface Artifact collection at the top of the cobbles 0.00 0.00 
1j 2213 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 2.40 0.10 
1j 2233 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 0.00 0.00 
1k 2184 1 Topsoil and grass 5.80 0.23 
1k 2201 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 1.80 0.07 
1k 2214 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 4.20 0.17 
1k 2235 pit pit feature in the northeast quadrant of the unit 23.00 0.03 
1k 2258 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 0.00 0.00 
1k 2262 pit feature pit/posthole in the southwest corner of the unit 10.00 0.01 
11 2185 1 Topsoil and grass 2.10 0.08 
11 2204 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 6.40 0.26 
11 2215 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 2.40 0.10 
11 2256 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 0.00 0.00 
11, n 2266 Eit feature Eit/Eosthole 23.00 0.04 
1m 2186 1 Topsoil and grass 2.90 0.12 
1m 2207 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 6.00 0.24 
1m 2216 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 1.60 0.06 
1m 2236 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 0.00 0.00 
In 2205 1 Topsoil and grass 4.00 0.16 
In 2206 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 8.20 0.33 
In 2208 interface Artifact collection at the top of the cobbles 0.00 0.00 
In 2229 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 5.20 0.21 
In 2263 pit feature pit/posthole in the southwest quadrant of the unit 10.00 0.03 
In 2267 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 0.00 0.00 
10 2210 1 Topsoil and grass 1.00 0.04 
10 2212 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 3.00 0.12 
10 2226 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 3.50 0.14 
10 2252 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 0.00 0.00 
1p 2221 1 Topsoil and grass 2.10 0.08 
1p 2222 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 0.80 0.03 
1p 2228 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 9.40 0.38 

IE 2246 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 0.00 0.00 
1q 2231 1 Topsoil and grass 1.00 0.04 
1q 2232 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 5.20 0.21 
1q 2234 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 6.40 0.26 
19 2253 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 0.00 0.00 
It 2254 1 Topsoil and grass 1.60 0.06 
1t 2255 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 3.80 0.15 
It 2259 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 5.80 0.23 
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1 t 2264 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 0.00 0.00 

Table 2.2. Lot correlations for Structure 2, A vila group. 

Ave. 
Depth Approximate 

Subop Lot Level Lot Description (cm) Volume (m3
) 

2a, c 2273 1 Marl layer below previously excavated soil 7.00 0.16 
2a, c 2274 2 lOcm arbitrary level 9.80 0.22 
2a, c 2275 3 lOcm arbitrary level 11.10 0.25 

Soil beneath the large rock and modem posthole in the 
2a, c 2276 2/3 southeast quadrant of the unit 
2a,c 2277 4 lOcm arbitrary level 11.40 0.26 
2a, c 2278 5 lOcm arbitrary level 10.30 0.23 

Soil removed to straighten east wall of the unit, mixed 
2a, c 2279wall scrape levels 
2a, c 2280 6 lOcm arbitrary level in the north 1.4X.84m of the unit 10.80 0.13 
2a, c 2281 7 lOcm arbitrary level in the north 1.4X.84m of the unit 12.40 0.15 
2a, c, g2067 feature West half of burned rock feature 29.75 0.20 
2a, c, g2261 feature Dark circular stain within burnt feature- beneath lot 2067 22.00 0.02 
2a, c, g2265 feature East half of burned rock feature- to marl layer 26.00 0.14 
2a, c, g2268 feature Marl layer in the burnt rock feature- east half 2.00 0.003 

Brown soil at the same level as the marl layer in the burnt 
2a, c, g2269 feature rock feature- east half 4.27 0.006 
2a,c,g2270 feature Burnt marl layer in the burnt rock feature- east half 9.70 0.05 
2a, c, g2271 feature Soil above the bottom of the burnt rock feature- east half 3.16 0.04 
2a,g 2272 Eosthole Modem Eosthole south of the burnt rock feature 16.70 0.07 
2g 2181 1 Topsoil and grass 2.75 0.11 
2g 2188 2 5cmlevel 4.33 0.17 
2g 2197 3 5cmlevel 5.40 0.13 
2g 2203 4 Soil above rocks and plaster floor 5.60 0.14 

Table 2.3. Lot correlations for Subops 13a, 13b, 13c, 13d, 13e, and 13f, Avila group. 

Subop Lot 
13a 2151 
13a 2154 

Level 
1 
2 

Lot Description 
Topsoil and grass 
Soil above in situ ceramics 
futerface between Lot 2154 and Lot 2159- Ceramic 

13a 2158 interface collection only 

13a 2159 
13a 2160 
13a 2163 
13b 2152 
13b 2157 
13b 2162 
13b 2165 
13b 2171 
13b 2176 

3 
3 
4 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

White ashy soil in the east end of the unit- Never 
Excavated 
5cm level in the dark soil in the west end of the unit 
Soil above bedrock in the west end of the unit 
Topsoil and grass 
5cmlevel 
5cmlevel 
5cmlevel 
5cmlevel 
5cmlevel 
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Ave. 
Depth Approximate 
(cm) Volume (m3

) 

6.70 0.27 
3.28 0.13 

0.00 

0.00 
6.56 

12.04 
0.50 
6.70 
4.10 
5.20 
4.30 
5.20 

0.00 

0.00 
0.16 
0.29 
0.02 
0.27 
0.16 
0.21 
0.17 
0.21 



13b 2179 7 10cmlevel 8.80 0.35 
13b 2187 8 Soil above bedrock 2.20 0.09 
13c 2166 1 Topsoil and grass 1.60 0.06 

5cm level in the dark brown soil surrounding the white 
13c 2169 2 ashy layer in the northeast corner 5.10 0.12 

White ashy layer to bedrock in the northeast l.65Xl.04m 
13c 2170 2 of the unit 7.40 0.13 

5cm level in the dark brown soil surrounding the white 
13c 2175 3 ashy layer in the northeast corner 4.40 0.10 
13c 2177 4 Soil above bedrock in the entire suboE 8.94 0.36 
13d 2178 1 topsoil and grass 4.00 0.16 
13d 2180 2 5cmlevel 5.80 0.23 
13d 2189 3 5 cmlevel 5.20 0.21 
13d 2193 4 5cmlevel 6.40 0.26 
13d 2195 5 5cm level 3.30 0.13 
13d 2198 6 10cmlevel 10.10 0.40 
13d 2200 7 Soil above bedrock 6.00 0.24 
Be 2230 1 Topsoil and grass 1.40 0.06 
Be 2237 2 5cmlevel 5.80 0.23 
Be 2239 3 Soil to the bottom of the topsoil strata 5.00 0.20 
Be 2242 feature Burned rock feature along the west wall of the unit 12.00 0.024 

5cm level in the pebbly strata, in the south l.15X2m of 
Be 2244 4 the unit 6.20 0.25 
Be 2247 4 5cm level in the north .85X2m of the unit 5.00 0.20 
Be 2249 5 Soil above the red soil strata 3.00 0.12 
Be 2250 feature Burned feature in the northwest quadrant of the unit 11.00 0.03 
Be 2257 6 5cm level in the red soil strata 5.00 0.20 
Be 2260 7 Soil above bedrock 11.60 0.46 
13f 2238 1 Topsoil and grass 2.20 0.09 
13f 2240 2 5cmlevel 5.40 0.22 
13f 2241 3 Soil to the bottom of the topsoil strata 3.00 0.12 
13f 2243 4 5cm level in the pebbly strata 4.60 0.18 
13f 2245 5 Soil above the red soil strata 5.60 0.22 
13f 2248 6 Soil above bedrock 9.60 0.38 

Table 2.4. Lot correlations for Subops 15a, 15b, 15c, 15d, 15e, 15f, 15g, 15h, Avila group. 

Ave. 
Depth Approximate 

Subop Lot Level Lot Description (cm) Volume {m3} 
15a 2097 1 Topsoil and grass 3.80 0.15 
15a 2100 2 Layer above cobbles 11.20 0.45 

Interface between Lot 2100 and Lot 2107- Ceramic 
15a 2105 interface collection only 0.00 0.00 
15a 2107 3 Cobble layer in the north 1Xl.12m of unit 6.33 0.14 

Soil at the same elevation as cobble layer, but with no 
15a 2109 3 cobbles, in the south 1XO.88m of unit 2.70 0.05 
15a 2128 4 Cobble layer in the south 1X2m of unit 2.00 0.04 
15a 2129 4 Cobble layer in the north 1X2m of unit 4.80 0.10 
15a 2131 5 5cm level in the south 1X2m of unit 5.60 0.11 
15a 2134 6 10 cm level in the south 1X2m of unit 9.80 0.20 
15a 2135 7 10cm level in the south 1X2m of unit 8.80 0.18 

29 



15a 2144 8 10cm level in the south lX2m of unit 10.40 0.21 
15a 2146 9 Soil above beqrock in the south lX2m of unit 4.00 0.08 
15a 2150 5 ScraEing to eXEose Eostholes in the north lX2m of unit 0.40 0.01 
15b 2098 1 Topsoil and grass 6.00 0.24 

10cm arbitrary level in the north end, and to the cobble 
15b 2101 2 layer in south end of unit 7.80 0.31 

Interface between Lot 2101 and Lot 2111- Ceramic 
15b 2106 2 collection only 0.00 0.00 
15b 2111 2 Cobble layer in the south end of unit 10.33 0.18 
15b 2122 3 Soil above postholes 9.60 0.38 
15b 2137 ph Posthole #1 11.00 NA 
15b 2138 ph Posthole #2 10.00 NA 
15b 2139 ph Posthole #3 16.00 NA 
15b 2140 Eh Posthole #4 15.00 NA 
15c 2099 1 Topsoil and grass 5.20 0.21 
15c 2102 2 Layer above cobbles 3.60 0.14 
15c 2108 3 Cobbles in the south lX2m of the unit 8.48 0.17 

Soil at the same elevation as cobble layer, but with no 
15c 2110 3 cobbles, in the north lX2m of the unit 10.00 0.20 
15c 2114 4 10cm arbitrary level in the south lX2m of the unit 8.52 0.17 

10cm arbitrary level in the north lX2m of the unit, and 
above burned cobble concentration in the northwest 

15c 2117 4 comer of the unit (Lot 2126) 9.00 0.18 
Burned cobble and artifact concentration in the northwest 

15c 2126 4 1.03X.99m of the unit 3.66 0.04 
15c 2145 4 Ceramic concentration in the northwest comer of the unit 15.00 0.01 
15c 2148 5 5cm level in the north lX2m of the unit 6.75 0.14 
15c 2153 6 5cm level in the north lX2m of the unit 6.20 0.12 

10cm level in the north lX2m of the unit-to bedrock in 
15c 2155 7 the east end 7.50 0.15 
15c 2156 8 Soil above bedrock in the northwest lX1.2m of the unit 8.60 0.10 
15d 2103 1 Topsoil and grass 5.80 0.23 
15d 2104 2 Layer above cobbles 4.40 0.18 
15d 2120 pit Pit feature along the east wall of unit 12.00 0.03 

Interface between Lot 2104 and cobble layer- Ceramic 
15d 2125 interface collection only 0.00 0.00 
15d 2127 3 Cobble layer 9.00 0.36 
15d 2133 4 10cmlevel 11.60 0.46 
15d 2136 5 5cmlevel 4.20 0.17 
15d 2143 6 10cm level in the south lX2m of the unit 3.80 0.08 
15d 2147 pit pit feature in the cobbles of Lot 2143 19.00 0.01 

Artifact collection from within cobbles, at bottom of Lot 
15d 2209 interface 2143 0.00 0.00 
15e 2112 1 Topsoil and grass 3.48 0.14 
15e 2115 2 Layer above cobbles 7.60 0.30 
15e 2118 3 Cobble layer 3.98 0.16 

Soil to the top of the burned rock feature found in the 
15e 2119 4 northwest comer of the unit 5.48 0.22 

Soil above burned rock feature in the northwest comer of 
15e 2121 feature the unit 2.15 0.02 

10cm level in the soil surrounding the burned rock feature 
15e 2141 5 in the northwest comer of the unit 11.76 0.35 
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Soil between the burned rocks in the burned rock feature 
15e 2167 feature in the northwest corner of the unit 8.46 0.09 

Soil below the burned rocks in the burned rock feature in 
15e 2173 feature the northwest corner of the unit 6.80 0.07 
15e 2191 6 10cmlevel 10.18 0.41 
15e 2199 7 Soil above bedrock 9.00 0.36 
15f 2113 1 Topsoil and grass 6.40 0.26 
15f 2116 2 Layer above eroded plaster 10.50 0.42 
15f 2123 3 Eroded plaster layer in east 2X1.4m of the unit 5.80 0.16 
15f 2124 3 10cm arbitrary level in west 2XO.6m of the unit 10.50 0.13 

11cm arbitrary level in east 2X1.4m of the unit, to the 
15f 2130 3 level of Lot 2124 11.00 0.31 
15f 2132 4 10cmlevel 10.60 0.42 
15f 2142 5 Soil above bedrock in the west 1.25X2m of the unit 9.20 0.23 
15f 2149 5 Soil above bedrock in the east .75X2m of the unit 5.67 0.09 
15g 2161 1 Topsoil and grass 3.30 0.13 
15g 2164 2 5cmlevel 5.50 0.22 
15g 2168 3 10 cm level in the west lX2m of the unit 7.60 0.15 
15g 2172 4 5 cm level in the west lX2m of the unit 5.20 0.10 
15g 2174 3 Soil above the large cobbles in the east lX2m of the unit 2.00 0.04 
15h 2211 1 Topsoil and grass 2.63 0.11 
15h 2217 2 5cmlevel 7.23 0.29 
15h 2218 interface Artifact collection between lots 2217 and 2219 0.00 0.00 
15h 2219 3 Soil above small cobbles 2.60 0.10 
15h 2220 interface Artifact collection above the small cobbles 0.00 0.00 
15h 2223 4 small cobble layer 8.60 0.34 
15h 2224 5 5cm level in the south 1X2m of the unit 4.20 0.08 
15h 2225 5 5cm level in the north lX2m of the unit 5.40 0.11 
15h 2227 6 5cm level in the north lX2m of the unit 5.00 0.10 
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Figure 2.3. Composite plan of Structure 1 tmits, Avila site. 
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Figure 2.4. Plan of Subop 2g, burned rock 
feature, and Structure 2 composite. 

t Burned limestone rock 

o Limestone rock 

() 

o Depression 

d 

.~ em below datum 

~ emdecJ plnsh:r t 
(] limestone rock N 

II burned limestone rock 
afJ depression 
fIIln shu cernmic 

STRUCTURE 2 COMPOSITE 

Subop2b 

o 

(J<:> 

x= em below datum 
Measured from Datum 21 
(42cm above SW comer of Subop 2g) 

Subop2g 



Figure 2.5. Profile of burned rock feature, Subop 2a, c, g, Structure 2. 
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Figure 2.6. North profile of Subop 2a, c, g, Structure 2. 
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Figure 2.7. Plan ofSubop 2a, 0, g (bottom of Lots 2278 and 2281), Structure 2. 
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Figure 2.9. Plan of Subop 13e (bottom of Lot 2239, top of burned feature Lot 2242). 
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Figure 2.10. Composite profile of Subop 15 senes. 
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Figure 2.11. Plan of Subop 15b (Lots 2101 and 2106). 
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Figure 2.12. Plan of Subop 15b (Lot 2122 and postholes). 
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Figure 2.14. Plan of Subop 15d (Lots 2136,2143, and 2147). 
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Figure 2.15. Plan of Subop ISe, burned feature 
(Lot 2121) and level 4 (lot 2119). 
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Figure 2.16. Plan of Subop ISg (Lots 2168 and 2174), west edge of Structure 2. 
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Chapter 3 

Continued Investigations (2002) of the Terminal Classic Strath Bogue Site 
(PR10), Corozal District, Belize. 

INTRODUCTION 

By 
Josalyn M. Ferguson 

University at Albany (SUNY) 

In keeping with the main objectives of the Belize Postclassic Project of documenting and 
reconstructing community patterns and processes of culture change, research on the Terminal Classic 
(A.D. 850-1050) occupation of the Strath Bogue site was conducted during the 2002 summer field season. 
This research is aimed at providing a developmental and contextual view of the social, economic and 
political organization of the Progresso Lagoon shore community during the Terminal Classic Period. 
Additionally, the research will help to reconstruct the relationship between Strath Bogue's residents and 
the declining Peten and flourishing Yucatan polities. After having completed the 2002 investigations, I 
hypothesize that the size was settled by migrating individuals in response to the stresses ensuing in the 
Peten and the foreseen opportunities arising in northern Yucatan. The Strath Bogue site presents an 
unique opportunity to study the processes affecting the Terminal Classic Maya, and the movement of 
peoples across the Maya landscape. Since the site's occupation is void of a preceding Late Classic, or a 
succeeding Postclassic occupation, we are able to examine and characterize the Terminal Classic period 
as it occurred, rather than how it is simply different from the Late Classic or Postclassic. Moreover, we 
are able to approach this period of change by examining the mechanisms of, and responses to change. 
This chapter reports on the second season (2002) of investigations at the Terminal Classic Strath Bogue 
site. 

BACKGROUND 
Due to the socio-political and economic stress and decline associated with the Peten homeland, 

and the concurrent growth of the Yucatecan polities, many of the inhabitants of the Peten core area are 
suggested to have migrated northwards with the hopes of obtaining a seemingly more stable and 
prosperous life (Boot 1995, 1997, n.d.; Schele 1995; Schele, Grube and Boot 1996). It is hypothesized 
that the residents of the Strath Bogue site of northern Belize migrated from the central Peten core area, 
and settled at the site in response to the transforming socio-political and economic climate that 
characterized the Terminal Classic period. The research concentrating on the Strath Bogue site seeks to 
examine evidence for continuities, shifts and variations in community patterns between the Peten region, 
northern Yucatan and the Strath Bogue site, as measured through regularities and variations in economic, 
social and political signatures, and differentiation in material culture, households, and settlement 
organization. This research will allow for the determination and reconstruction of new temporal trends 
associated with the Terminal Classic period by dissecting the interwoven processes of socio-political and 
economic stress and decline, migration, opportunism and cultural reorganization. 

Terminal Classic Transition in Northern Belize 
Northeastern Belize is one of the regions that did not experience the abandonment associated with 

the collapse of the Peten polities. As noted by Sidrys (1983:399), and confirmed by the Belize Postclassic 
Project's investigation of the Progresso Lagoon region, occupation during the Terminal Classic period 
continued in many areas in northern Belize despite the decline of centers elsewhere in the lowlands (West 
1999; Ferguson 2001; Masson 2001:3) (Figure 3.1). Many settlements in northern Belize such as 
Aventura (Sidrys 1983:399), San Estevan (Levi 1993, 1996:Fig.6.4d; 2002:Fig. 3d, 126) and Sarteneja 
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(Boxt 1993) witnessed increases in construction episodes and population growths during the Terminal 
Classic period, while others, such as Strath Bogue, were either newly settled (Sidrys 1983:399; Walker 
1990; Ferguson 2001, 2002). It appears that within the grand scheme of the Terminal Classic's socio
political and economic milieu, northern Belize's "peripheral" status within the Maya subarea became an 
asset rather than a liability (Sidrys 1983: 12). In response to the "collapse" of the Peten, and the growth of 
the Yucatecan polities, it appears as though migrant groups sought to resettle themselves across the 
northern Belize Maya landscape (Walker 1990; personal communication, July 2002), as they appear to 
have done at Strath Bogue, and thereby embarked on a period of social, political and economic 
reorganization and redefinition. 

The site of Strath Bogue is located approximately Yz-1 km west of the western shore ofProgresso 
Lagoon, and roughly 2 km east of the New River, in an area currently being utilized for sugar cane 
cropping (Ferguson 2001:34). Despite the continuation of systematic reconnaissance and site survey we 
were still unable to determine the site's boundaries. Nonetheless, settlement across the area is moderately 
settled, with the area adjacent to the site's main platform group (Group A) being the most densely settled 
of the survey area (See Figure 3.2). The site is characterized by a series of raised plazuela groups and a 
number of solitary mounded structures (Ferguson 2001:34). 

According to local informants, the land on which Strath Bogue is located was used roughly 35-40 
years ago as a ranch. Over the past 25 years the land has been subject to cropping and thus plowing. At 
least 2 mounds were destroyed in the last 10-15 years in the construction of the east-west running cane 
road that runs through the site, and a number of superstructures were razed from the Group I platform. 
Evidently the fill from these structures was used for fill in the construction of the road. Locals say they 
were larger than those remaining at the site. No one is sure how many structures were actually destroyed. 
A structure of unknown size was apparently situated over a chultun on Sr. Salazar's land (Chultun #5). 
Informants suggested that the transportation branch of the government was responsible for the bulldozing 
of these structures. 

The region in which the Strath Bogue community is situated may have been of interest to the 
Terminal Classic period migrating popUlation for several reasons: 1) The area is bounded by riverine 
gateways to the Caribbean Sea and the Peten, and thus was on an easily accessible and passable route. 
Moreover, the New River riverine system is hypothesized by some to have been one of the keys to the 
developing trade network that was dominated by the powerful Chichen Itsa state, and continued into the 
Postclassic era (Mata and Andrews 1998:464).2) Strath Bogue is located on fertile agricultural land, in an 
area known to have been involved in the production and trade of cacao and cotton (see Figure 3.3). In 
light of the decline of the inland Peten agricultural sites and resources during the Terminal Classic, and 
the transition of the trade economy to surplus goods and more utilitarian objects (Rouse 1958:64; Clark 
2001:6), such as agricultural products, the Strath Bogue region and site may have been of particular 
economic interest to the Itsa on a resource level. 3) Strath Bogue is also located in an area rich with low
mid grade quality chalcedony and chert resources, which provide another resource to tap, especially when 
one considers the coinciding decline in the dominant, and recognizably superior chert production center 
of Colha (Hester and Shafer 1984, 1994; Ferguson 2001:34,2002). 

2002 RESEARCH GOALS AND METHODOLOGY 
All investigations at the Strath Bogue site were conducted under the au species of the Belize 

Postclassic Project, under the direction of Dr. Marilyn Masson and in conjunction with the University at 
Albany's archaeological field school. Investigation of the Strath Bogue site was first initiated during the 
2001 summer field season. Test excavations of a select number of activity areas were undertaken in 2001 
in association with a preliminary reconaissance, in order to securely define the temporal associations of 
the site. 

The second, and more elaborate phase of archaeological investigations at Strath Bogue took place 
during the summer of 2002. The 2002 research continued with our program of reconnaissance, excavation 
and mapping. We expanded our explorations with the inclusion of systematic surface collections of 
activity areas marked by artifact concentrations and the implementation of a stratified random sampling 
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program, or the testing of said concentrations. A complement of architectural constructions and cultural 
features were also investigated, so that information on construction techniques, associated activities, 
temporal associations, as well as structure and site function could be elucidated. 

All suboperations were excavated by stratigraphic and/or arbitrary levels, using trowels, 
geological picks and shovels, and were screened through 114 inch screens. Subops were initially 
excavated by lOcm arbitrary levels, and where natural and cultural levels could be determined, these were 
further divided into lOcm abritrary levels (where applicable). Lot numbers were assigned to abritrary 
levels, significant stratigraphic and horizontal exposures, and features. In situ mapping and photographing 
were also conducted. Detailed notes, level records, wall profiles, top plans and lot and artifact logs were 
kept. Artifacts were collected by subop, stratigraphic level and lot, and sorted according to material, 
artifact type, and special find classification. Provenience was documented horizontally and vertically by 
subop datums. Carbon and soil samples were also collected from contexts deemed appropriate. 

The 2002 Research Goals Were: 

• To map the site of Strath Bogue; 
• To determine the spatial layout, structural relationships and boundaries of the site; 
• To identify and test domestic and ritual contexts through surface collections and excavations; 
• To identify modes of production, consumption and exchange; 
• To identify patterns of regularities and change in household and ritual activities and economies across 

the Strath Bogue community; 
• To establish the socio-political and or economic relationship(s) of the site of Strath Bogue to the 

regions of the Peten and Yucatan, particularly to the dominant Terminal Classic site of Chichen Itsa. 
• 
Recconaissance and Surface Collection 

The area in which Strath Bogue is located is essentially covered by sugar cane which somewhat 
hampers visibility of cultural materials. Nonetheless, visibility across the site in early July is relatively 
good, as it had not yet reached its full height. Reconnaissance at Strath Bogue was thus conducted for a 
period of 1 week at the onset of the 2002 field season, and before testing and excavations began. 
Reconnaissance and surface collection was also periodically conducted throughout the field season, but 
not in a scheduled fashion. The intention of the reconnaissance was to identify previously unidentified 
activity areas, mounded platforms and structures, and other culturally significant features such as possible 
stelae, reservoirs and quarries, and chultuns, and attempt to determine the boundaries of the site. The 
reconnaissance and surface collection program has aided in the assessment of the temporal associations of 
structures, activity areas and regions of the site. Additionally, it has assisted in the comprehension of the 
site's layout, allowed for the identification of potential zones of production and patterns of consumption. 

Sugar cane is typically planted in rows, and generally was no higher than 1m at the outset of our 
investigations. The rows of cane actually facilitated the reconnoitering of the site, as the rows allowed us 
to transverse the site in a systematic fashion by exacting the direction and spacing of the transects. Most 
mounds were relatively easy to identify, especially those whose dense construction fill prevented the 
growth of cane on them. Wild vegetation or weeds of a different color grow on these mounds, making 
them easy to identify, even when changes in topography are not clearly observable at a distance. Artifact 
scatters or activity areas were, however, more difficult to identify because of the vegetation and the tilling 
or plowing of the ground. Nonetheless, the rows between the sugar cane provided "alleys" void of 
vegetation, which aided the ground visibility and the identification of artifact concentrations. Nonetheless, 
surface scatters of artifacts were hindered somewhat by the naturallittermat and charred debris associated 
with cane burning. 

Areas revealed through reconnaissance as having artifact concentrations were marked at their 
centers, and surface collected in a systematic fashion. A 3 meter collection area was set to radiate out 
from the center of the concentration and all the artifacts within the 3 meter radius were collected. Each 
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concentration was numbered, as was each collection (i.e., Conc.1-1). Due to the relatively small size of 
the artifact concentrations, none of the concentrations identified at Strath Bogue warranted more than one 
collection. The relative density of each concentration was assessed according to the density of artifacts 
within the 3-meter radius, not according to the size of the artifact concentration. Each concentration was 
rated according to light, moderate or dense scales. Special "Surface Collection" forms recorded 
provenience, descriptions of concentration size, location, content and type. A sketch of the 
concentration/collection areas and any associated architectural or geographical features was drawn on the 
back of the form (see Appendix 5 for collection log). A total of 57 collections were made (see Figure 3.4). 
Of those 57 collections, 17 were light, 18 were moderate and 22 were densely scattered with artifactual 
materials. Thirty-nine of the collections were located on mounded structures, while 18 were associated 
with off-mound artifact concentrations. It should be noted that not all of the concentrations identified at 
the site could be sampled/collected due to time and labor constraints. 

Artifacts recovered from the collections included lithic tools such as bifaces, unifaces, projectile 
points, and scrapers, lithic cores and flakes of all stages of production, ceramic sherds, modified and 
unmodified shell, faunal bone, obsidian blades, and objects classified as special finds, such as manos, 
conch shell objects, spindle whorls, etc. Every collection contained ceramic sherds, and with the 
exception of two collections, all contained lithic flakes. While the collection forms requested that the 
investigative assistant designate a concentration type to the artifact concentration, I am not necessarily 
confident in these designations given the students' general lack of experience in dealing with such activity 
designations. 

Stratified random sampling and Test Excavations 
A program of subsurface testing coincided with the surface collections of identified artifact 

concentrations. A stratified random sampling system was implemented in attempt to further isolate and 
probe on and off mound deposits that might have related to middens, workshops, or other activity areas. 
A total of 7 test units were excavated. Collections were separated into the three relative density categories 
(dense, moderate and light), and two collections from each category were randomly chosen to be 
excavated. Initially, only 6 test units were going to be initiated, the equivalent of a 10% sampling 
strategy. However, since two units were more or less sitting on bedrock, and as time allowed, an 
additional dense collection was randomly chosen from the remaining collections combined. All test 
excavations were 1x1m units and were excavated to bedrock or sterile levels in Wcm arbitrary levels, 
except where cultural levels warranted additional level changes. 

Collection 12-1, Subop 24 
Subop 24 was a test unit of collection 12-1, located off of the northwest comer of Structure 37. 

Collection 12-1 was designated as having a relatively light artifact density that contained a greater 
concentration of ceramics than lithics. An animal burrow was located at the center of the concentration, 
and was likely responsible for having brought the artifacts to the surface. The concentration measured 
1.24mx1.82m in size. Levels 1 and 2 (Lots 181 and 182 respectively) revealed the highest density of 
artifacts, with their numbers decreasing as excavations proceeded. Matrices associated with levels 1 and 2 
were comprised of a rich deep brown silty soil with minimal limestone inclusions. A ballast type fill was 
encountered at an approximate depth of 34.5cm dbs, and thus levels were changed (Level 3, Lot 186). 
The unit was excavated to bedrock in Level 4 (Lot 190) to a depth of approximately 41.6cm dbs. No 
artifacts were recovered from level 4, while lithics and ceramics were recovered from levels 1-3, and 
obsidian was recovered from levels 1 and 2. I believe that the ballast type fill encountered in Level 3 was 
likely associated with Structure 37' s patio area that was evidently set directly above bedrock. 

Collection 34-1, Subop 25 
Subop 25 was a test unit of collection 34-1, located approximately 4m west of Structure 14, a low 

possibly residential structure. The concentration was designated as having a moderate artifact density, and 
was predominately marked by lithic artifacts, with some ceramics also recovered. This unit was excavated 
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in two levels, as bedrock was reached very quickly in some areas of the unit. Level 2 was terminated at an 
average depth of 18.6cm dbs. Matrices associated with Subop 25 appeared to not be cultural, and were 
likely disturbed through plowing. The artifact complement was comprised of lithic flakes and ceramics. It 
is likely that the artifacts associated with the surface scatter of collection 34-1 were associated with 
Structure 14, and may have been re-deposited at a distance through plowing activities. 

Collection 20-1, Subop 26 
Collection 20-1 was located on the southeastern side of Structure B 1. Group B is a raised 

platform group, likely an elite residential group. Collection 20-1 was characterized as a dense artifact 
concentration that was likely a midden deposit. The majority of artifacts recovered were ceramics, 
although lithic tools and flakes, and obsidian were also recovered. Seven 10crn arbitrary levels were 
excavated in total, with Level 7 (Lot 209) ending at bedrock. Artifacts associated with the midden deposit 
continued from surface level through Level 5, where artifacts began to decrease in number. The matrix 
associated with levels 2-5 (Lots 197, 198,200,205 respectively) maintained its consistency of a granular 
dark brown, rich organic soil with limestone inclusions ranging from pebbles to stones 3-8cm in size. 
Matrices associated with Level 6 and 7 (Lots 208 and 209) changed as the soil became a more orange
brown color of granular dirt, with less limestone inclusions and rocks. The few artifacts associated with 
Levels 6 and 7 were very small, and likely the result of leaching from higher levels. This deposit was 
most definitely a midden based upon the quantity and types of artifacts (including ceramics, lithic flakes 
and lithic tools such as biface fragments, obsidian blade fragments, and a net weight), and its location off 
of the side of a platform group. 

Concentration 24-1, Subop 27 
Collection 24-1 was a dense artifact concentration, measuring 6.7 x 10.2 meters in size. The 

collection was situated on Structure 47, a low-lying platform in an area marked by several, likely 
domestic, low-lying mounds. The mound had been impacted by plowing, and thus limestone and chert 
cobbles, likely used in the structure's construction, were exposed at surface leveL The artifacts were 
predominantly ceramics, but also included lithic flakes, and tools, including blade and biface fragments. 
Subop 27 was excavated by five 10cm arbitrary levels (Lots 210, 211, 215, 216, and 220 respectively). 
This test unit was excavated to bedrock. The matrices below the humic layer associated with Level 1, 
were similar to those in other test units. The soil was a fine grained, brown dirt with limestone inclusions, 
pebbles and displaced stones associated with the platforms construction fill. Level 5 however, witnessed 
an increase in stone size, from a ballast type size fill, to one of medium sized stones. This is not 
surprising, as this level sat directly on top of bedrock, and thus represents the platform's base foundation, 
the construction of which is typically marked by larger stones and rocks. Subop 27 was excavated to an 
average depth of 51.9 cm dbs. The artifacts exposed through excavations were present through levels 1-4, 
suggesting that the artifact scatter was associated with midden materials incorporated into the 
construction fill of the platform, and was evidently exposed through plowing activities. 

Collection 7-1, Subop 29 
Collection 7-1 was located on Structure 34, a low-lying mound located in the vicinity of many 

such mounds that were likely domestic in nature. Collection 7-1 was characterized as having a relatively 
light artifact density, predominantly consisting of lithic reduction flakes as well as some tools and ceramic 
sherds. The 3 meter collection radius extended from the center towards the eastern exterior of the 
structure. An animal burrow was also associated with this western side of the platform. Larger rocks like 
those from the platform's construction fill were also encountered on the surface and within the 
excavations of Subop 29. 

Levels 1 and 2 (Lots 225 and 229) were comprised of a dark loamy humus soil with limestone 
inclusions and 3-5 cm stones, and were excavated by 10cm arbitrary levels. An apparent alignment of 
rocks running roughly north-south was encountered in Level 3 (Lot 235). We began to excavate each side 
of the alignment as separate entities to be safe, however, upon further excavation we realized that the 
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alignment was natural. The matrices between levels remained consistent, becoming more clay-like as 
excavations proceeded. Matrices associated with Level 5 (Lot 239) turned into to a clumpy silty loam, 
more clay-like than the previous levels. While artifacts continued to be recovered from Subop 29 
excavations all the way down to bedrock, Level 4 (Lot 238) contained more artifacts than the other levels, 
and also produced two pieces of obsidian. Level 5 (Lot 239) also produced an obsidian blade fragment 
which is surprising, considering the size of the test unit, the relative distribution of obsidian at the site, 
and the size of the platform. Bedrock was reached at an average depth of 56.4 cm dbs. Level 6 was a 
restricted to a small depression (42 x 39 cm) in the bedrock along the north end of the unit, and was 
excavated as one lot (Lot 240) for an additional 18 cm. The matrix associated with this lot was consistent 
with those in the proceeding levels, however only 2 ceramic sherds were recovered from this area. 

Collection 43-1, Subop 30 
Subop 30 was a test unit of collection 43-1, a densely scattered artifact concentration located on a 

low-lying construction, originally thought to have been a structure but later determined to potentially be 
rudimentary patio arrangement due to the lack of construction-type fill. Limestone debris covered the 
surface of Structure 20. It is likely that the artifacts associated with collection 43-1 were part of the patios 
fill, and present on the surface due to plowing disturbance. Artifacts recovered in the collection included 
lithic flakes and ceramics, and a mano fragment. 

Six 10 cm arbitrary levels were excavated in Subop 30, with the final two levels (Level 7, Lot 253 
and Level 8, Lot 254) excavated according to natural/cultural changes. The matrices associated with 
Subop 30 were comprised of a dark tan-brown silty clay-loam with a significant gravel content 
(approximately 30%). As excavations progressed from Levell (Lot 226) to Level 2 (Lot 233), the gravel 
content decreased, as did the number of artifacts. Excavators recognized a noticeable change in matrix 
associated with Level 3 (Lot 234), in that it became lighter in color and much more clay-like. The gravel 
content also changed in size· and density, and there was a significant drop in artifacts. Large rock slabs 
were also encountered in Level 3 along the west and north east corner of the unit, making the excavation 
of the 1x1m unit more difficult. 

In Level 4 (Lot 245) excavators noticed an increase in the frequency of lithic artifacts, however 
the general artifact count remained low. In Level 5 (Lot 246) the artifact density again increased, with the 
ratio of ceramics to lithics becoming equal. Excavators also encountered burnt limestone, but not in a 
significant amount. Level 6 (Lot 247) witnessed a noticeably moister matrix with a dark brown patch of 
soil present in the southeast quadrant of the unit. The gravel content also decreased to between 3-10%. 
Evidence of burning became more pronounced, as charcoal and burned artifacts were recovered from 
Level 6. The size of ceramics recovered also increased, while the number of lithic artifacts decreased. 
Obsidian blade fragments were also recovered from Level 6 for the first time in this unit, as was 
unmodified shell. Level 7 (Lot 253) was prematurely terminated (after only 2-4 cm) due to a change in 
matrix. The matrix drastically changed in color and consistency, from a moist tan-brown matrix to a 
moister, clumping yellow clay (Level 8, Lot 254). Artifact levels dropped dramatically in Level 7, and 
were absent in Level 8. The excavations were terminated prior to reaching bedrock because of the sterility 
of the last level, and the heavy clay nature of the matrix, which made screening virtually impossible. 

Collection 70-1, Subop 32 
Subop 32 was a test unit of collection 70-1, a moderately distributed artifact concentration located on a 
possible low-lying platform, originally and tentatively labeled Structure 22. The area of the concentration 
and test unit was marked by lots of limestone pebbles, cobbles and rocks. Excavators recovered a fair 
amount of lithic flakes and two ceramic sherds from the excavation of Level 1 (Lot 241), however, 
bedrock was reached within 2-11 centimeters. Due to the close proximity of bedrock below the surface, 
the limestone debris across the area, and the questionable labeling of this feature as a low-lying mound, I 
am apt to suggest that this "Structure" was likely not a cultural feature at all, but a burm deposited as a 
result of plowing. 
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Architectural and Cultural Feature Excavations 
Structures representing an array of Strath Bogue's architectural compliment were tested during 

the 2002 field season, including two structures within the site's main platform group (Structures Al and 
A4); a low residential structure, (Structure 30c); and a possible ritual-oriented structure, (Structure 39). 
We also entered and mapped two chultuns (Chultuns #3 and #5), however only Chultun #3 was 
excavated. We also conducted test excavations of two areas associated with possible monuments, in 
attempt to confirm or refute such designations. We returned to Structure 5 to excavate Burial #2, 
encountered at the end of the 2001 field season, and to complete the vertical testing of this structure. In 
the process we encountered another burial (Burial #4). In attempt to ascertain whether Structure 5 may 
have been a round structure, typical of Terminal Classic ancestral shrines, we initiated excavations at the 
northeastern extreme of Structure 5. The excavations of Structures 30c and 39 were excavated in a semi
horizontal fashion after verbal permission was sought and granted by Mr. Paul Francisco of the 
Department of Archaeology. 

Structures were initially tested through the excavation of 2x2m subops, with the structure's 
terminal phase of occupation initially only being excavated. Once the terminal phase of occupation had 
been exposed, additional excavation units were added when deemed advantageous. Expansion units were 
set to follow the architecture exposed in the initial excavations. Vertical excavations were performed in 
only a few suboperations, so to provide the diachronic data essential to reconstructing occupation and 
temporal sequencing. Additional cultural features tested during the 2002 field season included Chultun 
#3, and the excavation of subops in the vicinity of two potential monuments. The subops set to test the 
possible monuments were initiated as 1x2 meter units. 

Structure 30c 
Upon our arrival the first day at the site, we were pleased to find that a plot of land directly 

adjacent to the Group A had been cleared for a new cane crop. In the process of conducting site 
reconnaissance and surface collections of this newly cleared area, we encountered a number of previously 
unknown structures, including a linear structure reminiscent of household structures encountered by Dr. 
Laura Levi at the nearby site of San Estevan, classified as Paired Platform groups. These structures are 
noted as having no well defined plaza area, and are further subdivided into abutted or offset paired 
platforms (Levi 1993, 1996:Fig. 6.4d, 2002:3d). The version at Strath Bogue is the abutted type, and is 
characterized by an approximate meter high long base platform, on which three smaller structures are 
situated. Three surface collections were made, one for each the three superstructures associated with 
Structures 30 (Collections 1-1, 2-1, 3-1). The artifacts collected were consistent with those associated 
with residential structures, including lithic flakes and tools, and ceramic sherds. Based on its likeness to 
the San Estevan household structures, the unobscured visibility of the ground surrounding the structure, 
the relative preservation of structure, as well as the associated artifacts of Collection 3-1, we decided to 
test Structure 30c, the most eastern of the three superstructures. 

An initial 2x2 meter unit (Subop 10) was placed in the area of the perceived southeast comer of 
the structure. Levell (Lot 105) was comprised of a dry, loose ashy humus layer, mixed with cane roots, 
rootlets and littermat. Evidence of some structural collapse was encountered in the presence of strewn 
limestone rocks. Excavators followed an alignment of limestone blocks that were partially visible at 
surface level in the southern quadrant of the unit. Debris constituting disturbed and in situ construction fill 
was primarily located north of the alignment, in the area of the structure's interior. A metate fragment, 3 
obsidian blade fragments and a large number of lithic and ceramics artifacts were recovered from Level 1. 
Excavators noted a slight increase in ceramics and lithics recovered from the area adjacent to the rock 
alignment, in an area which would constitute the outside of the structure. 

We divided the excavation of Level 2 into two lots. Lot 114 encompassed the area inside of the 
structure being excavated, including the rock alignment believed to be the structure's southern wall. The 
associated matrices were comprised of a dark brown, granular humus-type soil, and were essentially a 
continuation of the humus and collapse encountered in Levell. Throughout the area of the structure 
encompassed by Lot 114 were large, partially embedded rocks. Rocks that were evidently disturbed were 
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removed along with the continuing humus soil, so to expose further the embedded rocks associated with 
the in situ architecture. Because of the removal of large disturbed rocks, we were unable to maintain our 
excavation strategy of excavating lOcm arbitrary levels, but instead followed stratigraphic cultural 
changes as they presented themselves. The exposure of Level 3 revealed a number of flat bedded cut 
stones, apparently associated with a flagstone flooring surface. Many of these stones were set in east
west running alignments across the structure. The structure's southeastern comer was also revealed. 
Unfortunately, due to the nature of the exposure and slump of the area, it was unclear whether the comer 
was angular or rounded. Level 2 (Lot 114) was excavated to an average depth of 43.2cm dbs. 

Lot 115 was allotted to the area south of the alignment, constituting the area outside of the 
structure, but incorporated by our arbitrary unit placement. Level 2 (Lot 115) was comprised of the same 
dark brown humus type soil associated with Lot 114, and included fist-sized structural rubble and collapse 
debris. Nonetheless, the matrix associate with Lot 115 contained considerably less rubble than that 
associated with Lot 114 and the actual architectural construction. At a depth of approximately 100cm dbd 
or 56cm dbs, near the bottom of our intended lOcm arbitrary level, a possible tamped earth surface 
running perpendicular to the southern structural wall was encountered. The tamped surface was marked 
by white limestone flecking, and tapered in some areas where it met with a more natural or possibly 
prehistoric ground surface. Level 2 (Lot 115) was excavated to an average depth of 102cm dbd, or 58cm 
dbs. 

We decided not to excavate beyond the exposure of Level 3 (Lots 127 and 172), the terminal 
phase of occupation/construction in Subop 10, and to expand our excavations to the west (Subop lOa, a 
2x2 meter subop), and eventually to the north (Subops lOd, lOb were lx3 meter units, and Subop lOc was 
a 2x3 meter unit) and east (Subop We, a lx2.5 meter unit). The goal of these expansion units was to glean 
a fuller picture of the structure's size, architectural arrangement and artifactual compliment, and to 
hopefully encounter an associative midden deposit(s) (see Figure 3.5 for a diagram of Subop layout). 

The excavation of Subops lOa, lOb, lOc, lOd, and We followed the same strategy as that 
undertaken in Subop 10. Level 1 of expansion units lOa-We (Lots 130, 142, 167, 204 and 237 
respectively) was comprised of the same dry, loose ashy humus layer, mixed with cane roots, rootlets and 
littermat as seen in Subop 10. Structural collapse was also encountered throughout Level 1 in each of the 
expansion units. In order to speed up the excavation process, and with our knowledge of the composition 
of Levels 1 and 2 in Subop 10 and the in situ architecture associated with Level 3, we decided to excavate 
the humus/collapse as one Level in Subops lOa, lOb, lOc, lOd, and We. We thus jumped from Levell to 
Level 3 in the expansion excavations. The one exception to this was in Subop lOa, where Level 2 (Lot 
160) was excavated in the area corresponding to the area south of the southern structural wall, or that 
effectively outside of the structure (as similarly excavated in Subop 10). Excavation of Level 2 (Lot 160) 
proceeded to the same stratigraphic level exposed in Subop 10 (Lot 115), to an average approximate 
depth of 96.8cm dbd. Both Subop 10 and lOa used the same datum, which was located in the northwest 
comer of the unit, 44cm above surface level. 

We thus were in effect able to obtain a clearer understanding of the architectural composition of 
the Structure 30c (See Figure 3.6), and its associated artifacts. In fully exposing the terminal architecture, 
we came to further recognize a pattern in the construction. Several "rows" of flagstone were placed across 
the structure, apparently to provide a more concrete living surface. In the shifting of the ground over the 
last 1000 years, and with the impact of agricultural plowing, it appeared as though some of the rows were 
in fact actually demarcating low bench areas. In Subop lOb, in one of the areas where we questioned the 
possibility of an actual furnishing, we decided to dig into the structure in the hopes that this would help 
clarify the situation. Similar to Subop 10, we divided the excavation of Level 3 in Subop lOb into two 
separate lots, that associated with the interior structure being Lot 227, and that associated with the exterior 
0.5xO.76 meter area north of the structure designated Lot 171. 

Subop lOb, Level 3 (Lot 227) was essentially composed of the northern structure wall, and its 
architectural mass. Excavations included the additional removal of collapse debris, and the removal of 
two short north-south running alignments of semi-flat stones, under which additional flat stones were 
exposed. Very few artifacts were recovered from the excavations associated with the architectural 
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complement of Subop lOb. The excavation of Lot 171, the area associated with the exterior of the 
structure in the northern section of Subop lOb, allowed us to define the northern structure wall, while also 
exposing a variation in the treatment of the structures exterior, in comparison to that exposed to the south. 
illterestingly, the area to the north of the structure was composed of an apparent fill of densely packed 
gravel and fist size rocks mixed with a brown fme grained silty organic soil. Very few artifacts were 
recovered from this area; fewer than from the area excavated in Subop 10 to the south, and outside the 
structure. It appears as though this fill was laid by the Maya to level the area. It likely was plastered over 
in antiquity, but due to its relative closeness to the surface, and the ravages of time, the plaster was no 
longer detectable. Further support for this hypothesis can be take from the consideration of the proximity 
of Structure 30c to Group A, the apparent site center. It is likely that areas associated with public arenas, 
such as the area between Group A and Structure 30c would have had extra attention paid to them. 

The excavation of Subop lOd and lOe was undertaken in order to obtain a more horizontal 
understanding of Structure 30c. We thus initially excavated both subops as we had the previous units, by 
removing the humus and collapse debris so to expose the final phase of construction and occupation. We 
were able to follow the northern wall defined in both Subops lOb and c, but we were unable to determine 
whether the structure was rounded or angular at its ends. Since we did not catch the western end or 
corners of the structure, and the western end was evidently more grossly impacted by modern agricultural 
practices, we decided to place a final unit, Subop lOe, on the eastern end of the structure. We off-set this 
unit from the others, using the exposed architecture in both Subops 10 and lOd to guide its placement. 
With the excavation of Subop lOe, we decided to conduct a full vertical excavation of the area 
encompassed by the unit, so to obtain clear chronological, compositional and artifactual data associated 
with Structure 30c, and the activities and practices conducted in association with and adjacent to it. 

Subop lOe was placed so to encompass the eastern end of the structure. This area of the structure 
appeared to be more heavily impacted, as there were more displaced rocks protruding through the surface 
level. We began excavations as we had initially, with the removal of the humus layer in one level, across 
the whole unit (Levell, Lot 237). Because of the disturbed nature of the area encompassed by Subop lOe, 
we returned to our lOcm arbitrary level methodology of excavation after having removed the humus 
layer. The decision to return to this methodology was further supported by the recognition of an 
additional "level" or layer of dark brown organic matrices below the humus layer, and above the 
construction fill, not seen in the other subops. This layer was thus excavated as Level 2. 

We divided the excavation of Level 2 into two lots, separating that associated with the southern 
section of the subop, or the area corresponding to the south of the southern structural wall (Lot 251) from 
the area encompassing the structure (Lot 252). Level 2 (Lot 251) was comprised of dark brown soil with 
cobbles ranging between 2-5cm, and some collapse debris. Lot 251 was excavated so that it would be 
flush with the tamped earth surface exposed in Subop 10 (Level 3, Lot 115), and thus was only on 
average 6.7cm thick. While Level 3 (Lot 260) was flush with the area of tamped earth surface exposed in 
Subop 10, this surface was not identified in Lot 260. The matrix of Level 3 (Lot 260) was comprised of a 
moist, compact dark brown soil with very few cobbles or artifacts. Lot 260 was approximately 11cm 
thick. Upon detection of a change in matrix, the excavation of Level 3 (Lot 260) was terminated. Level 4, 
Lot 262 was comprised of a light brown grainy matrix, with limestone flecking throughout. As 
excavations proceeded the matrix became more clay-like. Artifacts continued to be retrieved, but were 
more dispersed as bedrock was approached. Upon reaching bedrock, excavations were terminated in this 
area of Subop lOe, after having removed 44cm, and reaching an approximate average depth of 147.8cm 
dbd. 

Level 2 (Lot 252) associated with the area of Subop lOe encompassing the structure, was on 
average only 6.1cm thick, and comprised of a dark brown organic soil and contained very few artifacts. 
Unfortunately, excavators did not encounter any in situ evidence of the structure's eastern wall. ill the 
excavation of Level 2 they further exposed a number of cobbles that were later removed as part of Level 3 
(Lot 260). Along the western edge of the subop, they did encounter some large rocks, however they were 
unfortunately not faced, and thus simply correspond to the structure's construction fill. 
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Level 3 (lot 261) was comprised of the structure's associated construction materials. Rocks used 
in the construction of the bulk of the platform included rocks ranging from lOcm to 40cm in size, and 
smaller cobbles for fill. A substantial amount of artifacts were recovered from this level, and included a 
piece of greenstone. The larger rocks used to define and give strength to the structure were generally only 
one course high in this area, and were found to be sitting on a tan colored, fme grained moist clay-like 
matrix (Level 4, Lot 265). The matrices associated with Level 4 (Lot 265) 
became increasingly clay-like and moist as excavations progressed, and the closer bedrock came. While 
screening became increasingly difficult as we approached bedrock, we found significantly more ceramics 
as we approached, and directly above bedrock. Due to the lack of a significant change in matrix and the 
difficult excavating these matrices, excavators did not use arbitrary levels in the excavation of Level 4, 
and thus Level 4 was on average 34cm thick. Bedrock was reached at an approximate average depth of 
133cmdbd. 

Due to poor preservation and the impact of modern plowing practices, we were unable to securely 
ascertain whether the eastern wall of this low structure, and thus Structure 30c was round or angular. We 
were able to determine through the dissection of the construction of Structure 30c that it was erected in 
one phase of construction in the Terminal Classic period, and was a residential structure. 

Structure 39 
First, Structure 39 was identified during reconnaissance and surface collection, and a moderate 

concentration of artifacts was identified and collected from the structure as Concentration 14-1. 
Concentration 14-1 was comprised of the usual ceramics and lithic debris, but also included a biface, and 
3 cores. Of primary significance however, was the apparent direct association of a Stela monument (Stela 
#1) just to the west of the structure. The monument measures 1.53xO.94xO.36 meters, and shows no 
evidence of carving and thus would have been a painted stela. The monument does show evidence of 
having being shaped at its blunt end and along one of its sides (See Figure 3.7). The surface that was 
facing up was badly weathered, and appeared to have had pieces removed at some time in antiquity. The 
surface on the underside was relatively flat, and possibly smoothed. It's "hacha" or axe like shape is 
evidently typical of other Terminal Classic and Postclassic period stelae (Joel Palka, personal 
communication, 25 July, 2002). Similar plain monuments have been identified at other northern Belize 
sites, such as that found in Group E at Aventura (see Figure 3.8) (Sidrys 1983:Fig 7), Group B at 
Sarteneja (Sidrys 1983:Fig 116b), and Stela 1 at Cuello (Sidrys 1983:23). Upon recognition of the 
presence of one stela at Strath Bogue, we began to pay more attention to other large stone slabs that could 
also be fragments of monuments. Once one stela has been identified at a site, the likelihood of additional 
stelae being present at a site increases (Joel Palka, personal communication, 25 July, 2002). Three 
additional large stone slabs were identified, and two had test units placed in their vicinity (see below). 
The measurements of the Strath Bogue stela are very similar to those recorded for the Sarteneja 
monument (1.74x1.22xO.25-0.31 meters) (Sidrys 1983:171). The presence of similar monuments at other 
northern Belize sites, and their like measurements lends support to the supposition that Strath Bogue Stela 
#1 is in fact a stela. The presumed base, where the monument tapers, appeared to be broken, and was not 
evident in the area in which the stela lay. 

The decision to investigate Structure 39 was primarily based on the presence of Stela #1 in direct 
association with Structure 39. The association of the low-lying structure and monument begged the 
question of whether or not Structure 39 was a shrine. Shrines are often noted to be in association with 
stela, and often are part of the stela-altar-shrine ritual triad. Often the monuments associated with such 
triads are beside, and even on the structure, or platform. The research design called for the testing of both 
ritual and residential structures. If it was not a shrine, it likely would have been a residential structure, and 
thus, regardless of the outcome, we would be satisfying our research objectives. Additional objectives for 
this particular excavation endeavor was to determine if the basal end of the stela could be identified on the 
platform, and further, to investigate whether or not an altar was also present on Structure 39's platform. 

Our investigations of Structure 39 initially commenced with the excavation of a 2x2 meter unit 
(Subop 11). The placement of this subop was based on the presence of a large stone that we speculated 
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might be the basal end of the stela. Three additional2x1 meter extension units (Subops 11a, 11b, and llc) 
were later instigated (See Figure 3.9), as was a one level 1x1m test unit (Subop lId). Subop 11a was set 
on the south side of Subop 11, and Subop llb was extended north of Subop 11. Subop 11c was extended 
south of Subop 11a. The 1x1 meter test unit, Subop 11d was extended east off of the southeastern comer 
of Subop 11. As the architecture began to be exposed, the decision whether or not to expand our 
investigations, and if so, in what direction was made. Following our research design, the extension 
subops, with the exception of the test unit, were excavated to the terminal phase of 
construction/occupation in two lOcm arbitrary levels. 

The removal of Levell (Lots 106, 112, 143, and 165) was comprised of a dark brown, dry 
granular dirt, mixed with cane roots, littermat and charcoal from modem agricultural practices. Limestone 
cobbles ranging from 5 to 40cm in size were present throughout the subops. All large rocks were exposed, 
and were removed only if it was determined that they were no longer in situ. A collection of possible 
censor fragments was recovered from Level 1 (Lot 112) in Subop 11a. Artifacts were generally low in 
density across all subops in Level 1. 

Level 2 was comprised of remaining humus soil and disturbed architecture or rocks. The northern 
wall of Structure 39 was defined in Level 2 (Lot 156) of Subop lIb, with the northern half of the subop 
representing an area to the exterior of the structure. This wall ran in an angular fashion from the northwest 
to the southeast, and continued into Subop 11. In order to determine if a comer of the structure was just to 
the east of Subop 11, as it seemed to be marked by a large limestone rock, we instigated the excavation of 
the test Subop lId. Excavators were able to determine after the excavation of Level 1 (Lot 232), that the 
structure extended further to the east, and thus excavations were terminated in Subop lId after one level 
of excavation. Subop lIb was terminated upon exposure of the terminal phase of construction/occupation 
(Level 3) in the unit. While the rock in the center of Subop 11 was large, it was not large enough to have 
been the base, nor was it embedded deep enough into the fill of the platform to have been representative 
of the basal end of a stela. 

A semi-circular alignment of large limestone rocks was identified in Subop 11a (Lot 126) and 
later found to extend into a full circle in Subop 11c (Lot 177). We speculated that this circular feature 
may represent an altar construction within or adjacent to Structure 39's platform (Figure 3.10). The 
southern portion of the semi-circular feature, in Subop 11c, was more disturbed than that in Subop 11a. 
This was not surprising given that this was also the southern extreme of the structure and would have thus 
been more susceptible to plowing disturbance than that more towards the interior of the structure. Of note 
was the paucity of artifacts being recovered from Structure 39, and specifically the apparent lack of 
ceramic olla sherds (utilitarian ware). 

The decision to penetrate Structure 39 in the area of the circular feature in Subops 11a and 11c 
was made in order to gain diachronic data on the construction of the platform, and to isolate the feature. 
Level 3 was split into three lots. The circular feature was excavated as one lot, Lot 145, even though it 
was situated in both Subops lla and llc. The feature measured approximately 1.51x1.27 meters at its 
extremes. The area for the most part surrounding the feature in both Subop 11a and 11c was excavated as 
Lot 144. The feature was found to be set next to a southwest to northeast running rock alignment that may 
have been a retaining wall or earlier phase of construction. Thus the rock alignment and the area to the 
north and northwest of the feature within Subop 11a was excavated as Lot 184. All three lots associated 
with Level 3 were excavated as cultural rather than arbitrary levels. The decision to follow this format of 
excavation was based on the exposed architecture, the size of the rocks used in the fill and construction, 
and on the consequential discovery that the structure was erected in one phase of construction, as the 
construction was found to be sitting on bedrock. Bedrock was reached at an average depth of 23cm dbs 
outside the circular feature, and 20Acm dbs outside the feature. 

Initially excavators reported a difference in the density of artifacts retrieved from the area inside 
the feature compared to that outside, with more artifacts retrieved from within the encircled area. 
Unfortunately, as excavations progressed it became harder to authenticate the actual presence of a circular 
feature. We began to wonder whether or not the wall exposed in Subop lla might have been the exterior 
structure wall, and the rocks found in between the wall and the circular feature were the remains of a 
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stairway, and collapse construction debris. However, based on the extent of excavations we were able to 
conduct, I am uncomfortable making any definitive conclusions. No cache of objects was associated with 
the circular feature. The designation of the circular feature as an altar also remains inconclusive. 
Nonetheless, I do tend to lean towards these suggestions. The general paucity of artifacts retrieved from 
Structure 39 lends support to the supposition that the structure was a ritual platform, as ritual structures 
are known to generally contain less midden materials in their construction fill than seen in residential 
structures. Moreover, the fact that the ceramics retrieved did not include ollas, a generally recognized 
utilitarian vessel type, lends further support to the hypothesis. Further, the mere presence of Stela #1 in 
direct association with Structure 39, and the potential of an altar embedded into the structure may also 
substantiate the hypothesis. 

Structure Al 
Due to the size of the platform and its associated structures, as well as the relative dispersal of 

structures radiating around Group A, I have argued that Group A was the site's proverbial center. 
Structure Al is Group A's western pyramidal structure. A large looter's trench at the rear or western side 
of the structure runs into the center of the structure. This looter's pit was profiled during the 2001 field 
season, and revealed that the structure was erected on top of the platform in one phase of construction. 

A series of five west-east running suboperations (Subops 12-16 from summit to plaza) were 
arranged down the eastern side of Structure AI, facing the plaza (See Figure 3.11). Due to the destruction 
caused by the looter's pit, the subops were placed to the south of the structures perceived center, so to 
avoid the trench, and to help maintain the structure's integrity. Excavations were initiated here to 
determine the architectural nature of the structure, and in hopes of recovering associative cultural 
materials that would aid us in understanding the nature and function of the structure, Group A and the 
site. Due to the already disturbed and questionable stability of Structure AI, we did not expect to 
excavated Structure Al beyond the terminal phase of construction, but hoped to reveal the nature of its 
stairway, terraces and platform. Because the structure had been badly impacted by both plowing practices 
and looting, and for fear of adding further devastating destruction, we decided to limit our excavations. 

Subops 12, 13, 14 and 15 were each excavated in only two levels. Levell (Lot's 107, 118, 108 
and 110 respectively) was composed of humus and disturbed matrices from the looters trench and from 
agricultural plowing. Level one included a lot of rocks, from fist sized to boulders of mainly chert and 
limestone, and mixed with dry, loose granular gray dirt, cane debris and ash from field burning. Level 2 
(Lots 120, 121, 122 and 123) was comprised of a mixture of disturbed and architectural collapse, and the 
same matrices in a more compact form. The removal of Level 2 revealed the remains of the stairway in 
some instances, or more correctly, the associative backing masonry of the stairs. However, due to the 
degree of collapse and disturbance, the terraces and many stairs were generally inconclusive, and would 
have required further dismantling, and penetration. As mentioned earlier, due to the devastation caused to 
the structure through the excavation of the looter's trench, and the resulting instability of the structure, we 
were unwilling to excavate beyond the exposure of the terminal architecture at the height of the structure. 

Subop 16, located at the base of the structure, was penetrated beyond Levell (Lot 109) and Level 
2 (Lot 111). While the matrices associated with this subop were the same as those in the higher subops, 
there was more collapse debris at the base of the structure. Removal of Level 2 revealed a section of 
preserved plaster floor associated with the plaza. We decided to follow the plaster floor in towards the 
structure, so to expose the basal course of the structure. Level 3 (Lot137) was thus restricted to the 
western half of the subop, as we did not want to penetrate the floor, but use it as our guide. It was 
expected that the preservation at the lower extremes of the structure would be better preserved. 
Unfortunately, the floor deteriorated some as we moved towards the structure. We found what initially 
looked like the basal course, but due to time constraints we had to terminate our excavations. Thus, the 
identification of the basal course of Structure Al is extremely tentative. 

Of particular note was the fact that the construction materials used in the construction fill of 
Structure Al and in the facings of this seemingly grand structure, were both limestone and chert cobbles. 
This is of significance as Classic and Postclassic architecture is typically constructed of cut limestone 
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slabs. This may suggest that the Strath Bogue Maya were in a hurry when they erected Group A, as they 
evidently did not take or have the time, or labor resources and power to manufacture blocks from 
limestone, but otherwise utilized "collectable" alternative resources available around the site, namely, 
chert and chalcedony nodules. This hypothesis is in part further supported when paired with the data from 
the Structure AI's looter trench, which suggests that the structure was raised in one phase of construction. 

I believe that Structure Al was a terraced structure, with a slight outset stair running down the 
center of the structure. Judging from the protruding architecture, I would hypothesis that Structure Al had 
approximately four to five terraces, with each terrace having roughly four to five steps (Figure 3.12). 
Although the summit of the structure was impacted greatly by the looters pit, and we were unable to 
effectively test it, I suspect that no masonry superstructure was erected on Structure Al based on the 
surface evidence. However, as we found on Structure A4, such evidence is not always forthcoming at the 
surface level. 

Structure A4 
Structure A4 is a large, rectangular range-like structure located on the southern edge of Group 

A's platform. The structure is approximately 2 meters high, 20 meters long and 15 meters wide. The 
reasons to excavate Structure A4 were twofold. First, our research objectives called for the gathering of 
data on the variability of domestic architecture and household access to goods, household-based 
extraction and production activities, as well as the degree of social differentiation within the Strath Bogue 
community. We had at this point identified Structure 30c as a residential structure, and thus based on the 
associated architecture of Group A, A4 seemed the most likely to have been an elite residence. 

A series of 2x2 meter Subops were placed down the north facing side of Structure A4, just west 
of the structure's center. The units were offset because of the presence of large plow furrows across the 
western and central areas of the structure. As such, we knew there would likely be a degree of 
architectural destruction. We commenced our investigation of Structure A4 with the excavation of three 
subops, with Subop 20 placed towards the presumed top of the mound, and Subops 21 and 22 running 
down the mound's northern face. Additional extension units of varying sizes were later initiated as the 
architecture became exposed. Subop 28 was a 2x2 meter eastern extension of Subop 21, while Subops 31 
and 33 were north and south 2x1 meter extensions of Subop 28 (respectively). Subop 34 was a 2x3 meter 
unit placed west and adjacent to Subop 21, and extending south up the structure 3 meters. 

Both Levels 1 and 2 of Subops 20 and 21, and Levell of Subop 22, were comprised of humus 
and disturbed and collapsed architectural debris. Level 1 of Subops 20 and 21 (Lots 163 and 151 
respectively) were excavated as 10cm arbitrary levels, while Level 1 of Subop 22 was mistakenly 
excavated as a 20cm arbitrary level (Lot 149). Level 2 of Subops 20 and 21 (Lots 173 and 174) were 
initiated as lOcm arbitrary levels, but were terminated prior to reaching that mark, as dictated by the in 
situ architecture that was exposed. The architecture was limited to the southern 70cm in Subop 21 and all 
of Subop 20. Level 2 thus exposed the terminal phase of construction/occupation of Structure A4 
associated with Level 3. We did not want to dismantle the beautiful wall, but we did want to fully expose 
it, and any potential stairway that might be associated with it. Thus the excavation of Level 3 included the 
removal of remaining soil and loose collapsed stones between the architectural features revealed at the 
summit of the structure in Subop 20 (Lot 259 and 206). Removal of Lots 259 and 206 was more of a 
cleaning than excavation, and probably should have simply been a continuation of Level 2. Nonetheless, 
it helped reveal the remains of the walls of a masonry superstructure, and entranceway (Lot 259) into an 
interior room that had a plaster floor (Lot 206) (see Figure 3.13). We penetrated the interior of the 
structure (Level 4, Lot 224 and LevelS, Lot 268) in order to obtain data on the chronology and 
construction sequence of Structure A4 (see below). 

Lot 185, Level 3 in Subop 21 was restricted to the northern 130cm of the subop, as defined by the 
interior floor area of the structure in the southern 70cm of the subop. Level 3 (Lot 185) in Subop 21 was 
comprised of moderately packed silty clay loam with many limestone pebbles and rubble representative 
of collapse associated with the disintegration of the masonry superstructure. Upon recognition of a change 
in matrix excavators changed levels, and thus Level 3 was excavated as a stratigraphic level. A high 
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density of ceramics, including rim sherds, and of lithics was encountered in this unit. An area of compact 
stone and marl was identified north of the wall on the west side of the unit. Initially we wondered if this 
might not be the remains of an outset stairway. 

Level 4 (Lot 199) of Subop 22 was similarly restricted to the area north of the wall, but also 
excluded the possible outset stair area. Lot 199 was comprised of a light silty soil with a reduced gravel 
and artifact content. Excavations proceeded in Level 4 in order to fully expose the facing of the wall, and 
reach the plaza floor level. Upon identification of concentrations or patches of marl, especially in the 
areas closest to the wall, we decided to change levels, as it appeared as though we were reaching the plaza 
floor. Level 5 (Lot 266) of Subop 22 consisted of a level, compact silty limestone marl layer. This layer 
was densest along the wall, and became less thick away from the wall. Along the base of the fully 
exposed wall were a number of apparent cuts in the floor. This may explain the dense accumulation of 
marl/plaster in this area, for if the Maya had interred something in this area, the resulting destruction and 
patching of the floor would call for large quantities of marl, compared to the plastered area in the rest of 
the subop, where the marl was more thinly laid. 

Level 2 (Lot 154) of Subop 22 was a jumble of ballast and large scattered boulders (obvious 
collapse). We had expected to find the basal course of the structure in this unit, but did not. Level 3 (Lot 
175) was initiated as a lOcm arbitrary level, but because Level 3 was comprised of rubble of 5 to 25cm 
cobbles, the level varied in depth. At first it was unclear whether or not this level was simply collapse and 
disturbed debris, or representative of an aggregate fill. However, based on the lack of compactness and 
the lack of ballast type rocks, and the presence of rocks much larger than that normally associated with 
aggregate fill, we decided that it was simply a collapse level. Excavators brought the whole unit down to 
approximately the same level upon identification of a new cultural level. Level 4 of Subop 22 (Lot 223), 
was comprised of light gray-brown silty clay with limestone inclusions throughout. It was hypothesized 
that this layer may be the remaining evidence of the plaza floor, a hypothesis that was later supported 
with the excavations of Subops 21, 31 and 28. Upon reaching the plaza floor, we terminated our 
excavations of this subop. 

As noted above, we decided to penetrate Structure A4 through the excavation of the floor in the 
interior room of the masonry superstructure. Level 4 (Lot 224) was mainly comprised of the ballast fill 
associated with the plaster floor of the interior room. However, plaster associated with this floor was 
preserved in the southwest corner of the Subop and to a lesser degree along the southern unit wall, and the 
matrix above the ballast fill was an obvious mixture of eroded limestone plaster and dirt. An aggregate fill 
associated with the floor construction was detected below the floor, but was not excavated as a separate 
level. At the north end of the lot, in the area beneath the masonry wall, large slabs were unearthed that 
jutted into the excavation area from underneath the wall. These slabs were likely part of the interior 
support of the structure. Because of the irregular placement of these slabs, the excavation area of Lot 224 
became increasingly tapered. Upon detected of a soft marl layer of fill below the aggregate, we changed 
level and lot. Level 5 (Lot 268) was only excavated for an additional llcm. Towards the bottom of Level 
5 flakes of charcoal, burned pieces of chert and bits of burned limestone were detected. Unfortunately the 
excavation area had tapered to such a small area because of the extruding limestone fill and restricted size 
of the lot, and thus excavations were unable to proceed further. Excavations went to a maximum depth of 
130cm dbd, or 85.8cm dbs. 

In order to reveal a more in-depth understanding of the architectural features of Structure A4, and 
in an attempt to identify a possible entrance or stairway up to the structure's summit, four extension units 
were instigated, as noted above. We opted to excavate the extensions according to the known 
cultural/natural levels detected in the initial investigatory units. 

Subop 28 was placed to the east of Subop 21, and predominantly composed the area north of 
Structure A4s structural wall (approximately 1.70m) and approximately O.30m of A4's structural wall. 
Excavation of Levell (Lot 212) involved the removal of humus and architectural collapse from the entire 
Subop, down to the terminal phase of construction/occupation (the wall in the south, and the plaster/marl 
plaza floor north of the wall). Before we had determined whether or not all of the cobbles in Level 1 were 
simply collapse (as opposed to an outset construction), we decided to initiate another extension unit north 
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of Subop 28 (Subop 33) so to provide a larger horizontal context for some large rocks that were being 
exposed in Subop 28, Levell. Upon excavation of Level 1 (Lot 236) of Subop 31, and Levell (Lot 212) 
in Subop 28 we realized that the cobbles were not such a construction, but were indeed collapse. Subop 
31, Levell (Lot 236) was thus excavated down to the level of the plaza floor and terminated, and was 
approximately 53.6cm thick. Levell (Lot 212) of Subop 28 ranged between a minimum thickness of 9cm 
in the area above the wall, and a maximum thickness of 58cm in the area in front of the wall. Before we 
had fully identified the marl patching in the plaza surface at the base of the wall as such, we excavated 
into the plaza (Level 2, Lot 267) roughly lOcm deep. No stairs or ramps leading to the structure were 
unearthed in the area of Subop 28. 

In order to expose more of the architectural compliment of the masonry superstructure, extension 
unit Subop 33 was initiated on the southern side of Subop 28. Excavation of this Subop commenced after 
the complete exposure of Subops 21 and 20, and thus removal of the humus and collapse level was 
excavated in one level (Levell, Lot 255). We hoped to see if an additional entrance to the structure could 
be detected, despite the absence of an outset stair. Lot 255 was on average 27 cm thick. 

Finally, extension unit Subop 34 was initiated in order to investigate the architectural construction 
further to the west, and to disassemble and determine whether the jumble of rock and marl partially 
exposed at the base of the wall in Subop 21 was the remnants of an outset stair. Excavations of Subop 34 
proceeded as they had in the other subops, looking for any changes in construction and matrices, but 
following the known cultural levels exposed in the other associated subops. Subop 34 was excavated in 
one level, Lot 256 and with the exception of the possible outset stair remains, was excavated to the level 
of the plaza floor. The matrices removed were comprised of collapse and disturbed debris from the 
crumpling of the structure over time, and the impact of modern plowing practices. 

Excavations revealed that Structure A4 was comprised of an approximately 1 meter high platform 
wall made of limestone rocks (See Figure 3.14, 3.15a, b). The rocks were cut and faced on the exposed 
surfaces. The platform was surmounted by a masonry superstructure. The walls of the superstructure were 
almost block like and set back approximately 50cm from the platform edge. An entranceway into an 
apparent room was identified in Subop 20. The room had a plastered floor surface (see Figure 3.13). The 
size of the room was unable to be determined with the extent of excavations undertaken. The artifacts 
retrieved from Structure A4 dated to the Terminal Classic period, but interestingly were noted by Debra 
Walker in preliminary analyses to be of a different sort (in form) than those excavated from Structure 30c. 
Whether the comparable difference represents a difference in structure function, or the status or ethnic 
identity of its inhabitants will become clearer during analyses. 

As an added note, upon returning from the field and examining photos and the plan map of 
Structure A4, it was pointed out to me by Christophe Helmke (personal Communication November 2002) 
that the structure could very well have had an inset stairway in the area of the supposed remains of the 
"outset" stairway. If one looks at the wall in the area above the possible outset stair, a possible outline of 
the inset is potentially visible in the platform wall (see Figure 3.15b). This area also aligns, as did the 
jumble, with the entranceway into the superstructures room. However, without returning to the excavation 
and confirming or denying this supposition, how the Maya gained entry onto Structure A4's platform 
remains somewhat of a mystery. 

Structure 5 
During the 2001 field season, excavators encountered the cranium area of a burial (PRlO-02) in 

the eastern wall of Subop 5b. Based on the presence of an associated Achote Black vessel, we were able 
to determine that the burial dated to the Terminal Classic period. An extension unit (Subop 5c) running 
east-west was initiated in 2001 based on our understanding of the orientation of two other burials 
encountered in Structure 5 in 2001 (PRlO-01 and PRlO-03). Unfortunately, our predictions as to the 
orientation of Burial PRlO-02 were incorrect, and due to time constraints we were unable to exhume the 
burial in 2001. We thus returned to Structure 5 in the 2002 field season. Additionally, we wished to 
continue the diachronic testing of Structure 5 so to determine it's temporal associations, and gain an 
understanding in the construction methods and episodes employed in its erection. Excavation of Structure 

60 



5 in the 2002 season also included the testing of the rear of the structure in an attempt to ascertain the 
architectural composition of this obviously important, and possibly round structure. Round structures are 
typical of Terminal Classic ancestral shrines, and were apparently in use in northern Belize, as was 
discovered at Caye Coco (Digrius and Masson 2001). 
Subop 5d, 5e, 5f, 5g and Burials PRJO-02 and PRJO-04 

Continued investigations of Structure 5 commenced with the excavation of a 2x2m unit (Subop 
5d) placed east of 2001 's Subop 5 and south of Subop 5c. As we excavated Levels 1 (Lot 100) and 2 (Lot 
101) (lOcm arbitrary levels), we realized that the unit's placement partially incorporated Subop 5c from 
2001 in Subop 5d's northwest comer, in an area measuring approximately 1.18xO.18 meters. Further, due 
to plowing activities, and the presence of plow furrows over the structure we recognized that both levels 
were disturbed. We removed all of the backdirt from the area encompassing the old subop before 
excavating the rest of the unit. We knew from the previous year's investigations that the remnants of a 
plaster floor were associated with Level 3, at an approximate depth of 20-30cm below surface. We were 
unable to identify plaster in the area of Subop 5d, but we did encounter the ballast and aggregate fill 
associated with the floor (Level 3, Lot 102). The matrix associated with Level 3 (Lot 102) was comprised 
of a loose brown loamy soil with 10-20cm rocks and limestone inclusions throughout. Artifacts were 
moderately dispersed, and noticeably more numerous than the previous levels. We recognized a higher 
concentration of rocks in the fill in the eastern portion of the subop, while the western portion had fewer 
and more dispersed rocks. Artifacts retrieved from Lot 102 included a chert wedge or adze, lithic flakes 
and ceramic sherds. Level 3 was excavated as a cultural level, and was approximately 22cm thick. At an 
approximate depth of 80cm dbd, or 50cm dbs, bone fragments were encountered, essentially "floating" in 
the matrices. Upon recognition of a concentration of bone we changed levels. Level 4 was divided in half, 
and into two separate lots based upon the apparent division of fill in the east and western portions of the 
subop. Thus, the eastern half of Subop 5d Level 4 was designated Lot 103, while the western half was 
designated Lot 104. 

Level 4 (Lot 103) contained limestone rocks ranging between 10 and 30cm in size. Some may 
have been shaped. Few artifacts were recovered from Lot 103. This lot was excavated as a 20cm arbitrary 
level. It appears as though the western complement of the fill was replaced with the interred individual, 
and was thus absent in the western half of the subop. 

Lot 104 encountered several apparently in situ bones that were later found to be associated with 
Burial PRlO-02. We also encountered some of the missing sherds of the Achote Black vessel retrieved 
from the cranium area of the burial in 2001. Unfortunately the remains were in very poor state of 
preservation, and many deteriorated before the excavator's eyes upon being unearthed. Some of the bones 
were removed from the western wall of the subop. Osteologist Margaret Briggs exhumed Burial PRlO-02, 
and was able to determine that the individual had been placed in a semi-flexed position, with the head 
towards the north (See figure 3.16). Cut stones defining the head area were identified during the 2001 
season, and we suspected that this individual may have been interred in a crypt, however, with the 
exception of the cranium area, no other evidence of such a construction was detected. Very few artifacts 
were found to be associated with Burial PRlO-02. Lot 104 was excavated as a 20cm level. For a more in
depth report ofPRlO-04 please see Briggs chapter, this volume. 

Level 4 was terminated after 20cm, upon identification of the beginning of a combination 
aggregate and core fill (Level 5, Lot 125). The fill was comprised of large boulders ranging between 20-
40cm in size. Because of the size of the boulders comprising the core fill associated with Level 5, this 
level and lot were excavated as a 30cm arbitrary level. While the boulders were tightly packed, and 
dispersed with a smaller aggregate fill (granular dirt with limestone rock inclusions), holes in the fill 
continually developed throughout the level. Numerous artifacts were removed from Level 5 (Lot 125), 
and included what appeared to be a mix of Terminal Classic and Early Classic ceramic sherds. Artifacts 
frequently slipped into these holes, as did some of the bones associated with Burial PRlO-04, as we 
continued to find bone fragments and teeth in the area of the exhumed burial. Curiously, excavators also 
encountered teeth in the southwest quadrant of the subop in Level 5, in an area opposite to that of Burial 
PRlO-02' s cranium. Upon detection of additional bones in the southwestern quadrant, we realized that we 
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had encountered another Burial, however, the burial was apparently predominantly located outside of 
Subop Sd, and thus excavation of Subop Sd was temporarily terminated so that an extension unit could be 
established to the south of Subop Sd. Unfortunately, one extension unit became three (Subops Se, f and 
g). Subop Se was a 2x2m unit, Subop Sf was a 2xlm unit to the west of Subop Se, and Sg was a lxO.Sm 
unit to the north of Subop Sf. 

Subops Se and f were excavated in the same fashion as Subop Sd, following the same level 
designations, and elevations Levels I-S, and terminating upon detection of bones in Level 6 (see 
Appendix 1 for lot designations). For the sake of time and effort, Subop Sg was excavated in two levels: 
Levell (Lot 162) being the top 20cm of disturbed humus, and Level 2 (Lot 164) being all the fill 
associated with this phase of construction located above Burial PRlO-04. Level 2 (Lot 164) of Subop Sg 
was thus approximately 40cm thick. These units proved to contain the same construction materials and 
artifact types as seen in Subop Sd. Upon exposure and removal of Burial PRlO-04, the excavations of 
these extension units was terminated. 

Burial PRlO-04 was thus located in Level 6 of Subops Sd, e, f and g, and designated Lot 168. The 
extent of the burial measured approximately 1.66xO.68cm, and was oriented on a roughly east-southeast 
to west-northwest orientation. The burial was similarly in poor preservation (Figure 3.17). Many of the 
remaining bones had been crushed with the weight of the structure, including the skull. Unfortunately, 
someone also entered the unit and stole a tarp placed over the unit that was protecting the burial, and they 
may have added additional injury to the bones. 

The individual in PRlO-04 was placed in a seemingly extended position, based on the layout of 
the bones, with the head towards the east-southeast, an orientation more similar to that of Burials PRlO-
01 and PRlO-03 than PRlO-02. The burial was not defined by a crypt, pit or any other means, but instead 
had simply been interred within the fill of the structure. Nonetheless, the soil surrounding the individual 
was distinct from that elsewhere in the subops, as it was a comprised of a light brown, fine grained dirt 
with a high gravel content. The soil was loosely packed, and found to be sitting on the same core fill 
noted elsewhere in the unit, with the same holes dispersed throughout as noted above. The holey nature of 
the underlying fill was likely responsible for the differential preservation of the bones, as well as the 
disarticulation of the remains. Roots also played havoc with the remains, many bones having roots 
growing right through them. Some faunal bones were removed from the area of the burial, however it 
should be noted that it appeared as though a rodent burrow had at some point in time penetrated the area 
of the burial, and thus these bones may not be associative. Lithic and ceramic artifacts were also 
recovered from the area of the internment, as was modified shell. Please see Briggs' chapter (this volume) 
for a more detailed account of the human remains. 

The rest of the core layer in Structure S, including the area under Burial PRlO-04 was excavated 
as Lot 201, Level 6. Despite the fact that this level was essentially a continuation of the core fill 
associated with Level S, it was more compact, and very solid in structure. This level was excavated for 
approximately an additional 17cm, before reaching a beautifully preserved thick plaster floor (Level 7, 
Lot 207). The plaster floor itself was on average approximately lOcm thick, and also contained artifacts 
including an obsidian blade. The coloration of the plaster was more yellowish-brown than I have typically 
encountered, so much so that at first some of the excavators wondered if it might not be bedrock. Below 
the plaster layer was a predominantly brown dirt fill, with limestone inclusions typical of ballast type fill 
(Level 8, Lot 213). This level contained a high density of artifacts, including obsidian, shell and a special 
find, but mostly ceramic sherds, as well as charcoal and charcoal flecking. The ballast/dirt fill associated 
with Level 8 was approximately only lOcm thick and was found to have been laid over a very flat surface 
of tightly laid soft stones (Level 9, Lot 22). In excavation of Level 8, three 20-30cm shaped limestone 
rocks in a roughly northwest-southeast alignment began to be exposed along the north wall of the subop. 
The thin layer of compact stones associated with Level 9 (Lot 22) was very uniform across the subop, and 
was on average only 3.4cm thick. More obsidian as well as ceramic and lithic artifacts were recovered 
from this level, but in smaller quantities than before. Excavation of Level 9 revealed the remains of a 
cobble, veneer-like surface throughout most of the subop, that met with the basal course of an earlier 
construction, which had first begun to be exposed during the excavation of Level 8 (See Figure 3.18) This 
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wall was three courses high, however it may have had more courses in antiquity. The 20-30cm rocks used 
in this construction were of a very soft limestone, and were more rounded than cut. Similar to Levels 8 
and 9, the limestone rocks used in the construction, as well as those used in the cobble veneer surface 
south of the construction, were a tan color. I suspect that this has to do with the fact that these rocks were 
had been located under more than a meter of dirt since the Early Classic period. 

We decided not to penetrate the earlier construction, but to excavate the area of the cobble veneer 
surface (approximately 1.20x1.8m area), designated Level 10 (Lot 230). We found that this surface had a 
high proportion of marl mixed with it, which acted almost as cement between and underneath the rocks. 
Many of the rocks showed evidence of having been burned, as recognized in the blue-gray tinge to some 
of the rocks. Below the cobble surface was a marl and dirt fill, with few limestone pebbles (3-5cm) and 
rocks (5-1Ocm). Additionally, a high degree of charcoal and charcoal flecking also occurred throughout 
this lot. Ceramics of a quality quite obviously not Terminal Classic, and evidently Early Classic were 
dispersed throughout the unit, some of which exhibited evidence of burning, or had charcoal congealed to 
them. Unfortunately, excavations had to be terminated shortly after having penetrated this level, because 
we had reached the end of the field season. Level 10 was thus fully excavated. 

While we were unable to gain a full chronological understanding of Structure 5, we were able to 
determine that Structure 5 had two phases of construction, with the last phase of construction appearing to 
be simply a raising of the existing platform, dated to the Terminal Classic period. The date of the earlier 
phase of construction, marked by the presence of the plaster floor, has yet to be securely dated but is 
believed to be Terminal Classic as well. An earlier construction, Structure 5-sub, was also identified. This 
construction was oriented differently from the later construction, and made of different construction 
materials and techniques than that of the later structure (See figure 3.19 for a profile of Subop 5d). The 
ceramics associated with Structure 5-sub were clearly Early Classic in nature, and included red slipped 
bowls, as well as bi- and polychrome flanged dishes. 
Subops 5h, 5i and 5j 

The presence of four burials within Structure 5 begs the question whether or not Structure 5 is an 
ancestral shrine, or simply an elite residence. In attempt to ascertain whether Structure 5 was a rounded or 
square structure, Subop 5h was initiated in the vicinity of what we presumed would be the northeastern 
corner of the structure. Subop 5h was a 2x2m unit. If Structure 5 should be round, it would lend credence 
to the supposition that it was an ancestral shrine, similar to that encased within Structure 1 at Caye Coco 
(Digrius and Masson 2001). Two additional extension subops, Subops 5i (2x2m) and 5j (2x1m) were 
initiated after perplexing architectural features were unearthed in Subop 5h. All three subops were 
excavated by stratigraphic levels. 

Levell (Lot 231) of Subop 5h was within the disturbed plow zone, and was comprised of humus 
and littermat. The matrix was a dry, crumbly course grain dirt mixed with limestone inclusions, pebbles 
and collapse debris. Excavation of the humus and collapse began to expose what appeared to be the 
corner of the structure in the western half of the subop. It became immediately apparent that the artifacts 
retrieved from this area were more numerous and diverse than seen anywhere else in our 2002 
excavations. Levell (Lot 231) artifacts included lithics and ceramics, but also included lithic tools, 
ground stone and obsidian. We thus divided Level 2 into two lots. Lot 243 was assigned to the eastern 
half of the subop, in the area that appeared to be outside of the structure, and Lot 244 was assigned to the 
western half of the unit, as defined by the exposure of what appeared to be part of Structure 5's platform 
wall. However, after beginning excavation of Lot 244 we realized that we were excavating into the 
platform in the southwest corner, and thus concentrated our Lot 244 efforts in the northwest quad of the 
subop. Excavation of Level 2, Lot 244 proceeded with the clearing of what we initially thought was 
simply collapse debris and natural accumulation of dirt in the area outside of the structure. However, we 
were wrong here too, as we realized that the degree of structural disintegration in this area was higher 
than in the southwest quad, and in fact what we thought was collapse debris was actually the ballast and 
aggregate fill of Structure 5. Thus excavation of Lot 244 was terminated, but not before having unearthed 
what effectively was the structural wall of Structure 5's platform. Level 2 (Lot 244) of the midden was 
approximately 6.6 cm thick, while level 3 of the midden was 15.9 cm thick. 
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The excavation of Lot 243 exposed additional cut stones to this platform wall, revealing an comer 
defined by an "L" shaped wall in approximately the center of the unit (see Figure 3.20). Moreover, the 
excavation of Level 2 (Lot 243) revealed the presence of a dense midden in the area encompassed by the 
"L" shaped wall. Lot 243 contained faunal remains, four bags of ceramics, 2 bags of lithics, fragments of 
lithic tools including many bifaces, choppers and round chert discs (possible discoidal bifaces), obsidian, 
projectile point fragments and ground stone objects. It should be noted, that with the exception of the 
modem armadillo bones retrieved from Chultun #3 and the intrusive rodent bones in the burial, faunal 
remains have otherwise been absent from the Strath Bogue excavations. Excavation of the midden 
continued into Level 3 (Lot 249), which was restricted essentially to the area define by "L" shaped wall, 
an area roughly measuring 1x.0.70 meters at it's extreme. The artifact complement for Level 3 (Lot 249) 
continued in intensity and density. The matrix associated with Level 3 contained mostly dirt, but included 
limestone cobbles and rocks as well. The midden was found to have been sitting on a plaster surface, 
likely an outer patio area, exterior to the structure. 

Of great significance was the occurrence and co-occurrence of fragments of Achote Black (a 
ceramic type believed to have originated in the Peten), Buyuk double-mouthed jar fragments (said to 
originate from the northern Belize site of Aventura (Sidrys and Krowne 1983), locally indigenous 
ceramics such as Progresso Striated and Coco Red, as well as ceramics such as Piste Striated and Dzitas 
slate, typically associated with the Yucatan (Walker 1990). In attempt to expand our understanding of the 
"L" shaped wall, and thus the configuration of the structure, and in an attempt to defme the limits of the 
midden and gain additional valuable data from this unique deposit, Subop 5i was placed to the east, and 
offset from Subop 5h. The offset nature of this unit allowed us to follow the southeastern extension of the 
"L" shaped wall. Subop 5j (2x1m) was set north of Subop 5h, so to follow the northeastern extension of 
the "L" shaped wall, and to determine the extent of the midden deposit. Excavation of Subop 5h did not 
proceed further than the exposure ofLevel4's plaster surface. 

Subop 5i commenced with the excavation of the humus and collapse (Levell, Lot 257), and the 
exposure of the "L" shaped wall's southeastern extension. A number of large rocks began to be unearthed 
in alignment with the wall, as did a number of other rocks whose association to the wall was not apparent. 
There appeared to be two walls running parallel to one another. The inner most alignment was comprised 
of limestone rocks measuring approximately lO-15cm in size and that were faced towards the east. The 
outer alignment was composed of larger rocks, 20-25cm in size and was faced towards the west. This 
alignment also appeared to have a slight curve to it. Levell was approximately lOcm thick. 

Level 2 (Lot 264) continued to remove humus and what appeared to be disturbed fill that 
encompassed the midden deposit. This level was evidently impacted by modem plowing activity, and yet 
the unmistakable ballast-dirt type fill was easily identified. No remaining evidence of a plastered surface 
was detectable. The midden continued to produce the same sorts of artifacts as seen in Subop 5h, 
including Terminal Classic ceramics, lithic flakes, lithic tools, obsidian blade fragments and ground stone 
objects. Level 2 continued to expose the confusing architectural alignments first detected in Level 1 
excavations, and included the detection of aggregate fill in the southeastern quad of the subop, in the area 
southeast of the outer parallel wall. Level 2 was terminated upon Level 2 (Lot 264) was approximately 
12.5cm thick. 

Full removal of Level 2 and exposure of Level 3 provided some clarity to the exposed 
architecture. The most eastern wall, composed of 20-25cm rocks which appeared to be on a curve and 
faced towards the west were enclosing a separate platform, as indicated by the presence of aggregate fill 
in the area to the east, or behind this outer wall. The smaller wall running parallel to this wall meets with 
the southeastern running alignment of he "L" shaped wall, and appears to be the remaining courses of 
Structure 5's exterior wall (see Figure 3.20). Unfortunately the comer where the two walls effectively 
meet is not well preserved, and appears to have been impacted by modem plowing activities. 

In an attempt to bring the area exterior to the structure down to the plaster surface detected in 
Subop 5h, and to remove the final layer of midden materials, excavation of Level 3 (Lot 270) was 
restricted to the northeastern quad of Subop 5i, as defined by the architecture. The matrix in this area was 
same as the midden above. Excavations did not reveal the plaster surface seen in Subop 5h, but did 
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unearth a level cobble surface similar to that seen in Subop 5d. Additionally, two larger boulders set in a 
line were also fully exposed along the northern wall of the unit. It is unclear what relationship, if any, 
these boulders had to either structure. Level 3 (Lot 270) reached a maximum depth of 80cm dbd, and was 
approximately 13cm thick. 

Subop 5j was a roughly north-south unit, set so to expose the northeastern running arm of the ''L'' 
shaped wall. We were also interested in determining the extent of the midden away from the exterior wall 
of Structure 5. Levell (Lot 258) was comprised of humus, collapse and disturbed materials. Although 
artifacts similar to those seen in the midden were recovered from Levell (Lot 258), they were not as 
densely distributed, and definitely seemed to be present in the area closest to the structure. A number of 
large rocks began to be exposed, and were left in situ to be further exposed in Level 2. Level 1 (Lot 258) 
was approximately 13cm thick. 

Level 2 (Lot 263) was composed similarly to Lot 258. Midden materials, such as ceramics, lithic 
tools and flakes and obsidian were recovered. Excavations revealed an alignment of large rocks running 
roughly west-northwest by east-southeast across the center area of the unit. The relationship of this 
alignment to Structure 5 was, and remains, uncertain 

Level 3 (Lot 269) involved the removal of 5-lOcm and 20-30cm rocks from across the unit, fully 
exposing the comer and western wall extension of the "L" shaped wall. The matrix removed from the area 
between Structure 5's exterior wall and the large rock alignment to the north appeared to be more 
reminiscent of construction fill than the matrix located to the north of the alignment, which appeared to 
contain more dirt. Nonetheless, the difference was not deemed significant enough to suggest the areas 
represented different phases of construction. Level 3 was excavated to the depth of the plaster surface 
seen in Subop 5h, and was terminated there. Level 3 (Lot 269) was approximately 15cm thick. 

Upon examination of the details of excavation and in examining the plan map (Figure 3.2) of 
Subops 5h, i and j, an appreciation of the architectural composition of Structure 5 was afforded. Structure 
5 was not round, and yet was quite obviously a structure of some consequence. By following the "L" 
shaped wall to the north and to the east we were able to determine that Structure 5 was a low, and yet 
likely terraced structure, with an outset stairway. The identification of three comers through the 
excavation of these subops helped to clarify the construction. All of the walls exposed through our 
excavations are more or less aligned in the same west-northwest to east-southeast orientation (with the 
exception of course of those that run roughly north-south). The large boulders seen at the north end of 
Subop 5i appear to align with those extending out from the comer of the outset stair in Subop 5j. The area 
thus enclosed by the alignment and the "L" shaped wall essentially forms the lower terrace of Structure 5. 
The alignment at the extreme north end of Subop 5j is not as clear, however, the comer of the outset stair 
is present. The alignment may represent an additional terrace wall, however, without further excavations 
this remains inconclusive. 

Possible Stela Test Excavations 
Test investigations of two areas associated with two additional possible stela monuments were 

undertaken during the 2002 field season. The possible monuments, Possible Stela #2 and #3 (see Figures 
3.21a and 3.21b respectively) have been very tentatively assigned this designation. These stones are 
uncarved, are irregular in shape and size, exhibit no evidence of having been painted, and unlike Stela #1, 
do not show clear evidence of human manipulation. However, while they are irregular in size and shape, 
they are large enough to represent fragments of "killed" or destroyed monuments. The tentative 
identification of these slabs as possible monuments was made based on their relative size, the lack of 
similar rocks elsewhere at the site, and their relative positioning at the site. Moreover, my confidence in 
Stela #1 being an uncarved monument lends support to the likelihood of there being additional such 
monuments at the site. We know that writing was a practice engaged by the Strath Bogue Maya, as 
evidence beyond the presence of monuments has been found, in the presence of a bark beater found on 
Group A's platform in close proximity to the location of Possible Stela #2, and the recovery of a conch 
shell ink pot from Burial PRlO-03 (Ferguson 2002:41). 
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Subop 23, Possible Stela #3 
Subop 23 was a 2xl meter unit placed in the area located beneath Possible Stela #3. Possible 

Stela #3 was badly weathered with no obvious indications of carving or modification. The limestone slab 
measured 1.15xO.90xO.30 meters in size, and is thus similar to Stela #1 and the Sarteneja Stela in size 
(Sidrys 1983:Fig 116b). The decision to place a unit here was based upon the knowledge that monuments 
often have objects cached beneath them, and thus the unearthing of such a cache would help determine 
the legitimacy of labeling the stone slab a possible Stela monument. We turned Possible Stela #3 over 
before setting up the unit, to see if the stone had been carved, and to facilitate the placement of the subop. 
Upon turning of the stone, we recognized an alignment of stones that we thought might have been related 
to the stela. We thus set the subop to encompass this alignment. The rock alignment was located in the 
western third of the unit, and ran roughly north south (Figure 3.23). This rock alignment continued 
southwards outside of the subop for approximately an additional 2.5-3 meters. 

Level 1 (Lot 178) was a lOcm arbitrary level, comprised of a humus of dark tan to brown, 
medium grained soil, mixed with cane debris and burned littermat. There was a definite distinction 
between the rock content in the area located east of the rock alignment and that to the west. Almost fifty 
percent of the matrix associated with the area east of the alignment was comprised of limestone rubble, 
ranging in size from 5 to 20 centimeters. Many of the rocks were burned, evidently through agricultural 
practices. The area of the subop located to the west of the alignment was comprised of humus soil and 
contained only one 9cm limestone rock. The average maximum depth reached for Level 1 was 56.6cm 
dbd. 

Excavators identified a concentration of ceramic sherds in the northwestern quadrant of the 
subop, approximately 20cm south of the north wall of Subop 23, and 21cm east of the west wall, along 
the western "face" and encompassing a portion of the rock alignment. This roughly 22x21cm area was 
excavated as Lot 191, in case the concentration was representative of a cache. Lot 191 was thus excavated 
as a cultural level, rather than an arbitrary level. Nineteen prominently sized ceramic sherds (on average 
4cm) were recovered from this area. Before having recognized the concentration as such, and designating 
it its own lot, an obsidian blade and three large pieces of ceramic (6cm in size) were recovered from Lot 
178. It is likely that these objects were actually associated with the ceramic concentration of Lot 191.The 
soil matrix associated with this area was no different than that seen throughout the subop. The 
concentration ranged between 2 and 12 cm in depth and was excavated to a maximum depth of 68cm dbd. 

Level 2 was excavated in a lOcm arbitrary level. We divided the subop into two separate lots for 
the excavation of Level 2, that in front of the north-south running alignment in the western third of the 
unit (Lot 188), and that seemingly encompassing the construction to the east of, and marked by the rock 
alignment (Lot 187). Lot 187 encompassed an area approximately lx1.5m at its southern end, and 
lx1.34m at it's northern end, as defined by the rock alignment. The matrix associated with this area was 
more tan in color and less densely packed than that associated with Level 1. The large limestone rocks 
associated with Level 1 were removed, and found to be sitting on a compact soil surface. Artifacts 
continued to be recovered in substantial quantities, and included mostly ceramics and some lithic flakes. 
Excavations were terminated at the end of Level 2 (Lot 187) at a maximum average depth of 61cm dbd. 
The fill exposed and excavated west of the alignment is consistent with that of a purposeful construction, 
especially when consideration is given to the fact that no such fill existed to the west, or effectively 
outside, of the walled area. It is likely that this wall is associated with Structure 37, which is a low-lying 
residential type structure to the southeast of Subop 23. Whether this wall is a platform wall, or part of a 
patio area associated with Structure 37 was unclear. However, given that the alignment continued 
southward for a considerable distance, and considering what we exposed in Lot 188, I suspect that the 
rock alignment was part of Structure 37' s platform wall. 

Level 2 (Lot 188) was composed of approximately forty percent ballast type fill of gravel and 
rocks ranging from 4-7cm in size, and a dark brown, densely packed soil. As excavations proceeded, the 
density of ballast increased. The density of artifacts recovered from this area was lower than that 
associated with the apparent platform, and consisted mainly of ceramics, although some lithic objects 
were recovered as well. We decided to terminate the excavations in this area at the end ofLevel2's lOcm 
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arbitrary level, at an average maximum depth of 7L2cm dbd, as there was no evidence of the base of the 
possible stela. Further, we learned from the information gained from the test excavation of Collection 12-
1, Subop 24, that bedrock was relatively close to the surface in this area. 
Subop 18 and 18a, Possible Stela #2 

Subop 18, and later extension subop 18a, were initiated in order to confirm or deny the 
speculation of the existence of an additional monument existing approximately S meters northeast of 
Structure AI. Possible Stela #2 (hereafter referred to as PS#2) was identified during the 2001 season, 
when a bark beater was collected in its vicinity. At the time, we had not identified Stela #1, and had not 
truly considered the possibility of such monuments existing at the site. PS#2 appeared as though it was 
situated at the approximate edge of the platform of Group A. The stone limestone slab exhibited no 
obvious evidence of having been shaped by the ancient Maya, however, if the monument had been 
ritually "killed", characteristic marks indicating it had been formed would not necessarily be evident. We 
hypothesized that, at best, it would have been a fragment of such a monument. The fact that such a large 
slab of limestone had been purposely situated on top of Group A's platform supported the fact that it had 
some cultural significance, and was not simply the product of cleaving bedrock processes. Group A's 
platform is approximately 2.S high at the corner on which PS#2 was located. This paired with the fact that 
no such slabs were evidently used in the construction of any of the architecture at the site, and that a 
similar such slab (Possible Stela #4) was found south of the southeast corner of Structure AI, 
approximately equidistant from Structure Al as PS#2, lends support to the potential of these slabs being 
fragmentary, and potentially paired, monuments. 

PS#2 measures approximately O.74xO.70xO.20 meters in size, and as such is thinner than the other 
possible stela at the site. There was some evidence of the rock having been cut, but we determined that 
the cut marks were from a modern plow. We photographed the rock in situ after having placed Subop 18 
(lx2m) around it (see Figure 3.23). We intended to only excavate to a maximum depth of SOcm dbs, with 
the expectation that support for the monumental assignment of the slab in the form of a dedicatory cache, 
or the stela's base, would be evident within that depth. 

Excavation of Subop 18 commenced without the removal of the subject stone slab, for the flrst 
two levels of excavation. It was evident from the initiation of our excavations that PS#2 was sitting on a 
number of smaller rocks, which were concentrated in the area on which PS#2 lay in the western half of 
the unit. Excavation of Level 1 (Lot 117) was undertaken as a lScm arbitrary level, and concentrated on 
removing the dirt from the exposed area around the stone. The level was comprised of light brown, sandy 
humus mixed with limestone pebbles and cobbles, and littermat. Excavations revealed an alignment of 
rocks in a seemingly non-linear fashion beneath the stone slab. Two obsidian blade fragments, ceramic 
sherds and lithic objects were recovered from Lot 117. Level 2 (Lot 124) was similarly excavated, but as 
a lOcm arbitrary level. Excavators continued to encounter the same matrix as that removed in Levell, 
with a steady increase in the density of limestone cobbles as excavations progressed. Artifacts recovered 
from Level 2 were restricted to ceramic and lithic objects. Level 3 (Lot 129), was initiated while the stone 
slab was still in situ. At first excavations concentrated on the area surrounding the stone slab in the east 
half of the subop. The matrix was comprised of the same limestone cobbles that were likely part of the 
ballast flll associated with Platform A's terminal phase of construction. We removed the suspect rock in 
order to facilitate the excavations, and assigned Lot 146 to the area previously covered by the potential 
stela in the western half of the unit. The removal of the stone slab allowed us to defme the rounded 
alignment of rocks more clearly. Level 3 was excavated as a lOcm arbitrary level. We concentrated our 
excavation efforts in the east half of the subop for the beginning of Level 4, in the area outside what 
appeared to be a circular feature (Lot 176), so as to expose the construction associated with the possible 
feature more clearly. Lot 176 was comprised of a light brown coarse grain soil with 3-Scm limestone 
rocks. This level was a melding of the ballast fill seen in Level 3, and an aggregate flll typical of Maya 
construction practices. Removal of the fill associated with Level 4 began to expose a number of large 
rocks and chert bboulders that were evidently not part of the aggregate flll otherwise being removed. 
Along the north wall of the subop, at its approximate center, a large, flat rock was exposed. Additional 
limestone rocks were found sitting at roughly the same level as the flat rock and running into the south 
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wall of the subop. This large flat limestone rock also appeared to be round, and was running into the north 
wall of the unit. We thus expanded our investigations, and opened a lx2m extension unit (Subop 18a). 

Subop 18a was a 2xlm extension unit, situated to the north of Subop 18, and thus the two subops 
together comprised a 2x2m unit. Levels 1-3 (Lots 179, 180, and 183 respectively) were all excavated as 
lOcm arbitrary levels, and were essentially comprised of the same matrices as removed from Subop 18. In 
the ballast level associated with Level 3 (Lot 183), excavators were able to clearly define the large flat 
stone exposed in Subop 18. Additional rocks, seemingly part of earlier phases of construction and covered 
by the terminal aggregate and ballast fiU, were also exposed in Level 3 and Level 4 (Lot 193). Some rocks 
which were likely part of the penultimate, but which were no longer in situ were removed. The remaining 
rocks exposed in both subops were exposed with the excavation of Level S (Lot 218 in Subop 18a, and 
Lot 203 in the eastern half of Subop 18). The excavation of Level 4 (Lot 203) in Subop 18 exposed more 
of the penultimate phase of construction. Unfortunately there was a problem with our level designations 
and measurements, and Level 4 in Subop 18 actually includes LevelS as well. Thus, the entire 2x2m area 
was completely excavated to the same depth, and upon full exposure we recognized what appeared to be a 
series of walls (see Figure 3.24). Two of the walls were more formal masonry constructions that ran 
roughly north south. These walls were comprised of large rounded and, or cut limestone boulders. The 
largest wall, exposed in the east section of the subops, was comprised of boulders measuring between 40 
and 60cm in size. A second, parallel wall was evident in the center of the subops. This wall was 
comprised of cut stones that were faced towards the east and set on a curve, implying that the structure 
they encompassed was situated to the west and was potentially circular. Two courses of this wall were 
identified. The remains of a stucco surface on the eastern face of the wall, and between the courses, was 
also identified. A third, less formal east-running wall, comprised of some cut and rugged rocks (lO-20cm 
in size), was exposed in the western portion of the Subops 18 and 18a at the I-meter mark. This wall 
intersected with the cut/stucco wall in the center of the subops. A fourth alignment was evident in the 
northeast comer of Subop 18a, and was comprised of only a few, much smaller (lO-IScm) cut stones (see 
Figure 3.24). 

It appears as though in our attempt to expose evidence intended to support the hypothesis that the 
stone slab located approximately 2.S meters from Structure Al was a stela, we unearthed an earlier 
construction that at some point had been incorporated into, and lay below the plaza floor during Group 
A's final phase of occupation. This earlier construction had at least two phases of construction, as is 
evident by the parallel walls running north-south through the unit. The most eastern wall was evidently 
the latest, or most recent phase, as it would have engulfed the earlier north-south and east-west running 
walls. Thus, the central stuccoed wall would have been the earlier phase. It is likely that the east-west 
running wall identified within the area delineated by the stucco wall was a retaining wall for this early 
structure, a hypothesis that is supported by the fact that this wall intersects with the stucco wall, and does 
not extend beyond it. Interestingly, relatively few ceramics were recovered from all levels of excavation 
in Subops 18 and 18a. However, it is of note that in Subop 18, Level 3, there was a distinct association of 
lithic artifacts recovered from this terminal phase of construction and occupation, as more lithics were 
recovered from this level than in any other level in the unit (N=91). Of course these are not final tallies, 
but they are noteworthy. 

Chultuns 
Six chultuns were located during the 2002 field season. Three other potential chultuns were 

identified during reconnaissance, but these were not confirmed. We decided to investigate and test the 
chultuns in order to obtain information on the use of these associative cultural features at the site. 
Unfortunately, only two chultuns were able to be entered because of the labor involved in preparing the 
chultun for entry, and the concern for the safety of those entering. Both chultuns were "smoked", so as to 
rid them of snakes, bats and rats. Students were prohibited to enter the chultuns until masks had been 
obtained, due to the concern for contracting histoplasmosis. Profile and plan mapping of the chultuns was 
conducted with the aid of base lines strong across the orifice and the interiors of the chultuns. 
Measurements were taken every 20cm along the baseline to the walls, ceiling and floors of both chultuns. 
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Chultun 3 
Chultun 3 is located on property owned by Juan Rivera, at the juncture of the two main cane 

roads located to the south of the site's center (See Figure 3.1). The chultun was carved out of the 
limestone bedrock in a standard boot-shape, with the chamber having to be stepped down into from the 
area below the orifice. The orifice measures approximately 67x50 cm in diameter. There was no cap 
found in or around the chultun. The interior is small, measuring approximately 318x206cm at its extremes 
(See Figure 3.25), and reached an optimal depth of approximately 260cm below surface. No artifacts were 
found on the surface inside the chultun, and it was apparent that a lot of the matrix in the chultun had 
fallen in from above. We began excavating the chultun as Subop 19 (Lot 119), only to find that it was 
disturbed. We expected and hoped that we would reach an undisturbed level, however modem debris, 
most specifically wire fencing, was found throughout the associative matrix, down to the base of the 
chultun. A few ceramic sherds were recovered, but these were not diagnostic. A collection of modem 
armadillo bones were also encountered. We were later informed that a large structure had once stood in 
the vicinity of the chultun, and may in fact have been erected over top of Chultun 3. 

Chultun 5 
Chultun 5 was located on the Salazar Property, toward the western edge of the site (See Figure 

3.1). The chultun was located approximately 20m northeast of the intersection of the east-west running 
cane road that divides the site, and the tertiary cane road running into Sen. Salazar's cane fields. Like 
Chultun 3, Chultun 5 is a standard boot-shape, with an orifice measuring approximately 75cm in 
diameter. The orifice was located along the north edge of the chultun, at the approximate center of the 
chultun. The chamber was a step down from the entranceway, with the "boot" running towards the south. 
No cap to the chultun was encountered inside or around the chultun. The chamber measures 
approximately 3.20x2.30m in size (See Figure 3.26). Chultun 3 differs from Chultun 5 in that the ceiling 
of Chultun 5 is dome shaped. We decided not to excavate Chultun 5 for a number of reasons. We decided 
that due to the extreme amount of bat guano, the added disturbance of excavating the associative matrix 
would be detrimental to the health of the excavators. We also learned from the landowner that a large 
mound had stood over the chultun until about 20 years ago, but that it had been bulldozed when the cane 
road was built. Sen. Salazar also noted that the chultun had been entered and disturbed at, and since that 
time. Thus, we decided to simply map the chultun. 

MAPPING 
Continued mapping of the site's perceived boundaries and cultural and geographical features was 

accomplished using an EDM total station, and hand-held GPS units with the assistance of Dr. Timothy 
Hare, Travis Ormsby and Craig Smith. Features mapped included tree lines, topographic features, modem 
roads, looter's pits, mounded platforms and architectural features, possible stelae, reservoirs and quarries, 
chultuns, surface collection locations, random-sample test units, and excavation subop locations. An area 
measuring approximately 700mx900m was surveyed and mapped. The maps produced through Dr. Hare's 
mapping expeditions are not rectified, for without excavation of the structures, and identification of their 
comers, Dr. Hare felt that he would otherwise be employing significant architectural interpretations. 

ANALYSIS 
Cleaning and cataloguing of artifacts and human remains was completed in the lab during the 

field season by project staff and field school students. Artifacts were sorted and catalogued according to 
artifact category, material type, and provenience. Databases of artifact types, associations and contextual 
relationships were maintained in an Excel database (see Appendix). Due to time constraints and restricted 
labor power, it was decided to leave analyses to a subsequent "analysis season", to be initiated with the 
consent of Belize's Department of Archaeology, during the 2003 summer. 
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Human Remains 
Project osteologist Margaret Briggs, with the assistance of Alma Patt and field school students, cleaned 
and sorted the human remains, and conducted a preliminary analysis of the two burials encountered 
during the 2002 excavations of Structure 5. A more in depth osteological examination of the skeletal 
materials was completed by Margaret L. Briggs (see Chapter 6 this volume). 

FUTURE ANALYSIS 
The bulk of analysis of artifacts from both the 2001 and 2002 field seasons must be completed in 

a subsequent analysis "season". During analyses, the field director will expand upon, and complete the 
analyses of objects initiated during the 2001 and 2002 summer field seasons. Assessments of continuity, 
transition and change will be considered through the examination of all categories of material culture (i.e. 
architectural, contextual, artifactual, and skeletal data). Ratios and frequencies of occurrence, co
occurrence and absence of artifacts, architecture and other contextual data will be conducted and recorded 
in the project database. Comparisons of artifacts will be made to Terminal Classic occupations at sites 
within the region through consultation of completed dissertations, site reports and publications, as will 
comparisons to Late Classic and Postclassic materials. Additionally, comparisons of data will be made to 
representative sites from the Peten, and Yucatan, so to establish connections with these areas. 

The majority of artifactual materials from Strath Bogue are ceramic sherds. Analyses of ceramic 
data will be undertaken with the aid of established typologies derived from various dissertations on sites 
within Northern Belize (see Chase 1982; Valdez 1987; Walker 1990; Levy 1993; Mock 1994). However, 
it should be noted that in preliminary ceramic analysis it has become clear that the ceramics from Strath 
Bogue differ in many cases from those of sites within northern Belize, and in many cases new ceramic 
types will need to be established. 

CONCLUSIONS 
Investigations conducted during the 2002 field season have shed an extensive amount of light on 

Strath Bogue's resident community. Artifactual data has indicated that the Strath Bogue community was 
evidently involved in the production of lithic tools, and judging by the predominance of bifaces, they 
were largely a farming community who utilized an array of biface types. We were also able to gain data 
on the variability of architecture present at the site, and to a degree, of the social differentiation of the 
community. The employment of a -reconnaissance program paired with surface collections will allow for 
a clearer understanding of nodes of production and how objects may have been differentially distributed 
and used across the site. The identification of a stela monument (or possibly four) at the site suggests a 
continuation of Late Classic traditions, as do many of artifactual forms and the treatment of the dead. 
Further, we were able to further confirm the Terminal Classic date for the site, in addition to identifying 
an earlier Early Classic occupational component at the site. The presence of ceramics associated with both 
the Peten and Yucatan Regions, and a the existence of new, indigenous ceramic types has also lad to 
discussions of the site having been occupied by a group of migrants from the Peten who settled at Strath 
Bogue after having been pushed away from the troubles of their declining homeland, and pulled towards 
the developments associated with the rise of the Chichen polities. The completion of analyses will allow 
for the clarification of many of the uncertainties surrounding the Strath Bogue community, and will shed 
light on the origins of the Strath Bogue community and the role they maintained in the regional social, 
political and economic theatre. 
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Figure 3.5: Map of Structure 30c Indicating Location of Subops. 
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Figure 3.6: Plan of Structure 30c Terminal Architecture (Level 3) 
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Figure 3.7: Photo of Stela #1, adjacent to Structure 39, Strath Bogue. 



Figure 3.8: Aventura Stela (after Sidrys 1983:Fig. 7) 
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Chapter 4 

Looking for Archaic deposits at the San Estevan Site, northern Belize 

By 
Robert M. Rosenswig 

(Yale University) 

Over the past five years, the Belize Archaic Project (BAP), under the auspices of the 
Belize Postc1assic Project, has documented numerous Archaic sites in northern Belize. In 
1997, an Archaic deposit was documented at the site of Laguna de On Island (Rosenswig 
and Stafford 1998). In 2000, Archaic deposits were tested at Caye Coco (Rosenswig 2001) 
and the following year more intensive excavation were carried out at this site and the Fred 
Smith site on the west shore of Progresso Lagoon (Rosenswig 2002). Based on the absence 
of ceramics, the presence of unifacial macrocore technology and a distinctive orange soil 
horizon, to date we have documented seven new Archaic site in the Freshwater Creek 
drainage (Rosenswig and Masson 2001). This work is the latest phase of investigations into 
preceramic sites in northern Belize that began in the 1980s with the Belize Archaic 
Archaeological Reconnaissance (BAAR) project (MacNeish 1981, 1982, 1986; Zeitlan 
1984) and continued in the 1990s at the sites of Colha (Gibson 1991; Hester et al. 1996, 
Hester and Iceland 1996, Iceland 1997) and Pulltrowser Swamp (Pohl et al. 1996). This 
work in northern Belize on the Archaic period is understood in the context of other 
preceramic peoples occupying the lowlands of the Gulf Coast and the Soconusco (Voorhies 
1976, 1996a, 1996b; Wilkerson 1975; and see Zeitlan and Zeitlan 2000) and recent pollen 
analysis that document forest disturbance and maize remains beginning at 2500 BC (Jones 
1994; Rue 1989; and see Pipierno and Persall 1998). 

The excavations reported here represent the result of nine days of excavations at the 
base of the large central mound at the site core of the San Estevan site. This mound is 
located 700 m from the New River, 1 km from the modem town of the same name (Figure 
4.1). Excavations at this site have previously been carried out by Laura Levi (1997, 2002), 
who documented primarily Late Formative and Classic period occupation. 

Due to modem land disturbance, several hectares of what was previously the site 
core was excavated by heavy machinery down as much as two meters below bedrock. The 
site's ball court and several elite mound groups were quarried and carted away as road fill 
and backhoes continued to excavate until the marl bedrock became too hard to remove. 
Subsequently, in 2000, the village of San Estevan established their dump in the crater left 
by the quarrying activities. In 2001 the author, along with Marilyn Masson and twenty 
feildschool students visited the site and noticed a distinctive orange soil horizon in a 30 m 
section of the hundreds of meters of profiles created by the quarrying activities. This orange 
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horizon intrigued us as it resembled those that contained Archaic mateials at numerous sites 
around Progresso Lagoon. 

EXCAVATIONS IN 2002 
In July 2002, we returned to the site and scrapped down the 30 m section of profile 

that contained the orange soil horizon. With the resulting increased visibility of the 
statigraphy, a 9 m section was selected to be profiled. This section was directly east of San 
Estevan~s large central mound, contained the most complex stratigraphy and the thickest 
orange soil horizon. Next, a 1 x 2 m unit was excavated as Subop 1, a meter west of the 
profile to provide a sample of materials from each stratigraphic level from a controlled 
context (see Figure 4.2). Another 1 x 2 m unit was excavated as Subop 2 in a bulldozer cut 
right at the eastern base of the large central mound. Subop 2 was placed 11 m west of 
Subop 1 and 2 m east of where the bulldozer had scraped the edge of the mound exposing 
1.5 m of the base of its construction fill. Subop 2 is thus located under where the eastern 
edge of San Estevan~s central mound would have been before being bulldozed. 

9 mProfile 
In the 9 m profile seven stratigraphic levels (A through G) we defined with a 

number of subdivision within strata A, Band C (see Figure 4.3a, b, c). Based on the profile 
and the artifacts excavated from Subop 1 the stratigraphic levels depicted in Figure 4.3 are 
defined as the following Strata: 

Al - Tan fill containing modern disturbance 
A2 Lighter mottled tan and white fill containing modern disturbance 
A3 - Dark brown matrix on a plaster floor in meters 5 through 7 of the profile 
B 1 - Intact plaster floor 
B2 - Disturbed plaster floor 
CI - Gray silt with shell and burnt limestone inclusions 
C2 Same as C 1 but below a flat uniform layer of round pebbles 
D Brown clay containing Middle Formative materials 
E - Orange clay suspected of containing Archaic materials 
F - Light orange level where Stratum E fades into bedrock 
G - White, hard limestone bedrock 

From the face of this profile we collected 1 liter soil samples from Strata C2, D and 
E. Each of these samples were excavated from the face of the profile from within the 4 to 5 
m section. These represent the Middle Formative an potential Archaic levels and will be 
floated to recover botanical remains. Apart from the orange horizon, the most remarkable 
feature documented by this profile is a floor formed by medium sized river cobbles in the 
eastern 4 m of the profile (Figure 4.4). Due to the discovery of this feature, Subop 1 was 
placed so that it would intersect with its western edge. 
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Figure 4.2. Sketch map of2002 excavations and 9 m profile at the San Estevan site core. 
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Figure 4.3a. Profile of 9 m section of bulldozed cut through San Estevan plaza (O-2m 
section). 
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Figure 4.3b. Profile of 9 m section of bulldozed cut through San Estevan plaza (2-7m 
section). 

Subop 1 
This was a 1 x 2 m unit with the long axis facing north-south that was excavated as 

11 levels (Table 5.1). Based on the information from the large profile, located 1 m to the 
east, we were able to anticipate stratigraphic changes and remove each strata intact. 

Level 1 was 40 cm thick and began as a dark humic layer of soil that had built up 
since the area was bulldozed and faded into a tan filL Level 2 was 20 cm thick and was 
arbitrarily divided from Level to bring the unit to within 10 cm of the plaster floor defined 
as Stratum Bl in the 9 m profile. Levelland 2 (along with Level 3 discussed below) 
correspond to Strata Al and A2 in both the 9 m profile and the profile of the east wall of 
this Subop (Figure 4.5). Both levels contained modem garbage and so we screened every 
other bucket to recover a 50% sample of the ceramics from the filL These ceramics 
included Late Formative red and orange waxy wares as well as 2 shards with polychrome 
painting. 
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Figure 4.3c. Profile of 9 m section of bulldozed cut through San Estevan plaza (7 -9m 
section). 
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Figure 4.4. Photo of south end of 9 m profile with the cobble surface indicated. 
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Table 4.1. Lot log from 2002 excavations at San Estevan. 

Lot Level Subop Stratum Description 
1 surface -- General surface collection in and around the 30m profile 
2 1 1 Al&A2 Surface level mixed with modem refuse - 50% screened 
3 2 1 A2 Arbitrary division from Lot 2 - 50% screened 
4 3 1 A2 Arbitrary division from Lot 3 above floor - 50% screened 
5 1 2 C Mottled gray fill 
6 4 1 Bl Plaster floor and subfloor material 
7 2 2 C Plaster floor and underlying gray loam fill 
8 2 2 C Gray loam fill 
9 5 1 Cl Dark Brown matrix under floor 
10 3 2 D Dark Brown midden under Lots 7 and 8 
11 6 1 CID Limestone chunks at level of cobble floor in north 1 x 1 m 
12 7 1 D Dark brown matrix below cobble floor 
13 8 1 D Arbitrary division from overlying Lot 12 
14 9 1 E Brown soil with orange and gray inclusions 
15 10 1 F Mix of marl and light orange matrix 
16 4 2 DIE Transition between Stratum D above and E below 
17 11 1 -- Pit feature encountered in level 10 but originating in level 7 
18 5 2 E Orange soil above bedrock 

Level 3 is indistinguishable from the level above in terms of soil, but contained no 
modem garbage. The level is 10-12 cm thick and terminates on a hard marl floor designated 
Stratum B 1. This is the first intact level and we screened 100% of the matrix from here 
down. In addition, a 1 liter soil sample was collected for flotation. Level 4 corresponds to 
the plaster floor (B 1 on the profile drawing) as well as approximately 10 cm of subfloor 
materials. Flotations sample were collected both from the plaster floor itself and from the 
subfloor matrix. The plaster floor angles at a different direction from what was documented 
in the profile and this appears to represent ancient disturbance. Level 5 was separated once 
the matrix became a darker brown and appeared to correspond with Stratum Cl in the 9 m 
profile. The bottom of this level was defined by a layer of medium sized cobbles with a 
layer of burnt limestone chunks laying on, and directly above, them. These cobbles were 
defined in the 9 m profile (see Figure 4.3 and 5.4) and documented in the south third of this 
Subop (see Figure 4.6). The layer of small, burnt limestone chunks continued across the 
north two-thirds of the Subop (where there were cobbles) and defined the bottom of Level 
5. Therefore, Level 5 was a distinct, dark stratigraphic layer between the marl subfloor 
above and the stone floor below. A flotation sample was collected from this matrix. 
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Figure 4.5. Profile map of east wall of Subop 1. 

Further excavations were reduced to the northern two-thirds of the unit so as not to 
disturb the medium sized cobbles that appear to form a floor. Level 6 was 3 to 5 cm thick 
and consisted of the burnt limestone chunks and surrounding matrix in the north two-thirds 
of the unit. The first 5 cm of dark matrix below the packed limestone was removed as Level 
7. The following 5 cm of the same dark matrix was removed as Level 8. Together, Levels 7 
and 8 correspond to Stratum D in the 9 m profile and a 1 liter flotation sample was 
collected from the latter. Level 9 was between 7 and 11 cm thick and divided from Level 8 
due to a marked increase in the quantity of tiny marl flecks. This should correspond to the 
orange horizon (Stratum E) but it was hard to define as we came down on it. The matrix 
was a very dark grayish brown (lOYR 312) with orange and gray inclusions. The only 
artifact recovered from this level was a fragment of a biface (see below). A flotations 
sample was collected from this level. Level 10 consisted of a light orange soil with 
limestone eroding from the bedrock below. The designation yellowish red (5YR 5/8) is the 
closest color to this level contained in a standard Munsel color book but the actual color is 
more orange. This level corresponds to Stratum F in the 9 m profile and contained no 
artifacts. 
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Figure 4.6. Plan map of stone floor and bedrock interface, Subop 1. 
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The final lot excavated as Level 11 (Lot 17) consisted of a pit that we first detected 
in Level 10 and extends under the cobble surface in the south of the unit (see Figure 4). 
This pit was 40 cm in diameter at the top and 30 cm deep. Lot 17 consisted of the north 
half of the pit. The pit was cross-sectioned and the south half of the matrix was left in the 
ground. A 1 liter flotation sample, as well as a number of pieces of carbon, were collected 
from the matrix within this pit. This pit was not detected until level 10 and the biface that 
was collected Level 9 was recovered from directly over Lot 17, and so, was almost 
certainly part of the contents of this pit feature. This pit likely originated at Level 7 or 8. 
Sixteen lithics and four ceramic body shards were recovered from the pit (see Appendix 1). 

Subop 2 
A few shovel tests were dug in the base of the bulldozed cut at the east edge of the 

large mound to assure that we documented the orange horizon. With this confirmation, a 1 
x 2 m unit with the long axis facing north-south was excavated as Subop 2. This Subop was 
only 40 cm deep and consisted of five levels (Table 5.1). At Subop 2 we were able to 
document the same strata defined in Subqp 1 and the 9 m profile (see Figure 4.7). 
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Figure 4.7. Profile map of east wall of Subop 2. 

Level 1 consisted of between 10 and 12 cm of mottled gray fill that appears to 
corresponds with Sratum C. Level 2 was excavated as Lot 8, a hard plaster floor in the west 
half of the unit, and Lot 7, a gray clay loam in the east half of the unit that extends under 
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Lot 8 (see Figure 4.8). Lot 8 consisted of the plaster floor as well as the gray matrix below 
it. Level ~ was between 6 and 8 cm thick and consisted of a dark brown midden full of 
lithics that appears to correspond with Stratum D. A soil sample was collected form this 
level for flotation. Level 4 was between 2 and 4 cm thick and was removed to insure that 
both the dark brown Middle Formative Stratum D above and the possible Archaic orange 
Stratum E below were removed as pure samples. Level 5 was between 14 and 20 cm thick 
and corresponds to both Strata E and F. A soil sample was removed from the top of this 
level for flotation. 
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Figure 4.8. Plan map of a plaster floor and underlying gray fill, Subop 2. 

CONCLUSION 
It is not possible at this time to confirm an Archaic occupation of the San Estevan 

site. Our one source of hope is that the flotation samples will provide macrobotanical 
remains that can be dated to preceramic times. However, there are three lines of 
circumstantial evidence that suggest that we have another Archaic site below the San 
Estevan site core. First, the presence of an orange soil horizon - that has served us well as 
an· indication of Archaic deposits around Progresso Lagoon. Second, the numerous 
patinated lithic flakes in the area of the San Estevan dump site that have been collected. 
Third, the stratigraphic placement of the orange horizon below what appears to be a Middle 
Formative stone floor. If this proves to be the case then at the San Estevan site there may be 
Archaic, Middle Formative and Late Formative deposite one above the other. 
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Appendix 1. Inventory of the contents of each lot excavated in 2002 at San Estevan. 

Lot 2 - Levell 
Lithics n=107 
Ceramics n=93 

Lot 3 - Level 2 
Lithics n=64 
Ceramics n=44 
Shell n=12 

Lot 4 - Level 3 
Lithics: 
1 core fragment 
3 small core thinning flakes 
1 bifacial thinning flake - Colha chert 

Ceramics: 

SUBOPI 

1 rim with buff paste and waxy orange slip (Sierra Red) 
1 waxy red slip with gray paste 
1 Yz buff/gray and Yz orange paste 
1 unslipped gray striated body shard 
1 unslipped brown/buff striated in two directions 

Shell: 
3 Pomacea fragments 
2 terrestrial gastropods 
1 fossil oysters 

Lot 6 - Level 4 
Lithics: 
1 core - chalcedony 
3 macro (> 3 cm) core trimming flake 
12 small « 3 cm) core trimming flake 
6 tertiary flakes 
1 bifacial thinning flake (patinated) 
1 unfacial scrapper - chalcedony 

Ceramics: 
1 waxy brown body shard 
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5 waxy red slipped body shards orange paste shards (3 are bases of outflaring dishes)
Savanna Orange, i.e., Early Facet Jenny Creek 

1 buff paste orange eroded slip 

Shell: 
1 Pomacea fragment 
1 fossil oyster 

Lot 9 - Level 5 
Lithics: 
9 core fragments (1 burin spall) 
2 blades - Colha banded chert 
1 biface proximal fragment 
2 flakes with retouch 
26 large « 3cm) core trimming flakes (2 are utilized) - 15 chalcedony, 7 chert 3 quartz 
61 small (> 3cm) core trimming flakes 
11 bifacial edge trimming flakes 
4 bifacial thinning flakes 
9 tertiary flakes 
1 eroded limestone round hammer stone/grinding stone 

Ceramics: (n=158 not all reported) 
1 everted rim (parallel to the ground) buff paste, gay exterior not slipped 
2 rims of a "black rim buff ware" 
2 buff burnished body shards 
24 orange paste with red/orange slip body shards 
11 waxy red slip with orange to buff paste (2 are rims) 
18 thin body shards with gray paste 

ShelllFauna: 
3 terrestrial gastropods 
1 fresh water muscle 
4 fossil oysters 
1 fossil scallop 
1 burnt conch fragment 
10 Pomacea (MNI=lO, NISP=many more) 
4 fragments of bird long bones 

Lot 11 - Level 6 
Lithics: 
2 core fragment - chalcedony 
1 denticulate core fragment - chert 
2 macroflakes - chalcedony 
3 macroflakes - chert 
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1 plano-convex biface with a constricted adze-like edge - patinated and burnt 

Ceramics: 
1 thickened rim from a legless dish with a gray core and yellow exterior 
2 buff/orange paste rims 
2 "bases" 
2 ceramic blobs 

Lot 12 - Level 7 
Lithics: 
2 core fragments 
41 core trimming flakes - chalcedony 
1 utilized core trimming flakes - chalcedony 
4 core trimming flakes - chert 
5 early stage bifacial trimming flakes - chalcedony 
1 early stage bifacial trimming flakes - chert 

Ceramics: 
2 waxy brown body shard 
3 waxy black body shard 
2 waxy buff body shard 
1 bright orange body shard 
1 rolled rim buff past, orange slip (ceramic is very crumbly) 
8 tiny unidentifiable 

Lot 13 - Level 8 
Lithics: 
1 core fragment 
1 denticulate core fragment 
12 primary core trimming flakes - chalcedony 
7 tertiary flakes 
1 utilized burin spall worked into a perforator - chalcedony 
1 utilized large flake with cortex - chalcedony 

Ceramics: 
1 outflaring rim shard - orange/buff exterior with a gray core 

Shell: 
2 fossil shells 
2Pomacea 
1 freshwater muscle 

Lot 14 - Level 9 
Lithics: 

118 



1 plano-convex biface medial fragment - chalcedony 
1 medial blade fragment - chalcedony 
3 bifacial thinning flakes - 1 patinated 
10 core thinning flakes - 8 chalcedony, 2 chert 
2 flake fragments - chalcedony 
1 shatter - chert 

Lot 17 - Level 11 
Lithics: 
1 core mostly covered in cortex - chalcedony 
3 primary cortex flakes - chalcedony 
11 primary reduction flakes - 8 chalcedony, 3 chert 
2 possible biface trimming flakes 
1 shatter 

Ceramics: 
3 body shards - salmon orange paste 
1 body shard - buff exterior with gray core 

SUBOP2 

Lot 5 - Level 1 
Lithics: 
3 core fragments 
18 small (>3 cm) core trimming flakes 
5 large «3 cm) core trimming flakes 
1 shatter 
6 tertiary flakes 
1 flake with retouch - unifacial fragment 
1 utilized core with battering damage - quartzite 
1 constricted uniface (not patinated) - Colha chert 

Ceramics: (n= 56) 
1 rim, buff exterior with fire clouding and orange core 
1 rim orange paste and red slip that erodes (Savanna Orange, ie, Early Facet Jenny Creek) 
1 buff paste with red waxy slip 
1 orange paste with red waxy slip 
2 body shards with black waxy slip that erodes in a pitted manner 
1 rim with eroding red/brown slip 
1 rim with buff paste red slipped interior and orange slip exterior with band around the 

exterior below the rim 
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ShelllFauna: 
1 Pomacea fragment 
1 fossil scallop 
2 fresh water muscles 
1 turtle humerus or femur 

Lot 7 - Level 2 
Lithics: 
8 small core trimming flakes 
5 tertiary flakes 

Ceramic: 
1 tiny red slipped buff paste body shard 
2 buff paste body shard 

Lot 8 - Level 2 
Lithics: 
6 small core trimming flakes 
1 flake blade 
3 tertiary flakes 

Ceramics: (n=6) 
1 thin buff pate orange slip body shard 
1 orange paste eroded red slip 

Shells: 
8 freshwater mussel fragments 
1 marine shell fragment 
1 Pomacea fragment 

Lot 10 - Level 3 
Lithics: 
3 core fragments 
50 small (> 3 em) core trimming flakes 
26 large « 3 em) core trimming flakes (2 utilized) 
19 burnt shatter 
10 bifacial thinning flakes 
39 tertiary flakes 
4 flake blades (1 utilized) 
2 burin spalls 

Ceramics: (n=lO) 
1 bowl rim, bright orange paste (crumbles away when wet) 
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3 buff/orange paste shard 

Shell: 
1 conch columnela base 
4 Pomacea freagments 
1 miscellaneous shell 
1 unientified fragment 

Lot 16 - Level 4 
Lithics: 
5 core trimming flakes - chalcedony 
1 small flake fragment - chalcedony 
1 bifacial edge trimming flake - chalcedony 

Lot 18 - Level 5 
Lithics: 
4 core trimming flakes -chalcedony 
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Chapter 5 

Settlement Reconnaissance Around Progresso Lagoon 

Marilyn A. Masson and Robert M. Rosenswig 

In a brief reconnaissance during 2002, we visited sites around Progresso Lagoon that we 
had not previously inspected or identified. This chapter describes our observations at four 
settlement areas. This work confirms our suspicions that dispersed Maya settlement is 
exceedingly abundant in the uplands west of the lagoon and alerts us to the fact that sites also 
exist to the east of the lagoon as well. We were also shocked to observe the degree to which these 
sites are being destroyed by looting and are further threatened by corporate scale agricultural 
development. The map included with this chapter was created by Timothy Hare, who linked our 
GPS readings with the grid he has created for the Strath Bogue (PRI0) and Avila (PR9) localities. 

Rancho Corozal 
We inspected the previously known site of Rancho Corozal (as documented in the 

Department of Archaeology's map files), a medium sized monumental center just north of the 
town of Progresso to the west of the road to Copper Bank. The site has two large (ca 8m high) 
long monumental buildings that form separate enclosed plazas, and the style of these buildings is 
similar in a general way to Altun Ha. Residents of Progresso informed us that much looting was 
taking place here, and our inspection confirmed these testimonies. Severe and professional scale 
looting has affected many of the buildings, including smaller structures. A thatch shelter erected 
by the looters, presumably for daytime activities, was still green and the remains of dozens of 
pots lay visible in the backdirt pile. One looter's pit was so large it could have completely 
encompassed our Ford Ranger pickup into it. Locals claim looting at this site is systematic and 
ongoing. We reported this problem to the DOA last September, and hope that something can be 
done to arrest these bold offenders. The site is not remote and the looters continue despite wide 
public knowledge of their activities. The monumental center is cleared, and an all season road 
allows unauthorized visitors to drive right into it. A GPS reading at the edge of the monumental 
center was 16 350220E, 20 18663N (see Figure 1). 

To the northeast of Rancho Corozal, to the east of the road to Copper Bank, was an area 
cleared by a papaya plantation in which many dispersed, sizeable house mounds were present. 
Bulldozing and plowing had disturbed some surface features, but we were pleased to see that the 
mounds had been preserved and wish there was some way to commend the plantation owners for 
their caution. This residential area is likely associated with the Rancho Corozal site, and is 
probably one of many such areas extending out from the site core described above. Our GPS 
reading for this area was 16 350569E, 20 19469N (see Figure 5.1). 

Little Belize 
It appears that some Mennonite residents of Little Belize, on the east side of the lagoon 

may be doing some substantial looting as well. We witnessed a recent unit (replete with rotting 
food remains in styrofoam "to go" containers) that was at least 3 meters deep into a large 
structure on the property of a farmer named Elias. I did not have time to inspect many other 
mounds in this vicinity, but there may be other looting as well. Locals in Progresso report that a 
farmer from Little Belize "accidentally found" a greenstone mosaic mask on his land, just 
beneath the surface, but it was probably looted from this mound in the past month or two. A GPS 
reading on the farm trail next to this mound is 16 352992E 20 10599N (Figure 5.1). 
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Education about looting is sorely needed at Progresso. With some incredible exceptions, 
there seems to be little awareness of the value of preservation or the violation of Belizean laws 
regarding illegal excavations in the Progresso vicinity. Maxine Oland organized one educational 
open house last summer in Progresso, and she will continue this effort in 2003 that will hopefully 
enlighten another handful of local residents. Our reconnaissance last summer made us more 
keenly aware of the need to perform a systematic survey and mapping program around this 
lagoon. 
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Figure 5.1. Map of Settlements at Progresso Lagoon. 
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Section Two - Analyses 



INTRODUCTION 

Chapter 6 

Paleoethnobotany at A vila 

by 
Christopher T. Morehart 

The following report presents the results of recent paleoethnobotanical research 
undertaken at the Colonial period site of Avila, located on the shores of Progresso Lagoon in 
northeast Belize. Ethnohistoric texts suggest that the archaeological remains at A vila may be the 
remnants of Chanlacan, a Maya community that was forcibly relocated to the shores of Progresso 
lagoon from the island of Caye Coco as an encomiendo following a reducdon in 1544 (Jones 
1989; Oland 2002). Archaeological investigations at Avila were carried out under the auspices of 
the Belize Postc1assic Project, directed by Dr. Marylin Masson and Dr. Deborah Walker. 
Archaeobotanical recovery was implemented during the 2002 field season by the author as part of 
ongoing research led by Maxine Oland. This study represents one of the only efforts to recover, 
analyze, and interpret archaeobotanical remains from a site occupied during the Colonial period 
in the Maya Lowlands. First, field and laboratory methods are outlined. Second, the results of 
analyses and identifications are presented. The last section discusses the archaeobotanical 
remains in order to better elucidate the nature of plant-human interactions at the site of Avila 
during its occupation. 

METHODOLOGY 
Archaeobotanical recovery focused on the collection of soil samples from excavated 

deposits as well as the collection of charred macrofossils encountered during excavations. Soil 
samples were processed using a mechanical flotation tank built during the 2002 field season 
(Figure 6.1). A metal washtub was modified by removing the bottom and welding a sluiceway 
onto its rim. The washtub was inserted into a 50-gallon steel drum, the primary tank, with a 
section of the drum's rim cut out to accommodate the placement of the sluiceway. A bicycle tube 
was placed around the washtub and pumped with air following the washtub's insertion into the 
drum in order to create an airtight seal between the drum and the washtub. Once inserted, a nylon 
window screen was placed at the bottom of the washtub to catch sinking heavy fractions. A two
way hose adapter was welded to the bottom of the 50-gallon drum. One hose connected the tank 
to an external water source located at the project's field lab, and another, shorter hose was 
connected inside the 50-gallon drum to direct the water in a upward, spiral flow that facilitated 
the agitation of soil samples. A small plastic bucket, modified by removing its bottom and 
attaching squares of cut mosquito netting to catch light fractions, was hung from the sluiceway. 
Soil samples were poured into the tank, and the upward water flow caused light fractions to pour 
out the sluiceway into the bucket. The force of the water flow in breaking apart and agitating soil 
samples was, however, relatively weak. Thus, samples were also agitated by manually creating a 
spiral of water. Once soil samples were fully processed, the squares of mosquito netting 
containing light fractions were tied to a line and allowed to air dry. Heavy fractions were poured 
into larger squares of mosquito netting and were likewise dried on a line. Dried light fractions 
were stored for exportation, and dried heavy fractions were returned to project supervisors for 
artifactual analysis. 

Macrofossil and flotation samples were sorted in the lab using a low-power stereoscope. 
Each sample was ordered according to the excavation Lot and assigned a five-digit botanical 
identification code. Macrofossil sample codes were initiated at 20001, and flotation sample codes 
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were initiated at 30001. Taxonomically distinct groups of plant remains from a given sample 
were numbered sequentially and appended to the sample identification code. For example, if 
macrofossil sample 20003 contained pine charcoal and maize kernels their identification codes 
would be 20003-001 and 20003-002. 

Due to the nature of the tropical, seasonally wet environment of Belize, which favors the 
preservation of carbonized flora over non-carbonized materials, analysis focused predominantly 
on analyzing charred remains only. Identifications were made by comparing carbonized 
archaeobotanical remains to modern specimens contained in the author's comparative collection. 
Wood charcoal specimens were also compared with photomicrographs of Neotropical wood 
contained in several reference texts (Carreras and DeChamps 1995; Detienne and Jacquet 1983; 
Kribs 1950; Uribe 1988). A JEOL JSM 840 scanning electron microscope, located at Florida 
State University's Biological Imaging Resource, was employed to aid in the identification and 
documentation of specimens. 

In total, 27 macrofossil samples (20001-20027) and 23 flotation samples (30001-30023) 
were analyzed (Appendix A, B). Together, the archaeobotanical assemblage from Avila covers 
46 separate archaeologically assigned proveniences (Table 6.1). In general, there is a one-to-one 
correspondence between a particular sample and a provenience, though there are three 
proveniences from which two macrofossil samples were recovered, and one provenience from 
which one macrofossil sample and one flotation sample were recovered. It is important to keep in 
mind this correspondence between samples and provenience in the following discussions. 

RESULTS OF IDENTIFICATIONS 
Wood Charcoal 

Several taxa of charred wood are represented in the archaeobotanical assemblage from 
Avila (Table 6.1). The degree of taxonomic identification achieved varies depending on the 
preservation of specimens and the availability of comparative material. Identifications of 
carbonized wood span from unknown wood charcoal, hardwood charcoal, specimens identified to 
botanical family, specimens identified to genus, and specimens identified to species. 

Many charcoal specimens are species of hardwoods. A number of specimens were 
identified only as hardwoods, primarily due to poor preservation. Although some of these 
hardwoods differ in their anatomy, they all share features characteristic of the secondary xylem of 
hardwoods. These attributes include solitary and radially aligned vessels that appeared mainly 
diffuse porous (though particular specimens seemed to display semi-ring porosity), either 
apotracheal or paratracheal axial parenchyma, and either uni-seriate or multi-seriate rays. 

Four groups of hardwood charcoal were only identified to the botanical family, including 
Combretaceae, Sapotaceae, Leguminosae, and Burseraceae. Combretaceae charcoal is the most 
abundant hardwood charcoal identified to the family (Figure 6.2). Two macrofossil samples 
(20022 and 20024) and three flotation samples (30002, 30011, and 30015) contained 
Combretaceae charcoal with virtually identical anatomical characteristics, suggesting that they 
are from the same species. Combretaceae specimens are diffuse porous in cross-section with 
vessels that are both solitary and in radial chains of two to five. Rays are mainly uni-seriate. 
Axial parenchyma is either aliform or irregularly confluent connecting two to three groups of 
vessels. Though it was not possible to identify the species of Combretaceae, many of these 
features are common to bullet wood (Bucida buceras) and nargusta (Terminalia amazonia). 

Sapotaceae charcoal was recovered from three flotation samples (30006, 30015, 30020). 
Sapotaceae charcoal specimens are diffuse porous in cross-section with vessels in radial chains of 
two to four. Axial parenchyma is distinct and consists of narrow apotracheal bands that are one 
to three cells wide. The distribution of rays and axial parenchyma forms a lattice pattern in cross
section. 

Leguminosae charcoal consists of only 0.1 g of charcoal from one flotation sample 
(30006). These small fragments are characterized by medium-sized vessels arranged diffusely 
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with distinct, vasicentric to broadly aliform axial parenchyma forming wide sheaths around the 
vessels. Rays are predominately uni-seriate, though some are bi-seriate. 

Charcoal only identified as Burseraceae was recovered from one flotation sample 
(30013). Burseraceae charcoal is very similar to charcoal fragments identified as belonging to the 
copal tree (Protium cf. copal) (see below), a tree of the Burseraceae family. Thus, it is possible 
that the Burseraceae charcoal is from the same species, though it may belong to the closely 
related species gumbo limbo (Bursera simaruba), which has similar wood anatomy. 

Only two examples of hardwood charcoal were identified beyond the family: fig (Ficus 
sp.) and copal (Protium cf. copal). Fig charcoal was identified in two flotation samples (30004 
and 30005) and one macrofossil sample (20026). The charcoal is diffuse porous with medium
sized vessels arranged mostly in pairs. Rays are multi-seriate. Axial parenchyma is diagnostic, 
consisting of evenly distributed bands of apotracheal axial parenchyma. The particular species of 
fig recovered at Avila is unknown, and future species-level identification is unlikely given the 
fragmentary nature of the remains and the high diversity of fig species in Belize today (Balick et 
al. 2000:57-58). 

Wood belonging to the copal tree (Protium cf. copal) was recovered from one 
macrofossil sample (20002) (Figure 6.3). Charcoal fragments are diffuse porous. Vessels are 
solitary and in radial chains of two. Rays are mostly uni-seriate, though some are two to three 
cells wide. Axial parenchyma is scanty. As previously discussed, the Burseraceae charcoal may 
have also been derived from the copal tree, though the preservation of wood anatomy was too 
poor to make such a determination. 

Pine (Pinus sp.) is the only taxa of gymnosperm represented in the charcoal collection 
from Avila (Figure 6.4). One macrofossil sample (20026) and 11flotation samples (30002, 
30008,30012-30020) contained pine charcoal. Pine charcoal is distinct from hardwood charcoal. 
In cross-section pine charcoal lacks vessels and has prominent resin ducts. The species of pine 
represented in the archaeobotanical assemblage is most likely Caribbean pine (Pinus caribaea), 
which characterizes the savanna plains of central and northern Belize today. 

Domesticated Plants 
Cupule fragments and fragmentary and nearly complete kernels of maize (Zea mays), 

though not particularly numerous, were the most abundant taxa of domesticated plant recovered 
from Avila (Figure 6.5a-b). A total of eight archaeological proveniences yielded maize remains. 
Maize cupules (Figure 6.5a), fragments of the cob that are perhaps the most durable macroscopic 
part of the maize plant, were found in seven flotation samples (30009, 30011-30014, 30018, and 
30021). The cupules are very incomplete. Thus, morphological measurements on the cupules 
were not undertaken. Maize kernel remains (Figure 6.5b) were found in two flotation samples 
(30014 and 30020). Four kernels from sample 30020 were nearly complete. The kernels are 
round, isodiametric, and non-dented. 

One poorly preserved rind from the squash family (Cucurbitaceae) was recovered from 
one flotation sample (30009). It was not possible to obtain further identification of the specimen. 

Two cottonseeds (Gossypium hirsutum), one complete and one fragmentary, were found 
in one flotation sample collected from a pit feature (Lot 2235) in Structure 1 (Figure 6.6). The 
complete seed is ovate in shape, approximately 6.3 mm long and 3.3 mm at its widest point. 
Interestingly, there appears to still be remnants of carbonized fibers at the base of the seed near 
the hilum. 

Tree Fruits 
The carbonized, durable endocarps (shells) of palms (Arecaceae) are by far the 

most abundant group of archaeobotanical remains recovered from A vila. The majority of palm 
endocarps are from macrofossil samples. Twenty-one macrofossil samples (20001, 20005-20007, 
20009-20020, 20022, 20023, 20025-20027) contained palm endocarps, but only three flotation 
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samples (30002, 30003, and 20012) yielded palm endocarps. A total of twenty-one sampled 
archaeological proveniences, or 46% of all sampled deposits, yielded palm remains (Table 6.1). 

Endocarps from the cohune palm (Attalea cohune) were the dominant palm remains from 
Avila (Figure 6.7a-b). Sixteen macrofossil samples (20001, 20009, 20010, 20012-20020, 20022, 
20023,20025,20027) from 13 separate deposits contained cohune palm endocarps (Appendix A, 
Table 6.1). No flotation samples yielded palm endocarps identified as cohune. Cohune 
endocarps have parallel furrows on their surfaces (Figure 6.7a). Specimens are thick in cross
section, composed mainly of very dense cells. Vascular tissue appears as round, "tubular" 
protrusions (Figure 6.7b). 

Other palm remains consist of coyol (Acrocomia aculeata) and coconoboy (Bactris sp.) 
endocarps (Figure 6.8a-d). Coyol endocarps were recovered from three macrofossil samples 
(20005, 20007, and 20016), and coconoboy endocarps were recovered from one macrofossil 
sample (20011) and two flotation samples (30002 and 30003). The endocarps of both palms are 
somewhat similar, especially in cross-section, though coyol endocarps are much thicker, and 
coconoboy endocarps often become substantially thicker nearer the germination pore (Figure 
6.8c-d). 

In addition to palm endocarps, the remains of three other tree fruits were recovered from 
Avila: calabash, hog plum, and mamey apple or sapote. The calabash (Crescentia cujete) 
remains consist of charred rind fragments from one flotation sample (30003) and one macrofossil 
sample (20021). The rinds are flattened and thin, between 1-2 mm thick, with smooth surface 
textures. In cross-section, the rinds seem to lack epidermal cells, but have several layers of 
conspicuous "stone" cells. The central rind cells are small, dense, and somewhat linear in shape, 
considerably different from the fruits of other rind producing species, such as those of the 
Cucurbitaceae family, which have much larger, thinner walled cells. 

Hog plum (Spondias sp.) was found in only one flotation sample (30020). The hog plum 
remains consist of carbonized pyrene (pit) fragments (Figure 6.9). The surface of the pits is 
somewhat reticulate with stony protrusions, a characteristic of charred Spondias sp. It was not 
possible to determine the species of Spondias, however, due to the incomplete nature of the 
remains and the similarity in pit surface morphology of species of Spondias. Nevertheless, it is 
likely that the remains are either S. mombin or S. purpurea. 

A final group of tree fruit remains consist of the seed coat fragments of mamey apple or 
sapote (Pouteria sp.). The fragments are between 1.5 and 2.2 mm in thickness, have a noticeably 
smooth and shiny surface texture, and have a broad arc curvature in overall cross-section shape. 
In cross-section, the remains are composed of uniform, dense, and rounded cells. One fragment 
has parts of the seed scar intact. Seed scars are a characteristic that has been used elsewhere to 
identify sapotaeceous seed coat fragments as Pouteria cf. mammosa (Lentz 1989:193), suggesting 
that the Avila remains may be the same species. 

Other Remains 
A few other remains from flotation samples warrant brief discussion. Five carbonized 

Asteraceae achenes were recovered from two flotation samples (30001 and 30002). The achenes 
are all nearly identical, indicating that they are from the same species. The achenes are flat and 
small, 1 x 0.4 mm in size. Their surfaces have a fine reticulate to lattice pattern with slightly 
longitudinal striations. Today, there are over 95 species of Asteraceae in Belize (Balick et al. 
2000:148-154). Most of these are weedy, early successional species. These seeds are probably 
intrusive or reflect past vegetational characteristics rather than direct indicators of human 
activities. 

Three charred trumpet tree (Cecropia cf. peltata) seeds were found in two flotation 
samples (30002 and 30003) (Figure 6.10). The small seeds are approximately 2 x 1 mm in size. 
They are oblong to ovate in shape with reticulate surface patterning. As with the Asteraceae 
achenes, these seeds are likely either intrusive or are a reflection of past vegetational conditions. 
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For example, Cecropia seeds comprise a considerable portion of the natural seed rain produced 
by Neotropical bats and birds (Galindo-Gonzalez et al. 2000; MedelHn and Gaona 1999), fauna 
that regularly eat Cecropia fruits. Furthermore, uncarbonized Cecropia seeds were common in 
most flotation samples from A vila, reinforcing the conclusion that the seeds are either intrusive or 
that the pattern of natural seed dispersal was similar in the past as it is today. 

Lastly, two carbonized seeds belonging to the Solanaceae family were recovered from 
one flotation sample (30002). The specimens are morphologically similar to the seeds of 
nightshade (Solanum sp). The small seeds are reniform in shape with reticulate surfaces. Like 
Cecropia, Solanaceae seeds are widely distributed naturally by birds and bats. Thus, the seeds 
are probably not indicative of any cultural activities. 

DISCUSSION 
To date, the paleoethnobotanical investigations at Avila are the fIrst attempt to recover, 

analyze, and interpret archaeobotanical remains from a site occupied during the Colonial period 
in the Maya Lowlands. Although limited in scale, research has yielded a unique assemblage of 
flora. This section explores the signifIcance of this dataset using comparative information from 
previous archaeobotanical studies in the Maya region and from ethnobotanical, ethnographic, and 
ethnohistoric sources in order to reveal the potential of paleoethnobotany in understanding the 
complex plant-human relationships of the Colonial period Maya of northern Belize. 

The wood charcoal assemblage from A vila indicates that a number of different species of 
woods were used, though their actual function is not clear-cut. In general, it appears that various 
species of hardwoods were favored over pine because 39 % of the contexts sampled for analysis 
yielded hardwood charcoal versus only 28 % that yielded pine. Differential preservation and the 
relatively small numbers of samples collected likely influences this disparity, however. 

It is surprising that pine charcoal is underrepresented in the archaeobotanical assemblage. 
Pine is commonly the dominant wood charcoal recovered from sites throughout the Maya region 
from the Formative period to the Late Classic period (Lentz 1989, 1991, 1999; Lentz et al. 1996; 
Lentz et al. 1997; Miksicek 1983, 1990; 1991; Morehart 2002), reflecting a trend of intensive 
utilization that probably extended into Postclassic and Colonial times. It is signifIcant that Avila 
is not a substantial distance from modern Caribbean pine populations that characterize the 
savanna plains of northern Belize. Thus, unless the distribution and composition of savanna land 
in northern Belize during the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries was markedly different 
than today, the Colonial period Maya of northern Belize would have had access to large pine 
resources. 

The paucity of pine charcoal may be due to preservation issues; pine charcoal fragments 
from Avila are generally much smaller than hardwood charcoal fragments. Furthermore, the lack 
of pine remains may also be the result of how the wood was used. Pinewood is very resinous, 
and the resin contains a number of volatile oils that make pine an excellent source of fast-burning 
kindling. Perhaps, then, pine was used mainly as kindling whereas hardwoods were used as 
principal fIrewood. Pinewood provides a source of kindling and torches for many modern Maya 
groups in the lowlands and highlands (Atran and Ucan Ek' 1999; Barrera Marin et al. 1976; 
Berlin et al. 1974; Breedlove and Laughlin 1993; Wisdom 1940), though many of these groups 
also use pine as the principal fuel source. Pine resin can be processed into incense to be burned 
during ritual activities, a practice of the modern Lacandon and Itzaj (Atran and Ucan Ek' 
1999:Table 6.1; McGee 1990:44). Pinewood at Avila was possibly used for construction 
materials as well because pine charcoal was recovered from a post hole (4) uncovered in Sub. 
Op.15B (30008) (Table 6.1). 

The predominance of hardwood charcoal from Avila is evidence that the Colonial period 
Maya utilized a number of hardwoods for fuel or construction materials. The most abundant 
hardwood charcoal is from the wood of an unknown species of Combretaceae. This charcoal was 
recovered from fIve archaeological contexts. Although the specimens share a number of 
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anatomical features in common with bullet wood and nargusta (see above), this family is also 
comprised by two species of mangroves, Conocarpus erecta and Laguncularia racemosa, for 
which comparative material was lacking. It is possible that the proximity of Avila to mangroves 
may have offered a source of wood to be used for fuel. 

Fig charcoal is another notable taxa that was recovered from three contexts. Maya 
groups today use the wood of fig for fuel and for construction materials, and the sap is used as a 
medicine (Atran and Dcan Ek' 1999; Arvigo and Balick 1993; Berlin et al. 1974). The fact that 
fig charcoal was found in a post hole (1) in Sub. Op. 15B provides support that fig was used for 
construction materials (Table 6.1). On the other hand, samples from all Sub. Op. 15B post holes 
yielded different taxa of wood charcoal (Table 6.1). As just discussed, samples from post holes 1 
and 4 contained fig and pine charcoal, respectively. Post hole 2 yielded Leguminosae and 
Sapotaceae charcoal, whereas post hole 3 did not yield any carbonized wood. If these post holes 
are associated with the same construction effort, it seems surprising that different woods were 
used for each post. This assessment must be tempered by the incomplete nature of the 
archaeobotanical record at Avila, however. 

One of the more interesting species identified in the Avila samples consists of charcoal 
from the copal tree. Copal charcoal is not particularly abundant; it was found in one context. 
Even if the charcoal identified only as Burseraceae is included, only two contexts are represented. 
Nevertheless, copal has a unique cultural history that merits discussion. The resin and resinous 
wood and bark of genera in the Burseraceae family, especially Protium in the Maya lowlands and 
Bursera in the highlands, have been used as a source of incense for centuries. The burning of 
copal incense was a standard aspect of ritual activities among most prehistoric and post-conquest 
period Maya groups (Breedlove and Laughlin 1993; Houston and Taube 2000; Morehart 2002; 
Redfield and Villa Rojas 1934; Roys 1931; Stross 1997; Taube 1998; Tozzer 1941; Wisdom 
1940). Modem Maya believe that the burning copal transforms into a symbolic "food" for the 
deities and ancestors to consume (McGee 1990:40; Vogt 1976:49). Ethnohistoric sources of the 
sixteenth century Yucatec Maya record that the Maya cultivated copal trees and traded the 
processed incense over large distances (Tozzer 1941). Although it is not certain whether the 
Maya of northern Belize maintained this practice, the sparse copal charcoal suggests that the 
inhabitants of Avila were burning copal wood, perhaps as incense during traditional rites. 

Ethnohistoric texts have documented that communities located in the Maya frontier were 
largely self-sufficient producers of subsistence products (Jones 1989: 101), and the 
archaeobotanical data from Avila do not conflict with this assessment. Fragmentary maize 
remains were recovered from eight archaeological contexts (Table 6.1). Though the incomplete 
nature of the maize precluded any morphological analysis to determine the particular race of 
maize represented, the round, non-dented kernels are similar to the races Nal Tel or Chapalote, 
which Mangelsdorf (1974) and Wellhausen et al. (1957) describe as ancient and primitive maize 
types. Both types are composed of short, tapered cobs with narrow rachises and 8 to 12 rows of 
non-dented kernels. They are found at lower elevations in more tropical environments (Benz 
1986). Both types mature rapidly, allowing multiple harvests per year. Maize remains similar to 
Chapalote and Nal Tel have been recovered from Maya sites from the Early Formative period to 
the Late Classic period (Lentz 1991, 1999; Miksicek 1991; Miksicek et al. 1981; McKillop 1994; 
Morehart 2002). Despite the apparent homogeneity in maize races recovered from archaeological 
sites, to which the Avila maize specimens seem to conform, there were likely numerous types of 
maize grown by the Maya throughout their history (Marcus 1982). 

Other types of domesticated subsistence products are generally lacking from the 
archaeobotanical assemblage, though this fact is likely due to recovery and preservation bias. 
One Cucurbitaceae rind fragment was recovered. Although it was not possible to attribute the 
rind to a particular species, the rind is more similar to species of Cucurbita (squashes) than to 
species of Lagenaria (bottle gourd). The discovery of identifiable squash remains would not be 
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Figure 6.4. Scanning electron micrograph of Pinus sp. wood 
charcoal (20026-001). 
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Figures S.Sa-b. Zea mays remains from Avila. Sa: Cupule fragment (30014-002). 
Sb: Kernels (30020-001). Marks indicate 1 mm. 
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Figure 6.6. Scanning electron micrograph of Gossypium hirsutum seed (30018-
003). 
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Figure 6.7. Attalea cohune remains. 7a. Attalea cohune endocarp fragments. 
Marks indicate 1 mm (20025-001). 7b: Scanning electron micrograph of Attalea 
cohune endocarp in cross-section (20012-001). 
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Figure 6.Sa-d. Palm endocarp fragments. Sa: Acrocomia aculeata endocarp 
exterior. Sb: Acrocomia aculeata endocarp interior (20005-001). Sc: Bactris sp. 
endocarp exterior. Sd: Bactris sp. endocarp interior (20011-001). Marks indicate 1 
mm. 
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Figure 6.9. Spondias sp. pyrene fragment (30020-002). Marks indicate 1 mm. 
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Figure 6.10. Cecropia cf. peltata seed (30002-002). Marks indicate 1 nun. 
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surprising, however, given its long-standing importance in ancient and modern Maya subsistence 
economies. 

The recovery of several taxa of tree fruits is one of the most intriguing aspects of Avila's 
archaeobotanical assemblage. Early Spanish chroniclers described that maintained orchards of 
economically useful trees were a characteristic of the landscape of the Maya Lowlands during the 
Colonial period (Jones 1989; Tozzer 1941). Tree fruits, especially palms, were by far the most 
abundant remains from Avila, suggesting a system of arboriculture that extended into the 
Postclassic, Classic, and Formative periods in the Maya region (Cliff and Crane 1989; Lentz 
1990, 1999; McKillop 1994, 1996). 

Palm endocarps are the dominant tree fruits recovered; the other taxa were found in only 
one or two contexts each. The cohune palm composes the majority of these remains. Cohune 
palms have a number of economic uses (McSweeney 1995), and they were utilized by the Maya 
of the Classic and Postclassic periods (McKillop 1994, 1996). The leaves can be used as thatch, 
and the fruits can be eaten raw and provide a source of cooking oil and fuel. The cohune's 
"heart" can also be eaten raw or cooked; today, commercial trade in cohune hearts is a large 
business in Belize (McSweeney 1995:168-169). Interestingly, cohune endocarps are particularly 
common in contexts associated with Structure 1 (Table 6.1), indicating that the fruits were used 
within the building, perhaps as fuel. 

The endocarps of coyol palm and coconoboy palm are also represented in Avila's 
archaeobotanical assemblage. Both these species have a long history of Maya utilization (Cliff 
and Crane 1989; Lentz 1990; Marcus 1982; McKillop 1994, 1996). Their fruits provide a rich 
source of fats, calories, and carbohydrates (Lentz 1990; McKillop 1994). The sixteenth century 
Yucatec Maya ate coyol fruits and made a drink from them (Tozzer 1941:200). Coyol can also be 
processed and fermented into wine (Balick 1990). 

Non-palm tree fruits were not especially abundant at Avila. Those recovered include hog 
plum, mamey apple, and calabash. Although these remains are sparse compared to palms, they 
were possibly significant aspects of the site's subsistence and economic system, and the remains 
of each have been found at many Maya archaeological sites (Lentz 1999:Table 6.1). Although 
fruits of hog plum and mamey apple were probably desired for their edible fruits, calabash gourds 
were likely used as containers. Calabash inhabits the swampy, pine savannas of north central 
Belize. The tree may have been purposefully cultivated or its fruits may have been collected in 
the wild in conjunction with pine resources. In light of the latter suggestion, it is surprising that 
no remains of nance (Byrsonima crassifolia) were found. Nance is another tree that can be found 
growing in these savannas, though it was probably also cultivated at various times and places in 
the past (McKillop 1994). 

Finally, the remains of two cottonseeds indicate that the Colonial period inhabitants at 
Avila were growing cotton and producing cotton cloth; the last suggestion is reinforced by the 
discovery of spindle whorls at the site (Oland 2002). Cotton cloth was likely produced to meet 
everyday needs, to trade with other Maya groups in surrounding communities and provinces, and 
to satisfy encomiendo tribute (Jones 1989). The ethnohistoric record suggests that the 
encomienda of Chanlacan paid its tribute in cotton mantas (Jones 1989: 194). 

CONCLUSION 
Archaeobotanical data, while limited, indicate that the Maya of Avila cultivated a number 

of domesticates, such as maize, squash, and cotton, to meet subsistence requirements and 
probably to participate in other economic activities such as trade and the payment of encomiendo 
tribute. Furthermore, the inhabitants of A vila utilized a number of economically useful trees for 
food, fuel, and construction materials. The predominance of remains of fruit trees, particularly 
palms, suggests that arboriculture was practiced to some degree, a conclusion that is supported by 
ethnohistoric records. In short, paleoethnobotanical research at Avila has yielded an interesting 
assortment of plant remains that provide a glimpse of what was a complex system of plant-human 
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interactions. Future research in this area may provide considerably more data to evaluate the 
conclusions drawn in this report and to understand better the role of plants in Lowland Maya 
culture and life during the Colonial period. 
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Table 6.1. Archaeobotanical Remains from A vila. 
Provenience Plant Name Plant Part Weight Quantity 10 Number 

Str. 1, S.Op. 1 C, Lev. 3, Lot 2115 NW Acrocomia aculeata Endocarps 0.24 - 20007 

Str. 1, S.Op. 1J, Lev. 2, Lot 2194 Unknown Charcoal 0.62 - 20004 

Str. 1, S.Op. 1 K, Lev. 2, Lot 2201 NE Acrocomia aculeata Endocarps 0.21 1 20005 

Str. 1, S. Op. 1 K, Lev. 3, Lot 2214 SW Attalea cohune Endocarps 0.48 - 20009 

Str. 1, S. Op. 1 K, Lot 2236, Pinus sp. Charcoal 0.01 - 30018 

Pit Feature Zea mays Cupules <0.01 1 

Str. 1, S.Op. 1 N, Lev. 3, Lot 2229 NE Bactris sp. Endocarps 0.13 1 20011 

Str. 1, S.Op. 10, Lev. 2, Lot 2212 NE Pouteria sp. Seed Coat 0.7 - 20008 

Str.1, S.Op. 10, Lev. 2, Lot 2212 SE Arecaceae Endocarps 0.93 - 20006 

Str. 1, S.Op. 1 P, Lev. 3, Lot 2228 NE Attalea cohune Endocarps 0.07 - 20010 

Str. 1, S.Op. 10, Lev. 2, Lot 2232 SE Attalea cohune Endocarps 2.26 - 20012 

Str. 1, S.Op. 10, Lev. 2, Lot 2232 NE Attalea cohune Endocarps 0.44 1 20013 
Arecaceae Endocarps 0.3 - 20014 
Unknown Charcoal 5 -

Str. 1, S.Op. 10, Lev. 3, Lot 2234 Attalea cohune Endocarps 3.21 - 20015 
Acrocomia aculeata Endocarps 0.08 -

Str. 1, S.Op. 10, Lev. 3, Lot 2234 SW Attalea cohune Endocarps 11 - 20017 

Str. 1, S.Op. 10, Lev. 3, Lot 2234 SE Attalea cohune Endocarps 4 - 20019 

Str. 1, S.Op. 10, Lev. 3, Lot 2234 NW Attalea cohune Endocarps 0.5 - 20020 

Str. 1, S.Op. 1T, Lev. 2, Lot 2255 Pinussp. Charcoal 0.07 - 20026 
Ficussp. Charcoal 0.09 -

Areacaceae Endocarps 0.21 -
Hardwood Charcoal 0.04 -

Str. 2, S.Op. 2 A,C,G, Lot 2067 Asteraceae Achenes <0.01 4 30001 
Burned Feature 

Str. 2, S.Op. 2 A,C,G, Lot 2261 Sterile - - - 30023 
Burned Feature 
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Table 6.1, cont'd. 
Provenience Plant Name Plant Part Weight Quantity 10 Number 

S.Op. 13A,Lev.3, Lot 2154 Protium cf. copal Charcoal 0.24 - 20002 

S.Op.13B,Lev.3,Lot2162 Zeamays Cupules <0.01 3 30009 
Cucurbitaceae Rind 0.01 -

Hardwood Charcoal 0.01 -

S.Op.13B,Lev.4,Lot2165 Hardwood Charcoal 0.01 - 30010 

S.Op.13C,Lev.2,Lot2169 Zea mays Cupules <0.01 2 30012 
Pinussp. Charcoal 0.01 -

Arecaceae Endocarps <0.01 1 

S.Op. 130, Lev. 2, Lot 2180 Zea mays Cupules <0.01 - 30013 
Pinussp. Charcoal <0.01 1 

Burseraceae Charcoal 0.02 -

S.Op 130, Lev. 3, Lot 2189 Pinus sp. Charcoal 0.01 - 30014 
Zea mays Cupules <0.01 5 
Zea mays Kernel <0.01 1 

S.Op 130, Lev. 4, Lot 2193 Pinussp. Charcoal 0.02 - 30015 
Sapotaceae Charcoal 0.01 -

Combretaceae Charcoal 0.21 -

S.Op. 130, Lev. 5, Lot 2195 Pinussp. Charcoal <0.01 - 30016 

S.Op.13E,Lev.3,Lot2239 Pinussp. Charcoal 0.01 - 30019 
Hardwood Charcoal 0.23 -

S.Op.13E,Lev.4,Lot2244 Attalea cohune Endocarps 1.3 - 20022 
Combretaceae Charcoal 0.34 -

S.Op.13E,Lev.4,Lot2247 Attalea cohune Endocarps 0.8 - 20023 
Zeamays Cupule <0.01 1 30021 
Unknown Charcoal 0.01 -

S.Op.13E,Lev.5,Lot2249 Combretaceae Charcoal 0.55 - 20024 

S.Op. 13E, Lev. 5-6, Lot 2250 Attalea cohune Endocarps 24 - 20025 

S.Op. 13E,Lev. 7, Lot 2260 Attalea cohune Endocarps 0.6 - 20027 
Unknown Charcoal 0.71 -

S.Op. 13E, Lot 2242 Zea mays Kernels 0.13 4 30020 
Pit Feature Spondias sp. Stone frgs. 0.18 -

139 



Table 6.1, cont'd. 
Provenience Plant Name Plant Part Weight Quantity 10 Number 

S.Op. 13E, Lot 2242 Zea mays Kernels 0.13 4 30020 
Pit Feature Spondias sp. Stone frgs. 0.18 -

Pinussp. Charcoal 0.1 -
Sapotaceae Charcoal 1.72 -

S.Op. 13E, Lot 2250 Unknown Charcoal 0.21 - 30022 
Burned Feature 

S.Op.13F,Lev.3,Lot2241 Crescentia cujete Rind 0.83 - 20021 

S.Op. 15B, Lot 2137 Ficussp. Charcoal 0.03 - 30005 
Post Hole 1 

S.Op. 15B, Lot 2138 Leguminosae Charcoal 0.1 - 30006 
Post Hole 2 Sapotaceae Charcoal 0.07 -

S.Op. 15B, Lot 2139 Sterile - - - 30007 
Post Hole 3 

S.Op. 15B, Lot 2140 Pinussp. Charcoal <0.01 - 30008 
Post Hole 4 

S.Op. 15C, Lev. 4, Lot 2126 Ficus sp. Charcoal 0.08 - 30004 
Hardwood Charcoal 0.02 -

S.Op. 15 E, Lev. 4, Lot 2121 Pinussp. Charcoal 0.33 - 30002 
Cecropia cf. peltata Seeds <0.01 2 

Bactris sp. Endocarps 0.04 -
Solanaceae Seeds <0.01 2 
Asteraceae Achenes <0.01 1 
Arecaceae Endocarps 0.06 -

Combretaceae Charcoal 4.73 -
Hardwood Charcoal 0.27 -
Unknown Seeds <0.01 1 

S.Op. 15E, Lot 2173 Combretaceae Charcoal 8.73 - 20003 
Burned Feature 

S.Op. 15 E, Lot 2167 Zea mays Cupules <0.01 1 30011 
Combretaceae Charcoal 20.02 -

S.Op 15F, Lev. 2, Lot 2113 Bactris sp. Endocarps 0.02 - 30003 
Cecropia cf. peltata Seeds <0.01 1 
Crescentia cujete Rind <0.01 -

Hardwood Charcoal 0.01 -
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Table 6.1, cont'd. 
Provenience Plant Name Plant Part Weight Quantity 10 Number 

S.Op 15F, Lev. 2, Lot 2116 Attalea cohune Endocarps 3.3 - 20001 

S.Op. 15H, Lev. 4, Lot 2223 Pinussp. Charcoal 0.33 - 30017 
Hardwood Charcoal 0.11 -
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Figure 6.1. Diagram of flotation tank. 
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Figure 6.2. Scanning electron micrograph of Combretaceae wood charcoal 
(20003-001). 
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Figure 6.3. Scanning electron micrograph of Protium cf. copaZ wood charcoal 
(20002-001). 
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Chapter 7 

Osteological & Mortuary Data from Four Strath Bogue (PRIO) Burials 

by 
By Margaret L. Briggs 

INTRODUCTION 
During the 2002 field season I continued the laboratory analysis of the human remains 

recovered from excavations at the sites of Laguna de On, Caye Coco, and Strath Bogue, 
completing the research for my master's thesis at the University of Houston. During this season, I 
also participated in the field excavation of two burials from Structure 5 of the Strath Bogue site. 
This chapter summarizes observations on the four Strath Bogue interments, and describes the two 
previously undocumented burials (PR10-02 and PR10-04) recovered from that site in the 2002 
season. 

SUMMARY OF STRATH BOGUE INTERMENTS 
To date, a total of four sets of interred human remains have been retrieved from Structure 

5 ofthe Strath Bogue site. Burial PR1 0-0 1, a young adult female of 20 to 35 years of age at death, 
and burial PRIO-03, a male adult of undetermined age, were encountered and removed in 2001, 
and are described in more detail in the project report for that excavation season (Ferguson 
2002:40-41, Briggs 2002a:153-154). Burial PR10-02, a probable female adult of undetermined 
age was initially encountered during the 2001 excavation season, but was not removed until the 
2002 season; the fourth burial, PR10-04, an adolescent of 12 to 20 years of age at death, probably 
male, was encountered and removed in 2002. It is interesting to note that further exploration of 
other Strath Bogue mounds and off-mound areas have thus far revealed no other burials. 

All four burials were interred in simple unlined pits within the structure in a matrix of 
loose rubble fill through which rainwater could easily percolate. In addition to the erosion to be 
expected from alternate cycles of drenching and drying, it appears that agricultural activities 
conducted across the surface of the structural mound and animal burrows into the mound further 
disturbed these shallowly interred remains, encountered at highest point 67cm below the surface 
to lowest point I11.5cm below the surface. As a result all four interments were fragmentary and 
poorly preserved, with the best preservation seen in PRlO-Ol and the worst in PRIO-03. 
However, the relative positioning of the skeletal elements within each of the four supine 
interments suggests full articulation at the time of burial, consistent with the primary interment of 
these individuals. 

The determination of age at death and sex of these four individuals was difficult, due to 
the incomplete, fragmentary and poorly preserved remains. Age at death assessment was made 
morphologically, following the guidelines set forth in Standards/or Data Collection from Human 
Remains (Buikstra and Ubelaker 1994) and Human Osteology (White 2000), based primarily on 
dentition, epiphyseal fusion and cranial sutural fusion where observable. 

Determination of sex was made by discriminant function analysis, as dimorphic skeletal 
markers were not readily observable. It should be noted that the analysis was conducted on 
measurements taken from those few bones which could only be partially reconstructed. The 
assignment of female sex to PR1 0-0 1 and PRIO-02 is more problematic than the male 
assessments. By discriminant function analysis, both these individuals tested in the 96 to 100% 
female probability range for femoral measurements, but with lesser certainty based on the larger 
than average ulna measurements (PRlO-Ol 55% probability of female, PRIO-02 only 22% 
female). When these two individuals were re-assigned to the male group and re-tested, it was 
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discovered that they then appeared as male low outliers. It was decided that both are probably 
female, but close enough to the center of the female-to-male spectrum to appear as either high or 
low outliers in either sex group to which they are assigned (Briggs 2002b:l06). 

The young adult female PRI0-01 and adolescent male PRI-04 were recovered with 
minimal grave goods, amounting to a few handfuls of lithic and ceramic fragments. (It is also 
possible that any or all of these individuals were initially interred with more small items that fell 
down between the numerous gaps in the ballast fill and were not recovered.) The adult male 
PRI0-03's grave goods were moderate, including more ceramic sherds and a shell ink dish. For 
this grouping, the probable female PRI0-02 was evaluated as the richest grave goods, based on 
the presence of a complete Black Achote vessel interred somewhere close to the head. It was not 
possible to determine if the vessel, which was previously excavated in 2001, was placed over the 
skull or face, which Welsh observed was a "very common practice" (1988:216) in lowland Maya 
burials during the Classic period, and was also observed in Early, Late and Terminal Classic 
period interments at Santa Rita Corozal (Chase & Chase 1988). This was the only observation of 
placement of a complete vessel anywhere near a skull in any of the burials excavated by the 
Belize Postclassic Project. 

Burial P RiO-02 
These are the fragmentary and poorly preserved remains of an adult individual, probably 

female, interred in a supine, semi-flexed position. The head was oriented to the north, facing up. 
Three unworked limestone rocks were discovered above the cranial fragments, as if arranged to 
outline or protect the head at the time of burial. A large, partially cut 4cm-thick slab of limestone, 
measuring 29 cm on the longest cut face by 12 cm in width, was placed over the upper torso, 
covering the area where the sternum, clavicle and ribs would have been (only a few fragments of 
these bones were recovered). The left humerus and right radius were positioned over the stone, 
while the right humerus was beneath it. This strongly suggests that the stone was intentionally 
placed upon the body at the time of its fully articulated, primary interment: the body was placed 
in the pit first, the stone was next placed upon the chest, the left arm was laid over the stone, and 
the right arm was folded up and over the stone, with the upper right arm beneath the stone and the 
lower right arm above it. 

This was the only interment of the four Structure 5 individuals that was positioned in a 
semi-flexed posture, with the knees bent, drawn up and to the individual's right so that the femurs 
formed a 90-degree angle to the upper torso; the other three interments were fully extended. 
Burial PRI0-02 was interred in a north-to-south position perpendicular to the extended east-to
west burial PRI0-04, with PRI0-04 lying to the south across the area where the lower legs and 
feet of PRI 0-02 would have lain if extended. Thus it is possible that PRI0-02 was the later of the 
two to be interred, and that the body of PRI0-02 was intentionally flexed to avoid intruding on 
the burial pit of PRlO-04, which was encountered approximately 20 to 30 cm deeper below the 
surface than PRI0-02. (It is also possible if somewhat less likely that the opposite is true: that 
PRI0-02 was positioned differently for other reasons and that PRI0-04 was the later interment; 
thus the PRI0-04 burial pit intruded upon PRlO-02, explaining poorer preservation of the lower 
leg bones and the absence of the foot bones ofPRlO-02.) 

A total of 21 teeth were recovered from two locations within this burial pit: some were 
found in the area of the skull, as expected, but an additional deposit of teeth was discovered in the 
triangular area defined by crook of the knees, apparently cached there along with ceramic sherds 
and lithic fragments. The teeth within the two collection areas were mixed deciduous (n=5) and 
permanent (n=16) dentition, including 3 unerupted permanent molars. This dental collection 
could represent either two different individuals, or both the deciduous and permanent dentition of 
a single individual. As three of the permanent incisors and canines were apparently worn down 
and broken off pre-mortem, it was not possible to conclusively determine if the dentition was 
culturally modified. 
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The skull was crushed and incomplete, and so could only be partially reconstructed; it 
was not possible to determine if the cranium was culturally modified. Other than light calculus 
and caries in the dentition, there was no evidence of pathology in the skeletal remains. 
Measurements were taken on those bones that could be partially reconstructed (the left clavicle, 
the left humerus, the right ulna, and the right femur), and used for discriminant function analysis 
to determine sex. 

Burial P R1 0-04 
These are the fragmentary and poorly preserved remains of an adolescent individual aged 

12 to 20 years at death, probably male, interred in a supine, fully extended position. The head was 
oriented to the east, probably facing up. A large, partially cut limestone rock was positioned 
immediately east of where the head would have lain at the time of interment, similar in 
positioning to the three uncut stones observed in PRI0-02. 

The skull was badly crushed and could not be reconstructed, so it was not possible to 
determine if the cranium was culturally modified. 

A total of 27 teeth were recovered from a single area in the vicinity of the skull, and 
recovered fragments of the maxilla and mandible. The collection included 2 deciduous teeth, four 
unerupted M3s ("wisdom teeth") with incomplete root formation, and both upper central incisors, 
which were double shoveled. Two caries were observed along with light calculus deposits; the 
permanent molars and premolars were moderately worn. There was no evidence of dental 
modification. 

Other than light calculus and caries in the dentition, there was no evidence of pathology, 
or trauma, in the skeletal remains. Measurements were taken on those bones that could be 
partially reconstructed (the left clavicle, the right humerus, the left femur and the left fibula), and 
used for discriminant function analysis to determine sex. 
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Section Three - Appendices 



Appendix 1. Lot Log for Avila, PR9, 2002 

Site/Area QJ.! Subop Lot I Level Lot Description 

Avila PR9 2 a, c, g 2067 feature West half of burned rock feature 
Avila PR9 15 a 2097 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 15 b 2098 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 15 c 2099 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 15 a 2100 2 Layer above cobbles 
Avila PR9 I 15 b 2101 2 10cm arbitrary level in the north end, and to the cobble layer in south end of unit 
Avila PR9 15 c 2102 2 Layer above cobbles 
Avila PR9 15 d 2103 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 15 d 2104 2 Layer above cobbles 
Avila PR9 15 a 2105 interface Interface between Lot 2100 and Lot 2107 - Ceramic collection only 
Avila PR9 15 b 2106 2 Interface between Lot 2101 and Lot 2111- Ceramic collection only 
Avila PR9 15 a 2107 

,., I Cobble layer in the north lX1.l2m of unit oJ 

Avila PR9 15 c 2108 3 Cobbles in the south lX2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 a 2109 3 Soil at the same elevation as cobble layer, but with no cobbles, in the south lXO.88m of unit 
Avila PR9 15 c 2110 3 Soil at the same elevation as cobble layer, but with no cobbles, in the north lX2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 b 2111 2 Cobble layer in the south end of unit 
Avila PR9 15 e 2112 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 15 f 2113 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 15 c 2114 4 10cm arbitrary level in the south lX2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 ISle 2115 2 Layer above cobbles 
Avila PR9 15 f 2116 2 Layer above eroded plaster -

2117 4 10cm arbitrary level in the north lX2m of the unit, and above burned cobble concentration in the NW comer of 
Avila PR9 15 c the unit (lot 2126) 
Avila PR9 15 e 2118 3 Cobble layer 
Avila PR9 15 e 2119 4 Soil to the top of the burned rock feature found in the NW comer of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 d 2120 pit Pit feature along the east wall of unit 
Avila PR9 15 e I 2121 feature Soil above burned rock feature in the NW comer of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 b 2122 

,., 
Soil above postholes oJ 

Avila PR9 15 f 2123 3 ErodedpJaster layer in east 2X1.4m of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 f 2124 

,., 
10cm arbitrary level in west 2XO.6m of the unit oJ 

Avila PR9 15 d 2125 interface Interface between Lot 2104 and cobble layer- Ceramic collection only 
Avila PR9 15 c I 2126 4 Burned cobble and artifact concentration in the NW 1.03X.99m of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 d 2127 3 Cobble layer 
Avila PR9 15 a I 2128 4 Cobble layer in the south lX2m of unit 
Avila PR9 15 a 21291 4 Cobble layer in the north lX2m of unit 
Avila PR9 15 f 2130 

,., 
11 cm arbitrary level in east 2Xl.4m of the unit, to the level of Lot 2124 oJ 

Avila PR9 15 a 2131 5 Scm level in the south lX2m of unit 
Avila PR9 15 f 2132 4 10cm level 
Avila PR9 15 d 2133 4 lOcm level 
Avila PR9 15 a I 2134 6 10 cm level in the south lX2m of unit 
Avila PR9 15 a I 2135 7 10cm level in the south 1X2m of unit 



Appendix 1. Lot Log for Avila, PR9, 2002 

Site/Area Q]! Subop Lot Level Lot Description 
Site/Area Q]! Subop Lot Level Lot Description 

Avila PR9 15 d 2136 5 5cm level 
Avila PR9 15 b 2137 ph IPosthole #1 
Avila PR9 15 b 2138 ph Posthole #2 
Avila PR9 15 b 2139 ph Posthole #3 
Avila PR9 15 b 2140 ph Posthole #4 
Avila PR9 15 e 2141 5 10cm level in the soil surrounding the burned rock feature in the NW comer of the unit 

Avila PR9 15 f 2142 5 Soil above bedrock in the west 1.25X2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 d 2143 6 10cm level in the south lX2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 a 2144 8 lOcm level in the south lX2m of unit 
Avila PR9 15 c 2145 4 Ceramic concentration in the NW comer of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 a 2146 9 Soil above bedrock in the south lX2m of unit 
Avila PR9 15 d 2147 pit pit feature in the cobbles of Lot 2143 
Avila PR9 15 c 2148 5 5cm level in the north DUm of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 f 1 2149 5 Soil above bedrock in the east .75X2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 a 2150 5 Scraping to expose postholes in the north lX2m of unit 
Avila PR9 13a 2151 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 13b 2152 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 15 c 2153 6 5cm level in the north 1X2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 13a 2154 2 Soil above in situ ceramics 
Avila PR9 15 c 2155 7 lOcm level in the north lX2m of the unit-to bedrock in the east end 
Avila PR9 15 c 2156 8 Soil above bedrock in the NW lX1.2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 13b 2157 2 5cm level 
Avila PR9 13a 2158 interface Interface between Lot 2154 and Lot 2159- Ceramic collection only 
Avila PR9 13a 2159 3 White ashy soil in the east end of the unit- Never Excavated 
Avila PR9 13a 2160 " 5cm level in the dark soil in the west end of the unit .J 

Avila PR9 15 g 2161 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 13b I 2162 " 5cm level-.J 

Avila PR9 13a I 2163 4 Soil above bedrock in the west end of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 g 2164 2 5cm level 
Avila PR9 13b 2165 4 5cm level 
Avila PR9 13c 2166 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 15 e 2167 feature I Soil between the burned rocks in the burned rock feature in the NW comer of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 g 1 21681 " 10 cm level in the west lX2m of the unit .J 

Avila PR9 13c 2169 2 5cm level in the dark brown soil surrounding the white ashy layer in the northeast comer 
Avila PR9 13c 2170 2 White ashy layer to bedrock in the northeast 1.65Xl.04m of the unit 
Avila PR9 13b 2171 5 5cm level 
Avila PR9 15 g 2172 4 5 cm level in the west lX2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 e 1 2173 feature Soil below the burned rocks in the burned rock feature in the NW comer of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 g 2174 3 Soil above the large cobbles in the east lX2m ofthe unit 
Avila PR9 13c 2175 3 5cm level in the dark brown soil surrounding the white ashy layer in the northeast comer_~' ___ 
--- -~ --~ 



Appendix 1. Lot Log for Avila, PR9, 2002 

Site/Area I QQ I Subop I Lot I Level I Lot Description 
Site/Area QQ Subop Lot I Level Lot Description 

Avila PR9 13 b 2176 6 5cm level 
Avila PR9 13c 2177 4 Soil above bedrock in the entire subop 
Avila PR9 13 d 2178 1 topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 13 b 2179 7 lOcm level 
Avila PR9 13 d 2180 2 5cm level 
Avila PR9 2g 2181 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 1 i 2182 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 1 j 2183 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 1 k 2184 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 1 I 2185 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 1m 2186 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 13 b 2187 8 Soil above bedrock 
Avila PR9 2g 2188 2 5cm level 
Avila PR9 13 d 2189 

,., 
5 cm level .:l 

Avila PR9 1 i 2190 2 5 cm level 
Avila PR9 15 e 2191 6 10cm level 
Avila PR9 1 i 2192 

,., 
Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level .:l 

Avila PR9 13 d 2193 4 5cm level 
Avila PR9 1 j 2194 2 Soil to the top ofthe cobbles- floor level 
Avila PR9 13 d 2195 5 5cm level 
Avila PR9 I 1 i 2196 4 5cm level 
Avila PR9 2g 2197 3 5cm level 
Avila PR9 13 d 2198 6 10cm level 
Avila PR9 15 e 2199 7 Soil above bedrock 
Avila PR9 13d 2200 7 Soil above bedrock 
Avila PR9 1 k I 2201 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 
Avila PR9 1 i I 2202 interface Artifact collection at the top of the cobbles 
Avila PR9 2g 2203 4 Soil above rocks and plaster floor 
Avila PR9 1 I I 2204 2 Soil to the top ofthe cobbles- floor level 
Avila PR9 1 n 2205 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 1 n 2206 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 
Avila PR9 1m 2207 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 
Avila PR9 1 j 2208 interface Artifact collection at the top of the cobbles 
Avila PR9 1 n 22081 interface Artifact collection at the top of the cobbles 
Avila PR9 15 d 2209 interface Artifact collection from within cobbles, at bottom of Lot 2143 
Avila PR9 1 0 I 2210 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 15 h 2211 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 1 0 2212 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 
Avila PR9 1 j 2213 

,., 
Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor .:l 

Avila PR9 11k 2214 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 
~~-- --..... ----------



Appendix 1. Lot Log for Avila, PR9, 2002 

Site/Area 1 QJ! 1 Subop 1 Lot 1 Level 1 Lot Description 

Site/Area QJ! Subop Lot Level Lot Description 

Avila PR9 1 I 2215 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 1m 2216 

,., 
1 Soil to the bilSe of the cobble subfloor .:J 

Avila PR9 15 h 2217 2 5cm level 
Avila PR9 15 h 2218 interface Artifact collection between lots 2217 and 2219 
Avila PR9 15 h 2219 

,., 
Soil above small cobbles .:J 

Avila PR9 15 h 2220 interface Artifact collection above the small cobbles 
Avila PR9 1 P 2221 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 1 P 2222 2 Soil to the top ofthe cobbles- floor level 
Avila PR9 15 h 2223 4 small cobble layer 
Avila PR9 15 h 2224 5 5cm level in the south lX2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 15 h 2225 5 5cm level in the north lX2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 1 0 2226 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 15 h 2227 6 5cm level in the north lX2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 1 P 2228 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 1 n 2229 3 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 l3e 2230 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 1 q 2231 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 1 q 2232 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 
Avila PR9 1 j 2233 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 1 q 2234 

,., 
Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor .:J 

Avila PR9 1 k 2235 pit pit feature in the northeast quadrant of the unit 
Avila PR9 1m 2236 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 l3e 2237 2 5cm level 
Avila PR9 l3f 2238 1 Topsoil and grass 
Avila PR9 13 e I 2239 

,., 
Soil to the bottom of the topsoil strata .:J 

Avila PR9 l3f 2240 2 5cm level 
Avila PR9 l3f 2241 

,., 
Soil to the bottom of the topsoil strata .:J 

Avila PR9 l3e 2242 feature Burned rock feature along the west wall of the unit 
Avila PR9 l3f I 2243 4 5cm level in the pebbly strata 
Avila PR9 l3e 2244 4 5cm level in the pebbly strata, in the south 1.15X2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 l3f 2245 5 Soil above the red soil strata 
Avila PR9 1 P 2246 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 l3e I 2247 4 5cm level in the north .85X2m of the unit 
Avila PR9 l3f 2248 6 Soil above bedrock 
Avila PR9 l3e 1 2249 5 Soil above the red soil strata 
Avila PR9 l3e 22501 feature I Burned feature in the NW quadrant of the unit 
Avila PR9 1 I 2251 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 1 0 2252 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 
Avila' PR9 1 q 2253 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 -1.t _J254-__ l_~opsoil and grass __ --- -- --- -- --- ---......... ---------



Appendix 1. Lot Log for Avila, PR9, 2002 

Site/Area I QQ I Subop I Lot I Level 1 Lot Description 
Site/Area QQ Subop Lot 1 Level 1 Lot Description 

Avila PR9 1 t 2255 2 Soil to the top of the cobbles- floor level 
Avila PR9 1 I 2256 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 13le 2257 6 5cm level in the red soil strata 
Avila PR9 1 1 k 2258 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 1 t 22591 3 1 Soil to the base of the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 13 e 2260 7 Soil above bedrock 
Avila PR9 2 a, c, g 2261 feature Dark circular stain within burnt feature- beneath lot 2067 
Avila PR9 1 k 2262 pit feature pit/posthole in the SW comer of the unit 
Avila PR9 1 n 2263 pit feature pit/posthole in the SW quadrant of the unit 
Avila PR9 1 t 2264 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 2 a, c, g 2265 feature East half of burned rock feature- to marl layer 
Avila PR9 1 1, n 2266 pit feature pit/posthole 
Avila PR9 1 n 2267 interface Artifact collection from within the cobble subfloor 
Avila PR9 2 a, c, g 2268 feature Marl layer in the burnt rock feature- east half 
Avila PR9 2 a, c, g 2269 feature Brown soil at the same level as the marl layer in the burnt rock feature- east half 
Avila PR9 2 a, c, g 2270 feature Burnt marl layer in the burnt rock feature- east half 
Avila PR9 2 a, c, g 2271 feature Soil above the bottom of the burnt rock feature- east half 
Avila PR9 2 a, g 2272 posthole Modem posthole south of the burnt rock feature 
Avila PR9 2 a, c 2273 1 Marl layer below previously excavated soil 
Avila PR9 2 a, c 2274 2 10cm arbitrary level 
Avila PR9 2 a, c 2275 3 10cm arbitrary level 
Avila PR9 2 a, c 2276 2/3 Soil beneath the large rock and modem posthole in the southeast quadrant of the unit 
Avila PR9 2 a, c 2277 4 10cm arbitrary level 
Avila PR9 2 a, c 2278 5 10cm arbitrary level 
Avila PR9 2 a, c 2279 wall scrape Soil removed to straighten east wall of the unit, mixed levels 
Avila PR9 2 a, c 2280 6 lOcm arbitrary level in the north 1.4X.84m ofthe unit 
Avila IpR9 2 a,c 2281 7 lOcm arbitrary level in the north 1.4X.84m of the unit 



Appendix 2. Shell Analysis from Colonial Shore Investigations, 2002 
Analysis by Heather Greenfield 

Site Provenience Shell ID N= 
Avila PR9-10-2033 POMACEA 2 
Avila PR9-10-2033 SCALLOP 5 
Avila PR9-10-2037 OYSTER 8 
Avila PR9-10-2037 SCALLOP 18 
Avila PR9-10-2037 DID MARINE SHELL 2 
Avila PR9-1 O-SDRF ACE CORAL 1 
Avila PR9-13-2058 CORAL 2 
Avila PR9-13-2058 SCALLOP 7 
Avila PR9-13-2061 SCALLOP 7 
Avila PR9-13-2061 DID MARINE SHELL 1 
Avila PR9-13-2062 CORAL 1 
Avila PR9-13-2062 SCALLOP 4 
Avila PR9-16-2029 JUTE 2 
Avila PR9-16-2029 POMACEA 4 
Avila PR9-1F-2024 POMACEA 10 
Avila PR9-1F-2024 SCALLOP 201 
Avila PR9-1F-2024 DID MARINE SHELL 2 
Avila PR9-1F-2028 CO 1 
Avila PR9-1F-2028 CONCH 2 
Avila PR9-1F-2028 POMACEA 12 
Avila PR9-1F-2028 SCALLOP 157 
Avila PR9-1F-2028 SMALL MUSCLE SHELL 1 
Avila PR9-1F-2032 OYSTER 1 
Avila PR9-1F-2032 SCALLOP 62 
Avila PR9-1F-2032 DID MARINE SHELL 3 
Avila PR9-1F-2034 POMACEA 1 
Avila PR9-1F-2034 SCALLOP 34 
Avila PR9-1 G-2026 MARINE BIV AL VE 1 
Avila PR9-1 G-2026 POMACEA 4 
Avila PR9-1G-2026 SCALLOP 14 
Avila PR9-1 G-2026 SCALLOP 38 
Avila PR9-1 G-2026 DID MARINE SHELL 1 
Avila PR9-1G-2029 POMACEA 10 
Avila PR9-1 G-2031 POMACEA 22 
Avila PR9-1 G-2031 SCALLOP 109 
Avila PR9-1 G-2031 DID MARINE SHELL 1 
Avila PR9-lG-2035 POMACEA 2 
Avila PR9-1G-2035 SCALLOP 42 
Avila PR9-1 G-2060 POMACEA 2 
Avila PR9-1 G-2060 SCALLOP 8 
Avila PR9-1H-2071 POMACEA 10 
Avila PR9-1H-2071 SCALLOP 90 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 CONCH 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 JUTE 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 OYSTER 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 POMACEA 16 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 SCALLOP 213 

Avila PR9-1H-2074 JUTE 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 OYSTER 3 



Appendix 2. Shell Analysis from C~lonial Shore Investigations, 2002 
Analysis by Heather Greenfield 
Site Provenience Shell ID N= 
Site Provenience Shell ID N= 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 POMACEA 3 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 SCALLOP 228 
Avila PR9-2-2025 CORAL 2 
Avila PR9-2-2025 OYSTER 2 
Avila PR9-2-2025 POMACEA 34 
Avila PR9-2-2025 SCALLOP 608 
Avila PR9-2-2025 DID MARINE SHELL 1 
Avila PR9-2-2025 DID MARINE SHELL 2 
Avila PR9-2-2027 CONCH 3 
Avila PR9-2-2027 JUTE 2 
Avila PR9-2-2027 POMACEA 4 
Avila PR9-2-2027 SCALLOP 193 
Avila PR9-2-2027 DID MARINE SHELL 1 
Avila PR9-2-2036 POMACEA 2 
Avila PR9-2-2036 SCALLOP 83 
Avila PR9-2-2036 DID MARINE SHELL 1 
Avila PR9-2-2078 POMACEA 3 
Avila PR9-2-2078 SCALLOP 1 
Avila PR9-2-2094 SCALLOP 3 
Avila PR9-2A-2056 OYSTER 1 
Avila PR9-2A-2056 POMACEA 5 
Avila PR9-2A-2056 SCALLOP 113 
Avila PR9-2A-2069 CONCH 2 
Avila PR9-2A-2069 OYSTER 5 
Avila PR9-2A-2069 POMACEA 1 
Avila PR9-2A-2069 SCALLOP 95 
Avila PR9-2A-2085 SCALLOP 4 
Avila PR9-2B-2057 COWRIE 1 
Avila PR9-2B-2057 OYSTER 1 
Avila PR9-2B-2057 SCALLOP 50 
Avila PR9-2B-2057 DID MARINE SHELL 2 
Avila PR9-2B-20n . CONCH 1 
Avila PR9-2B-20n OYSTER 2 
Avila PR9-2B-20n SCALLOP 98 
Avila PR9-2C-2075 CONCH 4 
Avila PR9-2C-2075 OYSTER 3 
Avila PR9-2C-2075 POMACEA 1 
Avila PR9-2C-2075 SCALLOP 6 
Avila PR9-2C-2075 SCALLOP 71 
Avila PR9-2C-2088 POMACEA 1 
Avila PR9-2C-2088 SCALLOP 17 
Avila PR9-2D-2076 CONCH 1 
Avila PR9-2D-2076 CORAL 1 
Avila PR9-2D-2076 SCALLOP 40 
Avila PR9-2D-2076 DID MARINE SHELL 3 
Avila PR9-2D-2077 POMACEA 1 
Avila PR9-2D-2077 SCALLOP 46 
Avila PR9-2D-2079 SCALLOP 46 
Avila PR9-2D-2080 CORAL 1 
Avila PR9-2D-2080 SCALLOP 7 



Appendix; 2. Shell Analysis from Colonial Shore Investigations, 2002 
Analysis by Heather Greenfield 
Site Provenience Shell ID N= 
Site Provenience Shell ID N= 
Avila PR9-2D-2080 SCALLOP 18 
Avila PR9-2D-2084 SCALLOP 12 
Avila PR9-2D-2093 POMACEA 1 
Avila PR9-2D-2093 SCALLOP 2 
Avila PR9-2D-2096 MUSCLE 1 
Avila PR9-2D-2096 SCALLOP 2 
Avila PR9-2E-2081 MUSCLE 1 
Avila PR9-2E-2081 SCALLOP 21 
Avila PR9-2E-2081 SCALLOP 431 
Avila PR9-2F-2095 SCALLOP 41 
Avila PR9-2F-2097 CONCH 1 
Avila PR9-2F-2097 SCALLOP III 
Avila PR9-PITFEATURE-2089 OYSTER 1 
Avila PR9-PITFEATURE-2089 SCALLOP 1 
PRTest PRT-TPI0-l CORAL 8 
PRTest PRT-TPI0-1 SCALLOP 4 
PRTest PRT-TPI0-1 SCALLOP 1 
PRTest PRT-TP3-3-1 POMACEA 3 
PRTest PRT-TP3-3-1 DID MARINE SHELL 1 
PRTest PRT-TP4-1 CORAL 3 
PRTest PRT-TP4-1 OYSTER 1 
PRTest PRT-TP4-1 POMACEA 2 
PRTest PRT-TP4-1 SCALLOP 22 
PRTest PRT-TP8-1 CORAL 7 
PRTest PRT-TP8-1 SCALLOP 2 
PRTest PRT-TP9-BUSTILLOS CORAL 3 



Appendix 3. Fau.nal Analysis from Colonial Shore Investigations, 2001 
Analysis by Reagan Kronrad 

Site Provenience FaunalID N= Notes 
Avila PR5-11-2042 MED.MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR5-11-2044 DEER PHALANGE 1 
Avila PR5-11-2044 TURTLE SHELL 1 
Avila PR5-11-2049 MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR5-12-2040 UID LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR5-12-2045 ARMADILLO SCUTES 1 
Avila PR5-12-2045 LARGE UNGULATE TOOTH 2 FRAGMENTED 
Avila PR5-12-2045 TURTLE SHELL 1 
Avila PR5-12-2045 TURTLE SHELL 3 
Avila PR5-12-2045 UID CROC. BONE 3 
Avila PR5-12-2053 AVES LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR5-12-2053 UID LONG BONE FRAG 2 
Avila PR9-13-2061 RAITFORMESVERTEBRA 1 
Avila PR9-1F-2024 ARMADILLO SCUTES 2 
Avila PR9-1F-2024 MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 1 BURNT 
Avila PR9-1F-2024 SHARK VERTEBRA 1 
Avila PR9-1F-2024 TURTLE SHELL 4 
Avila PR9-1F-2028 AVES LONG BONE FRAG 2 BURNT 
Avila PR9-1F-2028 CROC UID BONE 1 METACARPAL OR METATARSAL 
Avila PR9-1F-2028 TURTLE SHELL 1 
Avila PR9-1F-2032 MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-1G-2013 SM MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-1G2026 SM. MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-1G-2026 AVES UID 1 
Avila PR9-1G-2026 MED. MAM. RIB FRAG 2 
Avila PR9-lG-2026 PECCARY TOOTH 1 INCISOR 
Avila PR9-1G-2029 AVES LONG BONE FRAG 2 
Avila PR9-1G-2029 TURTLE SHELL 1 
Avila PR9-lG-2029 TURTLE SHELL 2 
Avila PR9-1G-2029 UID PHALANGE 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2071 ARMADILLO SCUTES 11 
Avila PR9-1H-2071 CATFISH HEADPLATES 8 
Avila PR9-lH-2071 CATFISH SPINES 2 
Avila PR9-1H-2071 MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 10 
Avila PR9-1H-2071 REPTILE VERTEBRA 2 
Avila PR9-IH-2071 TURTLE SHELL 2 
Avila PR9-IH-2071 UID 4 
Avila PR9-1H-2071 UID REPTILE 5 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 ARMADILLO SCUTES 5 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 ARMADILLO SCUTES 15 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 AVES LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 AVES LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 A YES LONG BONE FRAG 41 
Avila PR9-IH-2073 BARACUDA VERTEBRA 2 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 BASS DORSAL SPINE 6 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 BASS PHALANGEAL GRINDER 1 
Avila PR9-IH-2073 CATFISH HEAD PLATES 1 

Avila PR9-1H-2073 CATFISH HEADPLA TES 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 CA TFISH HEAD PLATES 5 



Appendix 3. Faunal Analysis from Colonial Shore Investigations, 2001 
Analysis by Reagan Kronrad 

Site Provenience FaunalID N= Notes 
Site Provenience FaunalID N= Notes 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 CATFISH HEAD PLATES 49 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 CATFISH SPINE 2 PECTORAL 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 CATFISH SPINES 52 10 PECTORAL, 33 DORSAL, 18L, 16R 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 CLEITHRUM 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 CLEITHRUM 20 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 CROCTOOTH 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 CROC TOOTH ROOT 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 DOGTOOTH 1 1 ST MOLAR, JUVENILLE 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 GIBNUT TOOTH 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 GIBNUT TOOTH 1 
Avila PR9-IH-2073 INFECTED FISH SPINE 1 
Avila PR9-1 H-2073 MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 MED MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 6 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 MED. MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 OTOLYTH 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 OTOLYTH 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 PARA SPHENOID 8 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 PERCIFORMES VERTEBRA 8 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 SM. MAM LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 SMALL MAM LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 SMALL MAM. RIB FRAG 2 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 TURTLE SHELL 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 TURTLE SHELL 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 TURTLE SHELL 21 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 UID 77 
Avila PR9-IH-2073 UID CROC BONE FRAG 1 POSSIBLE PART OF MANDIBLE 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 UID LONG BONE FRAG 16 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 UID MAM PHALANGE 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2073 UID PERCIFORMES VERTEBRA 1 MODIFIED INTO BEAD 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 A VES LONG BONE FRAG 2 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 AVES LONG BONE FRAG 40 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 AVES RIBS 3 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 AVES VERTEVRA 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 BASS DORSAL SPINE 2 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 BASS VERTEBRA 2 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 CA TFISH HEADPLA TES 20 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 CATFISH SPINE 1 LEFT DORSAL 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 CATFISH SPINES 94 DORSAL, 6 PECTORAL, 6L, 4R 
Avila PR9-IH-2074 CATFISH VERTEBRA 3 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 CLEITHRUM 8 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 DEER TOOTH 1 ADULT 3RD MOLAR 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 MED. MAM ULNA 1 PROXIMAL 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 PECCARY INCISOR 2 BROKEN INTO TWO PIECES 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 RAJIFORMES SPINES 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 TARPON VERTEBRA 1 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 TURTLE SHELL 6 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 UID 17 POSSIBLE MANDIBLE 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 UID CATFISH BONE 11 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 UIDMAMMAL 2 POSSIBLE MANDIBLE 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 UID PERCIFORMES 7 



Appendix 3. Faunal Analysis from Colonial Shore Investigations, 2001 
Analysis by Reagan Kronrad 

Site Provenience FaunalID N= Notes 
Site Provenience FaunalID N= Notes 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 DID REPTILE 1 POSSIBLE CROC 
Avila PR9-1H-2074 DID VERTEBRA 2 
Avila PR9-2D-2079 MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-2D-2079 DID BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-2-2025 SMALL MAM. MANDIBLE 1 LEFT SIDE 
Avila PR9-2A-2069 SMALL MAM. RIB FRAG 2 
Avila PR9-2B-2057 AVES LONG BONE FRAG 2 
Avila PR9-2B-20n DID LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-2D-2076 MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 1 
Avila PR9-2D-2077 RAJIFORMES VERTEBRA 1 
Avila PR9-2E-2081 CROC. TOOTH ROOT 1 WARPED 
Avila PR9-2E-2081 GIBNUT TOOTH 1 
Avila PR9-2F-2095 CATFISH HEAD PLATE 1 
PRTest PRT-P-4-1 PECCARY TOOTH 1 POSSIBLY MODIFIED 
PRTest PRT-P-IO 1 TURTLE SHELL 1 
PRTest PRT-P-lO 1 LAR. MAM. LONG BONE FRAG 5 PROXIMAL FRAG 



Appendix 4. 2002 Lot Logs for Strath Bogue (PR10) 

SITE LOT # LEVEL SOP DESCRIPTION 

Strath 
Bogue 100 1 5d Humus cane root, disturb. soill0cm arb, 2x2m 

Strath 
Bogue 101 2 5d Humus cane root, disturb. soil lOcm arb, 2x2m 
Strath 
Bogue 102 

.., 
5d Aggregate fill, 1O-20cm rocks & dirt, lOcm arb, 2x2m .:J 

Strath 
Bogue 103 4 5d E 112 of unit, aggregate/core fill, 2xlm 
Strath 
Bogue 104 4 5d W 112 of unit,2xl , dirt/aggregate fill, & out of situation bones from Burial PRI0-02 
Strath 
Bogue 105 1 10 Str. 30c humus/disturb soil, lOcm arb, 2x2m 
Strath 
Bogue 106 1 11 Humus/disturb @ stelalstr. 39, 2x2m 10 arb 
Strath 
Bogue 107 1 12 Str. Al (pinacle unit) humus 10cm arb 2x2 
Strath 
Bogue 108 1 14 Str. Al (middle) humus/disturb. lOcm arb, 2x2 
Strath 
Bogue 109 1 16 Str. Al (plaza) poss. basal step area, humus/dist., lOcm arb, 2x2 
Strath I 
Bogue 110 1 15 Str. Al (plaza) W of base unit, humus/dist., 10cm arb, 2x2 
Strath I Bogue III 2 16 Str. Al plaza/basal course humus/dist., lOcm arb, 2x2 
Strath 
Bogue 112 1 lla Str. 39 s. ext. of So ll-poss. Altar, 10cm arb, 2xlm 

Strath 
Bogue 113 1 17 Chultun #5, NOT EXCAVATED, dimensions see plan mp 2002-4, approx. 3.30x2m 
Strath 
Bogue 114 2 10 Str. 30c N of str. wall 10cm arb, 2x2m 
Strath 
Bogue 115 2 10 Str. 30c S of str. Wall10cm arb, SW comer of unit, less ashy 



Appendix 4. 2002 Lot Logs for Strath Bogue (PR10) 

SITE LOT # LEVEL SOP DESCRIPTION 

Strath 
Bogue 116 2 11 Str. 39, 10cm arb, 2x2, disturbedlhumus 
Strath 
Bogue 117 1 18 N ofStr. AI, stela confIrm., humus/distrub, levell, 1x2m, 15cm arb. Level 
Strath 
Bogue 118 1 13 Str. AI, 2x2m, 10cm arb. Level 
Strath 
Bogue 119 1 19 Rivena property, chultun #3, entire chultun area, excavated as one lot, disturbed 
Strath 
Bogue 120 2 12 Str. Al collapselhumus, 10cm arb level2x2m 
Strath 
Bogue 121 2 13 Str. Al collapselhumus, 10cm arb level2x2m 
Strath 
Bogue 122 2 14 Str. Al collapse/humus, 10cm arb level2x2m 
Strath 
Bogue 123 2 15 Str. Al collapse/humus, 10cm arb 1evel2x2m 
Strath 
Bogue 124 2 18 2nd arb level, 10cm humus, 2x1m 
Strath 
Bogue 125 5 5d Str. 5 core fIll 
Strath 
Bogue 126 2 11a Str. 39, collapselhumus 
Strath 
Bogue 127 3 10 Str. 30c, tamped earth surface outside strs basal wall 
Strath 
Bogue 128 

,., 
10 Str. 30c (N of basal wall), wall & veneer surface .J 

Strath 
Bogue 129 3 18 E2 of unit, E of wall alligment, Ballast fIll & poss. Stela, cultural level 
Strath 
Bogue 130 1 lOa Humus/disturb, (not 1Ocm) 
Strath 
Bogue 131 1 5e Humus 
IStrath 
Bogue 132 2 5e Humus/disturb 



Appendix 4. 2002 Lot Logs for Strath Bogue (PR10) 

SITE LOT # LEVEL SOP DESCRIPTION 
Strath 
Bogue 1 "" " 12 Collapse/stairs? "" " Strath 
Bogue 134 " 13 Collapse/stairs? " Strath 
Bogue 135 " 14 Collapse/stairs? " Strath 
Bogue 136 3 15 Collapse/stairs? 
Strath 
Bogue 137 3 16 Collapse plaster floor 
Strath 
Bogue 138 3 5e Ballast, aggregate fill 
Strath 
Bogue 139 4 5e Aggregate 
Strath 
Bogue 140 2 lOa Not whole unit, construct-wall & platform N of wall 
Strath 
Bogue 141 5 5e Cobble aggregate fill above Burial PRlO-04, cult. Level 
Strath 
Bogue 142 1 lOb Humus/top soil/disturbed matrix 
Strath 
Bogue 143 1 llb Humus/top soil/disturbed matrix 
Strath 
Bogue 144 " lla 10cm outside circular feature, rocks & dirt " Strath 
Bogue 145 " l1a& c 10cm circular feature, poss. Altar " Strath 
Bogue 146 " 18 112 of Subop (WII2) area below potential stela, rocks and dirt " Strath 
Bogue 147 6 5e Fill around Burial PRlO-04 
Strath 
Bogue 148 1 5f Humus/top soil/disturbed 10cm arb 
IStrath 
Bogue 149 1 22 Str. A4, base unit 

~ ....... - .............. - ............. -



Appendix 4. 2002 Lot Logs for Strath Bogue (PR10) 

SITE LOT # LEVEL SOP DESCRIPTION 

Strath 
Bogue 150 2 5f Humus/disturb? lOcm arb 

Strath 
Bogue 151 1 21 Humus/disturb/top soillOcm, central unit 

Strath 

I Bogue 152 
,., 

11 Collapse & remaining dirt .:J 

Strath 
Bogue 153 3 5f Aggregate fill, 10cm 
Strath 
Bogue 154 2 22 Humus/dirt/collapse 10cm 

Strath 
Bogue 155 4 5f Dense aggregate fill 

Strath 
Bogue 156 2 lIb Humus/disturb/collapse 

Strath 
Bogue 157 5 5f Aggregate fill 

Strath 
Bogue 158 6 5f Aggregate fill to Burial PR10-04 

Strath 
Bogue 159 2 lOb Construction of Str. 30c, north side of Str. 

Strath 
Bogue 160 2 lIa S of str. Wall, collapse, area outside str. And platform 
Strath 
Bogue 161 7 5f Core fill area of burial 
Strath 
Bogue 162 1 5g Humus & ballast layer 1x.5m to get to Burial PRlO-04 
Strath 
Bogue 163 1 20 Str. A4, humus & collapse = root action 

Strath 
Bogue 164 2 5g No levels 3-5 go to level 6, core fill layer to burial 

Strath 
Bogue 165 1 llc Humus/fill/collapse, lOcm 
IStrath 
Bogue 166 

,., 
llb Wall comer & humus .:J 

- - ~-- --



Appendix 4. 2002 Lot Logs for Strath Bogue (PR10) 

SITE LOT # LEVEL SOP DESCRIPTION 

Strath 

Bogue 167 1 10c Humus/collapse/disturb to architecture 
Strath 
Bogue 168 6 5d, 5e, 5f, 5j Burial PRlO-04 (is in level 6 in all of these subops, within lots 169, 158, 147) 

Strath 
Bogue 169 6 5g jump to this level (no level 3-5 in this subop), dig to Burial PR10-0 4 
Strath 
Bogue 170 3 lOa Architecture in N part of su bop, no level 2 

Strath 
Bogue 171 3 lOb Tamped earth, N of wall, 0.76x1m 

Strath 
Bogue 172 3 10 Area encompassing Structure, north of southern wall NOT EXCAVATED 
Strath 

Bogue 173 2 20 Revealing construction - poss. Wall/stair & str. Summit, cult. Level 

Strath • 

Bogue 174 2 21 Revealing construction - poss. Wall/stair, fill exposure, cult. Level 

Strath 
Bogue 175 3 22 Collapse, fill exposure, 10cm arb 
Strath 
Bogue 176 4 18 Area outside circular poss stela (1x1m) 

Strath 
Bogue 177 2 lIc Humus/collapse 10cm arb 
Strath 
Bogue 178 1 23 Poss. Stela #3 unit, humus, 10cm arb 

Strath 
Bogue 179 1 18a Humus/topsoil, extenstion of poss. Stela unit So 18 
Strath 

Bogue 180 2 18a Humus/collapse/dist., lOcm arb 
Strath 

Bogue 181 1 24 1x1 random sample on conc. 12-1, 10cm arb., humus 

Strath 

Bogue 182 2 24 1x1 random sample on conc. 12-1, lOcm arb., humus 
!Strath 
Bogue 183 3 18a Ballast fill 

--.............. ---



Appendix 4. 2002 Lot Logs for Strath Bogue (PR10) 

SITE LOT # LEVEL SOP DESCRIPTION 
Strath 
Bogue 184 3 11a Area btwn parallel alignments in side end of unit 

Strath 
Bogue 185 '" 21 N of circ. Feature, area apprx. 0.5x2m (?) 10cm arb. " Strath 
Bogue 186 '" 24 North section of So. From level 2 exposed Stairs north, approx. 1.6x1m, lOcm arb " Strath 
Bogue 187 2 ?'" -" Poss. Stela #3 humus/lOcm arb E of a alignment 
Strath 
Bogue 188 2 23 Poss. Stela #3 humus/10cm arb W of a alignment 

Strath 
Bogue 189 1 25 Test of conc. 34-1, carlos grp, lx1m, humus 

Strath 
Bogue 190 4 24 Test of conc. 12-1, ballast-like, 10cm arb, granular Brown soil (poss. Patio?) 
Strath 
Bogue 191 2 23 "Feature"-ceramic contruction btwn rocks in N-S alignment 

Bogue 192 '" 10c No level 2, jump to 3, architecture, N&E extreme ofTC structure platform " Strath 
Bogue 193 4 18a Collapse, potential architecture fill, 1x2m, 10cm arb 
Strath 
Bogue 194 2 25 Humus, 1x1m, 10cm 
Strath 
Bogue 195 '" 25 NE & SW comers of subop, in crevices of bedrock " Strath 
Bogue 196 1 26 Top soillhumus, test ofconc. 20-1, Ix 1m , 10cm arb 

Strath 
• 

Bogue 197 2 26 Humus of conc. 20-1, 1x1m, 10cm arb 

Strath 
Bogue 198 '" 26 Humus & limestone rocks, ballast size, 1x1m " 
Strath Fine light brown Silty clay in front of rock wall & in front of possible stair on west side of 
Bogue 199 4 21 unit 
l:stram 
Bogue 200 4 26 granular brown course grain soil with limestone rocks (5-8cm in size), 1x1m, lOcm arb 



Appendix 4. 2002 Lot Logs for Strath Bogue (PRi0) 

SITE LOT # LEVEL SOP DESCRIPTION 

Strath 
Bogue 201 6 5d Core fill & dirt, boulders (20-40cm x lO-20cm in size), 2x2m, 30cm arb level 
Stratl1 Area E of alignment (approx 1I20f unit), lOcm arb., ballast/aggregate fill (outside of circ. 
Bogue 202 5 18 Area) 

Strath 
Bogue 203 4 18 Area W of alignment (approx. 112 of unit), inside circ. Area, dirt fill, 10 cm arb 

Strath lx3 unit final architectural exposure (horizontal) ofstr. 30c, humus to architecture (not 
Bogue 204 1 10d 10cm) 

Strath lx1m test, rich organic soil wiili limestone inclusions, lots of artifacts (MIDDEN) lOcm 
Bogue 205 5 26 arb 

Strath S 112 of subop (approx), platform summit, exposure of cobble/veneer surface seen @ wall, 
Bogue 206 3 20 cult. Level 
Strath 
Bogue 207 7 5d Plaster floor across entire unit, cult. Level 
Strath 
Bogue 208 6 26 Ix 1m, 10cm arb 
Strath 
Bogue 209 7 26 lxlm to bedrock 
Strath 
Bogue 2lO 1 27 lxlm test of conc.!coll. 24-1 on platform/str. 47, lOcm arb, humus & disturbed fill 
Strath 
Bogue 211 2 27 Ix 1m test of conc.!coll. 24-1 on platform/str. 47, lOcm arb, hunms & disturbed fill 
Strath 
Bogue 212 1 28 humus, collapse, ballast sized rocks 
Strath 
Bogue 213 8 5d Under the plaster floor, aggregate fill, 10cm arb. 
Strath 
Bogue 214 3 10d No level 2, architecture exposure 
Strath 
Bogue 215 " 27 Ix 1m test of conc.!coll. 24-1 on str. 47 .J 

Straili 
Bogue 216 4 27 lxlm test of conc.lcoll. 24-1 on str. 47 
:strath 
Bogue 217 5 18 ~ea Waf alignment (approx. 1/2 of unit), 10cm arb., aggregate fill NOT EXCAVATED 
~ ....... ---- '-------------~---- --... ---- _ ... -



Appendix 4. 2002 Lot Logs for Strath Bogue (PR10) 

SITE LOT # LEVEL SOP DESCRIPTION 

Strath 
Bogue 218 5 18a Aggregate fill, lx2m, 10cm arb 
Strath 
Bogue 219 6 18 Area E of alignment (112 of unit), lOcm arb, core fill 
Strath 
Bogue 220 5 27 Ixim test unit on Str. 47 
Strath 
Bogue 221 9 5d S/E portion of unit, aggregate/core fill 
Strath 
Bogue 222 9 5d N/W portion of unit, potential wall, 10cm arb 
Strath 
Bogue 223 4 22 grayish-brown silt and beneath rubble & collapse of level 3 
Strath 
Bogue 224 4 20 Floor remnants on surface, lot is south 1/2 of subop, Str. A4 
Strath 
Bogue 225 1 29 Humus, Ix 1m test ofconc.!coll. 7-1, 10cm arb 
Strath 
Bogue 226 1 30 Humus Ix 1m test of conc.!coll. 43-1, 10cm arb 
Strath Str. 30c architecture, south of North wall (str. Bulk), 2.24xlm removal ofloose collapse 
Bogue 227 " lOb rocks .J 

Strath 
Bogue 228 10 5d Str. 5-sub, limestone str. Bellow (inside) str. 5 (Early Classic) 
Strath 
Bogue 229 2 29 lOcm arb, Ixlm humus 
Strath 
Bogue 230 10 5d Cobble and marl surfacelfloor south of str. 5-sub 
Strath 
Bogue 231 1 5h Humus, top soil, disturbance by plow 
Strath 
Bogue 232 1 lId Ixim unit off set east from sop 11 to find structure comer 
Strath 
Bogue 7"" _.J.J 2 30 Rocky fill & humus/dirt, Ixim 
l:::ltrath 
Bogue 234 " 30 rocky fill, dirt, lack of artifacts .J 



Appendix 4. 2002 Lot Logs for Strath Bogue (PR10) 

SITE LOT # LEVEL SOP DESCRIPTION 

l::ltratll 
Bogue 235 3 29 rocky and dirt fill 

Strath 
Bogue 236 1 31 2x 1 Extension of So 22, N of So. 28 
Stratll 
Bogue 237 1 10e Humus,3xlm 
Strath 
Bogue 238 4 29 lxlm, silty clay loam 
Strath 
Bogue 239 5 29 lxlm, silty clay loam, more clay like 
Strath 
Bogue 240 6 29 Hole in bedrock, sitly clay loam, more clay 
Stratl1 
Bogue 241 1 32 Str. 22, Ixl test of conc. 70-1, lOcm arb 
Strath 
Bogue 242 2 32 Str. 22, lxI test of conc. 70-1, 10cm arb 
Strath 
Bogue 243 2 5h E 112 ofSubop, MIDDEN offE side ofstr. Humus/collapse 
Strath 
Bogue 244 2 5h Back of str., N of wall/platform, humus/co lIpase 

Strath • 

Bogue 245 4 30 lxlm, more moist, lighter soil, more artifacts @ bottom oflot, 3cm rocks 
Strath More articles than before, same soil, same bumt linlestone, gavel content, same freq. of 
Bogue 246 5 30 ceramic litl1ics, 
Strath Soil more moist, yet still tan, lots ofbumt linlestone, lots of ceramics, less lithics, lrger 
Bogue 247 6 30 sized ceramics 
Strath 
Bogue. 248 

,., 
5h Cobbles, sloped area N of wall, 0.70x1.30m area NOT EXCAVATED .J 

Stratl1 
Bogue 249 

,., 
5h E part ofsubop, Infront of wall & cobble surface/rise-collapse/dirt (2xlm area), MIDDEN .J 

Strath Str. And wall in SW comer of Subop, some collapse likely too, linlestone & dirt in SW 
Bogue 250 2 5h comer is inside str. NOT EXCAVATED 
::ltrath IArea S 01 newly unearthed Southern str. Wall, represents COllapse, area approx. 
Bogue 251 2 lOe 1.00x0.40m in size 



Appendix 4. 2002 Lot Logs for Strath Bogue (PR10) 

SITE LOT # LEVEL SOP DESCRIPTION 
Strath 
Bogue 252 2 lOe N end of subop-penerating str. Construction to get chrono/const. History 

Strath 
Bogue 253 7 30 Soil starts to change towards yellow color 

Strath 
Bogue 254 8 30 Yellow tan clay, no artifacts 
Strath 
Bogue 255 1 33 1x2m extension unit S of So 28 on Str. A4, humus - wall & top of str. 
Strath 
Bogue 256 1 34 3x2m unit W of So's 20 & 21, to expose possible stairway, wall; humus/disturb'/collapse 
Strath 2x2m unit E of Sub 5h, but off set to expose str. Wall running SE; collapse/humus/disturb; i 

Bogue 257 1 5j MIDDEN 
Strath 2x1m unit N of Subop 5h set offNE comer running N to expose 
Bogue 258 1 5j wall;humus/collapse/disturb, MIDDEN 

Strath 
I Bogue 259 3 20 1x2m area, N 112 of So 20; wall on summit of St; entrance, part of entrance 

Strath 
Bogue 260 " 10e Area South of southern wall; penetrating architedture; dirt & rock (8-1 Ocm) fill .J 

Strath 
Bogue 261 3 10e Penetrating str., N of wall; rock, aggregate/dirt fill 
Strath 
Bogue 262 4 10e Change in soil-lighter tan more grainy and less compact, same in rock content 5% 
Strath 
Bogue 263 2 5j Humus & lrg. rocks, collapse/disturb, MIDDEN 
Strath 
Bogue 264 2 5i Humus & lrg. rocks, collapse/disturb; MIDDEN 
Strath Change in soil; lighter brown/orange brown, orange tones are minor, soil is silt clay, area N 
Bogue 265 4 lOe of wall same as Soil in lot 262. 
Strath 
Bogue 266 5 21 N 112 of Subop 21, infront of structural wall, N of possible contructionlfloor area 
Strath 
Bogue 267 2 28 Same as 266 only in diff. Subop 
Strath ! S It:l ot subop, penetratIng mtenor Str.; change m soil- more marl gray-tan, south ot low 
Bogue 268 5 20 rocks, not part of upper construction 



Appendix 4. 2002 Lot Logs for Strath Bogue (PR10) 

SITE LOT # LEVEL SOP DESCRIPTION 

Strath 
Bogue 269 

,., 
5j Collapse level, 50% rocks (5-10cm, 20-30cm in size) .J 

Strath 
Bogue 270 

,., 
5i area between walls NE quad of unit, remaining midden deposit .J 

Strath 
Bogue 271 6 21 Marl fill in front of wall, potential stair 

~- ........ ----



Appendix 5. 2002 Strath Bogue Artifact Concentration/Collection Log 

Assoc Concl Length Width Materials SRS Test! 
Area Str. Nearest Str. CoIl # Conc.Type Density (m) (m) Recovered Subop 

Cowo 37 36 10-1 Str. Fill light 5.06 3.45 LF,C 
Cowo 30A 30B,30C 1-1 Str. Fill moderate 10.34 7.03 L T, LF, C, UMSH -
Cowo 38 37 11-1 Str. Fill light 4.6 3.15 LT,LF,C 
Cowo 37 12-1 midden light 1.24 1.82 LF,C SO 24 
Cowo 36 13-1 ceramic light 1.22 0.4 LT,LF,C 
Cowo 39 38 14-1 Str. Fill moderate 5 4.7 LF,C SO 11, 11a-d 
Cowo 36 15-1 misc. artifacts light 5.3 3.1 LF,C 
Cowo 39 16-1 misc. artifacts light 6.4 5.2 C 
Cowo 39 17-1 misc. artifacts dense 20 6 LT,LF,C 
Cowo B2/41 40 18-1 ceramic dense 12 10 LT,LF,C 
Cowo B3/42 41 19-1 ceramic dense 10.5 11.7 LF,C,UNSH 

Cowo B1/40 20-1 midden/ ceramic dense 5.7 5.9 LT,LF,C,OB SO 26 
Cowo 30B 30A,30C 2-1 Str. Fill moderate 4.1 5.52 L T, LF, C, UMSH 
Cowo B1/40 21-1 ceramic light 3.5 4 LF,C 
Cowo B3/42 22-1 ceramic moderate 7.2 7.2 C 
Cowo 45 43 23-1 ceramic moderate 6.2 8.5 LF,C 

Ceramic/misc. 
Cowo 47 46 24-1 artifacts dense 6.7 10.2 LT,LF,C S027 
Cowo 48 47 25-1 ceramic moderate 5 5.6 LF,C 
Carlos 11 30-1 midden dense 8 5 LT,LF,C 
Cowo 30C 30A,30B 3-1 Str. Fill dense 6.37 5.87 LT, LF, C, F So 10, 10a-e 
Carlos 12 31-1 misc. artifacts dense 12.2 12.6 LT,LF,C, SF 

midden/lithic 
Carlos 13 32-1 wrkshop dense 18 15 L T,LF,C, MSH 

misc. 
Carlos 18 11, 19 32-1 artifacts/Str. Fill dense 6 5 LT,LF,C, SF 

midden/lithic 
Carlos 13 33-1 wrkshop moderate 3.6 3.7 LT, LF,C 

midden/lithic 
Carlos 14 34-1 wrkshop moderate 4.2 3.7 LF,C SO 25 
Carlos 13 35-1 lithic wrkshop light 4.7 5.9 LF,C 
Carlos 13 36-1 misc. artifacts moderate 5.4 5.5 LF,C 



Appendix 5. 2002 Strath Bogue Artifact Concentration/Collection Log 

Assoc Concl Length Width Materials SRS 
Area Str. Nearest Str. Coli # Cone. Type Density (m) (m) Recovered TestlSubop 

midden/misc.arti 
Carlos 14 15 37-1 facts dense 8 10.6 LF,C,UNSH 

lithic wrkshop/ 
Carlos 15 14 38-1 midden dense 9.7 8.5 LT,LF,C 
Carlos 16 15 39-1 lithic wrkshop dense 6.7 5.7 LT,LF,C,08 
Pat 1 5 40-1 misc. artifacts dense 1004 7.6 LT,LF,C 

misc. 
artifacts/lithic 

Carlos 17 16 40-1b wrkshop dense 7 7 LT,LF,C 
Cowo 31 30C 4-1 Str. Fill light 3.16 2.75 LT,LF,C,F 

misc. 
artifacts/lithic 

Pat 2 6 41-1 wrkshop moderate 11.8 11.2 LT,LF,C 
misc. 
artifacts/lith ic 

Carlos 17 41-1b wrkshop moderate 6.5 8.5 LT,LF,C,SF 

Carlos 20 GrpA 43-1 Str. Fill/ ceramic dense 6.5 5.5 LF,C,SF SO 30 
Salazar J2, 51 50-1 Str. Fill light 12.9 21.6 LF,C,08,UNSH 
Cowo 32 30C 5-1 Str. Fill moderate 3.23 2.76 LT,LF,C,F 
Salazar J1,53 51-1 misc. artifacts light 6.7 1004 LF,C 
Salazar J3 J4 52-1 ceramic moderate 26.2 16.8 LF,C 
Salazar J4 J1, J5 53-1 ceramic dense 7.3 8.5 LF,C 
Salazar J5 J1,J4 54-1 lithic wrkshop moderate 15 10.6 LT,LF,C 
Salazar J1 55-1 misc. artifacts dense 7 604 LF,C 
Salazar 57 56-1 misc. artifacts light 19.7 11.6 LF,C 

• 

Salazar 50 51 60-1 lithic wrkshop dense 6 5 LT,LF,C . 

Cowo 33 32 6-1 Str. Fill dense 6.75 3.3 L T,LF,C,UNSH 
Salazar 51 50 61-1 lithic wrkshop dense 7 5 LT,LF,C 
Salazar 52 J1 62-1 Str. Fill/midden light 4 3.1 LT,LF,C 
Salazar 53 . J1 63-1 Str. Fill/midden dense 7.5 8 LT,LF,C 
Salazar 56 58 64-1 Str. Fill/midden light 6 6 LF,C 



Appendix 5. 2002 Strath Bogue Artifact Concentration/Collection Log 

Assoc Concl Length Width 
Area Str. Nearest Str. Coli # Cone. Type Density (m) (m) 
Salazar 58 56 65-1 Str. Fill/midden light - -
Salazar 59 58 66-1 Str. Fill/midden light 2 2 
Cowo 22 GrpA 70-1 lithic wrkshop moderate 10 4 

Str. Fill/misc. 
Cowo 34 30A, 30B, 30C 7-1 artifacts light 3.15 4.63 
Cowo 21 20 71-1 misc. artifacts moderate 7 5 
Cowo 35 33 8-1 Str. Fill moderate 8.13 4.81 
Cowo 36 

-
3()~5 9-1 Str. Fill moderate ,1~ __ 69 10 

- - -- -

L T= Lith ic Tool; LF=Lithic Flake; C=Ceramic; MSH=Modified Shell; UMSH=Unmodified Shell; 
F=Faunal Bone; SF=Special Find; OB=Obsidian Blade 

Materials SRS 
Recovered TestlSubop 

LF,C 
LF,C 
LF,C SO 32 

LT,LF,C S029 
LF,C 
LT,LF,C 
bT,LF,g, SF 
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