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Chapter 1 

Overview of the 2001 Season 

Marilyn A. Masson 

Research Objectives for the 2001 Season 

Ironically, the majority of 2001 season research of the Belize Postclassic Project investigated 
periods before or after the Postclassic period. This work provides important long-term context for 
Postclassic developments at Progresso that were the focus of work from 1998 to 2000. The diversification 
of the temporal scope of the project represents the expanding interests of project staff members and 
dissertation, thesis, and other independent research programs that have been developed. These programs 
have taken our research to the western shore of the lagoon, which has a long settlement history that was 
linked in important ways to that of the island of Caye Coco. During this season, our investigations 
focused on four fieldwork objectives and three laboratory projects that continue research from the 2000 
season. These objectives included: 

1) reconnaissance, survey and mapping of shore communities of Progresso Lagoon, 
2) testing of the Terminal ClassicIPostclassic settlements on the shore of Progresso Lagoon 

(PR9, Edington, Chuk, Strath Bogue, and Hill Bank vicinities), 
3) testing of the Postclassic/Colonial settlement of Chanlacan on the shore of Progresso Lagoon 

(PR9, Avila and the Herron property, Shangrila), 
4) identifying the spatial parameters of Late Archaic occupations of Caye Coco and testing for 

intact deposits of this period, 
5) clay sourcing study of Freshwater Creek drainage to enable the analysis of Postclassic 

ceramic pastes and production patterns, 
6) the identification of ceramic types of the Terminal Classic and Colonial periods at Progresso, 

along with the completion of type: variety analysis from the Postclassic deposits at Caye Coco 
excavated during 2000, 

7) the analysis of Postclassic ground stone tools from Caye Coco. 

The summary of 2001 investigations below highlights the results of our seven objectives that are 
described in greater detail in the chapters of this report. 

Reconnaissance, Survey, and Mapping 

Reconnaissance and survey took place as part of three field operations on the shore that tested 
Archaic, Terminal Classic, and Colonial period deposits. Robert Rosenswig and Marilyn Masson 
inspected properties under development along the west shore of Progresso Lagoon as opportunities arose 
for viewing areas where the topsoils that had been scraped away by heavy machinery. The Fred Smith site 
(Rosenswig, Chapter 2) and the Julian Pat site were located by such opportunities for subsurface viewing. 
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We have learned that Archaic deposits can sometimes be found in the 15-20cm of clays located above 
bedrock, beneath a layer of topsoil of around 15-20cm. For both of these sites, extensive scatters of 
patinated flakes, cores, bifaces, and unifaces were identified, with few or no ceramics present. Often a 
red, sandy clay soil zone also signals Archaic occupations, and perhaps this soil represents preserved 
pockets of older sediments associated with this earlier period (Rosenswig, Chapter 2). 

Reconnaissance of mounds and other cultural features took place at the Strath Bogue site by 
Josalyn Ferguson, and Timothy Hare (Grinnell College) mapped these features with an EDM (Ferguson, 
Chapter 3). Ferguson also initiated a shovel testing program to sample subsurface deposits at this 
Terminal Classic settlement. 

A third reconnaissance, mapping, and testing program was initiated by Maxine Oland (Chapter 
4). Yonny Mex (Universidad de Yucatan) carried out the majority of this work, and he created the map of 
surface features across a broad swath of the lagoon shore and adjacent bluffs that is published in Chapter 

. 4. Test pit investigations by Mex revealed the existence of dispersed Colonia! domestic deposits at the 
lagoon that contradicted Oland's expectations that the "resettled" Colonial community may have been 
nucleated around central mound features by the edge of the water at the A vila and Herron properties 
(Oland, Chapter 4). These Colonial deposits often overlay Late Postclassic (or earlier) features and/or 
deposits. Oland also initiated a shovel testing program across the A vila and Herron properties in an effort 
to locate middens or buried domestic platforms in off-mound areas. 

Excavations 

Archaic Period 

Excavations in Archaic period deposits took place at two sites: Caye Coco and the Fred Smith site 
(Rosenswig, Chapter 2). Rosenswig's objectives at Caye Coco were to define the boundaries of the red 
soil-zone that lies directly above bedrock in limited areas of Caye Coco. We had detected this soil and its 
association with Archaic artifacts in earlier seasons, as summarized in Chapter 2, through test pitting 
operations that were intended to sample Postclassic deposits, as well as through testing that was 
specifically geared at expanding our view of the Archaic horizon (Rosen swig 2001). Rosenswig placed 
test units in the heart of this preserved deposit and also determined its extent in this part of Caye Coco. He 
has recovered abundant quantities of Archaic tools and features such as pits and postholes. He also tested 
the Fred Smith site, using an identical approach and obtaining very similar results. Although this red soil 
is associated with Archaic materials at Progresso, this is not the only type of deposit in northern Belize 
where we have found occupations of this period. At Laguna de On, Archaic materials were found in a fine 
white clay deposit overlying bedrock (Rosenswig and Stafford 1998). Intrusive Postclassic pits disturbed 
this clay, perhaps in an effort to quarry the fine clay during this later period for pottery making. 

Terminal Classic Period 

The Terminal ClassiclEarly Postclassic period has, until this season, been poorly defined. During 
the 2000 season we learned that the island community of Caye Coco was founded during the Terminal 
ClassiclEarly Postclassic perioci, marked by the construction of a circular temple at the top of the island's 
central natural hill. In addition, both domestic deposits and burials, located beneath Postclassic materials 
in areas across the island, are associated with the Terminal ClassiclEarly Postclassic period. During 2001, 
Josalyn Ferguson tested a site that we have named Strath Bogue, as this area of Progresso bears this name 
on the topographic maps. This work is part of her UAlbany-SUNY dissertation research. This area is part 
of a dispersed pattern of mounds of various periods that extend along the west bluffs of the lagoon, along 
either side of the Progresso-Copper Bank road and back behind the bluffs toward the New River. Further 
survey and mapping is needed to determine whether these numerous scattered mound groups form 
discrete temporal clusters and separate sites. Thomas Gann (1918) identified some of these mounds, and 
the site name of Progresso was assigned to at least one concentration of structures at the northern end of 
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the west side of the lagoon. Strath Bogue has a focal plazuela group surrounded by a number of smaller 
structures and groups occupying topographic elevations that are visible in the cane fields of this vicinity 
(Ferguson, Chapter 3). Testing last summer concentrated primarily on off-mound areas in an effort to 
identify and sample good midden deposits, although several structures were also tested. This group is 
located in an area where large chert or chert/quartz blend boulders outcrop on the surface, and the site is 
rich in tested cobbles, cores, and lithic debris. Ferguson collected excellent samples of Late and Terminal 
Classic materials from this area, she exposed rubble architectural features, and recovered burials in one 
structure. One test pit yielded Archaic materials, although these were more disturbed than the deposits 
tested by Rosenswig. 

Colonial Period 

Maxine Oland, as part of her doctoral dissertation project at Northwestern University, 
concentrated excavations on the Avila and Herron properties by the edge ofthe water, immediately to the 
west of Caye Coco (Chapter 4). The latest construction episode of two mounds on Avila's land appears 
clearly Colonial in date. Structure 2 was partly horizontally cleared, and Oland recovered remains of a 
plaster floor (with patches of red pigment); smashed Maya censers and olive jar fragments lay on the 
surface of this structure. She also found one partial burial beneath this floor. Off mound tests in this area 
recovered larger samples of a Colonial period midden identified in 2000 (Oland 2001) and recorded the 
density of artifacts in other areas across the site. In one test unit, a copper axe was found. Not all deposits 
in this area are Colonial, however. One burial, associated with an Early Classic period vessel, was found 
in the off-mound vicinity to the south of Structure 2. Unless this vessel is an heirloom, or represents an 
item recovered and re-used from earlier deposits by Colonial period Maya, it suggests a long and 
complicated depositional history in this area. Reuse of earlier vessels in the Colonial period has precedent 
in the archaeological record as recorded in the Tancah chapel by Miller and Farriss (1979). 

Analysis Projects 

A clay sourcing project was initiated by Bradley Russell (Chapter 5). With a posthole digger, he 
sampled clay deposits at Caye Coco and Progresso Shore that had been encountered in our excavations. 
In addition, he tested other clay deposits found through general reconnaissance. Russell and his team 
processed the clay samples in the field laboratory by drying the clay, grinding it into a powder, removing 
large impurities, and forming it into tiles that were subsequently fired in an open bonfire. These tiles will 
provide him with clays to which the paste groups of Progresso pottery can be compared in subsequent 
chemical composition analyses. Samples of Progresso sherds from major types were also pulled from the 
collections for the purpose of petrographic (and other) analyses at a future date. 

Antonina Delu analyzed the ground stone collection from past seasons at Caye Coco (Chapter 6), 
the basis of her master's thesis at UAlbany-SUNY. Delu analyzed the raw materials, form, and metric 
attributes of these artifacts and their distribution in various kinds of contexts at the site. Her discovery of 
painted manos in association with burials at the site came as quite a surprise, and adds a ritual dimension 
to the analysis. 

Marilyn Masson directed the type:variety analysis of pottery sherds from the 2000 season at Caye 
Coco (Chapter 7). This objective accomplished its goal of completing the typological inventory of all 
sherds collected from this site, although our research was particularly focused on two exciting questions. 
The first research question was to identify, for the first time in our work at Progresso, Terminal Classic 
pottery types. Only in 2000 had we encountered island deposits from this period in substantial quantity to 
permit this determination. The other research question was to analyze pottery from the deepest midden yet 
encountered at the island, Subop 38. Unlike previously analyzed middens, Subop 38 had abundant 
quantities of Early Postclassic sherds in stratigraphic context. Our objectives were greatly assisted by the 
participation ofWilfredo Cruz, a visiting ceramicist from the Universidad de Yucatan, and from 
consultation with Debra Walker, whose work on the Early Postclassic has paved the way for our 
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understanding of these pottery complexes. We also benefited from observations offered by Carlos Peraza 
of Centro INAH - Yucatan. Chapter 7 describes the results of this work, which closely follows the results 
of pottery analysis at Santa Rita (Chase 1982) and Cerros (Walker 1990). The majority of our Terminal 
Classic types share important similarities to the pottery of Chichen Itza, although we hypothesize that 
they are mainly of local manufacture and some types are linked to southern lowland traditions. As at 
Cerros, a break with Terminal Classic pottery conventions is observed during the Early Postclassic at 
Progresso. 

Margaret Briggs began her master's thesis (University of Houston) on the skeletal materials from 
Caye Coco and Laguna de On during the summer of 2001. She oversaw the final laboratory processing 
and cataloguing of all of these materials and recorded information on age, sex, and pathology of the 
burials. Her chapter in this report (Chapter 8) describes her additional observations on two burials 
recovered from Strath Bogue in the 2001 season. 
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Chapter 2 

Two Archaic Sites in the Freshwater Creek Drainage, Northern Belize: 2001 
Excavations at 

Caye Coco and the Fred Smith site 

Robert M. Rosenswig 

Introduction 

The origins of agriculture and a sedentary way of life are fundamental anthropological concerns 
in Mesoamerica and elsewhere (Harlan 1992; MacNeish 1986, 1992; Price and Gebauer 1995; Rindos 
1984; Stark 1981; Cowan and Watson 1992). While inquiry into the origins of agriculture began in 
Mesoamerica with excavations in a number of highland locations (e.g., Byers 1967; Flannery 1986; 
MacNeish and Peterson 1962; MacNeish et al. 1967; Neiderberger 1979), more recent studies have 
targeted the tropical lowlands for insight into such processes (Piperno and Persa111998; Pohl et a1.1996). 
Regardless of the location of study, understanding this fundamental transition requires that the latest 
mobile, preceramic horticulturists be documented and their adaptation compared with the earliest 
sedentary, ceramic using agriculturists in order to explore the processes responsible for the transition. 
While a picture is emerging of the first ceramic using cultures in various parts of Mesoamerica (e.g., Awe 
1992; Blake et al. 1995; Clark and Gosser 1995; Hammond 1991; Flannery and Marcus 1994; Joyce and 
Henderson 2001; McAnany 1992; Rosenswig 2000), their Late Archaic predecessors are known primarily 
from two contexts: the Soconusco (Voorhies 1976; Micheals and Voorhies 1999) and northern Belize 
(Hester et al. 1996; Iceland 1997; Rosenswig and Masson 2002) - although other lowland remains from 
this period have been reported (e.g., Brush 1965; Mountjoy et al. 1972; Rue 1987; Wilkerson 1975). 
However, the number of preceramic sites known from Mesoamerica is very limited. 

Sedentary, ceramic using village agriculturalists formed settlements that are relatively easy to 
find compared to those sites left behind by more mobile, non-ceramic using horticulturists for at least four 
reasons. First and foremost, it is more difficult to fmd the latter due to the lower population levels of pre
agriculturists, resulting in less cultural material distributed across the landscape. Second, on average 
smaller concentrations of artifacts are produced by non-sedentary populations at any given location and as 
there are no ceramics, fewer artifacts are preserved to be found by archaeologists. Third, agricultural 
villages were in many cases deposited over earlier sites, thus obscuring more deeply buried preceramic 
sites from being detected from surface remains. Fourth, preceramic sites in Mesoamerica do not contain 
mounded architecture or other surface indications that would attract the attention of investigators. It is 
therefore, not surprising that much more is known about Formative Mesoamerican peoples than their 
Archaic ancestors. 

In this paper, I begin by reviewing the extent of our current knowledge of the Late Archaic period 
in lowland Mesoamerica. This epoch is then defined in northern Belize as dating from 2500-900 BCE 
based on converging lines of pollen data and lithic tools at the beginning of the period and the emergence 
of ceramics at the end. Next, I present data from three recently excavated preceramic sites in the 
Freshwater Creek Drainage of northern Belize (Figure 2.1). Lithic data from these sites is subsequently 
presented that indicate a diverse technological assemblage was in use during the Late Archaic. Lithic 
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tools were brought into the area in finished form, and while these tools are largely expedient utilized or 
retouched flakes, their manufacture and inferred use follow consistent patterns. I conclude this paper with 
a discussion of the emerging picture of the Late Archaic adaptation in northern Belize. 

Lowland Mesoamerican Late Archaic 

Almost all of what is known of the Late Archaic period in lowland Mesoamerica comes from the 
Soconusco region of coastal Chiapas and from northern Belize in the Maya lowlands. In the Soconusco, 
the Chantuto B phase (3000-1800 BCE) is known from a host of C 14 dates (Blake et al. 1995). Voorhies 
has documented numerous sites from this period including Tlacuachero, a shell midden with evidence of 
two oval structures and two burials (Voorhies 1976, Voorhies et al. 1991). Voorhies (1996a, 1996b) has 
also documented the upland site of Vue Ita Limon that is interpreted as a base camp and has phytolith 
evidence that suggests forest disturbance occurred during the Chantuto B period. Evidence from these and 
other preceramic sites in the Soconusco indicate an increasingly complex adaptation with obsidian 
exchanged from Guatemala (Nelson and Voorhies 1980), changing resource scheduling over time 
(Kennett and Voorhies 1996) and a diet high in C4 plants (Blake et al. 1992). 

In northern Belize, much of what we know of the Late Archaic was documented by the Colha 
Preceramic Project (Kelly 1993; Hester et al. 1996; Iceland 1997; Iceland and Hester 1996). At Colha, 
two formal superimposed lithic production areas were documented at this site -- a lower surface (Zone C) 
of Archaic date was found with evidence of constricted uniface production (debris and refits) under 
another prepared surface (Zone B) with burin spall cores and other diagnostic Middle Formative lithic 
production debris (Hester 1994:3; Hester et al. 1996:47). At Colha, Operation 4046, Zone C and D both 
contained " ... large amounts of patinated lithic material including constricted unifaces, biface and macro
blade fragments, and debitage, but no ceramics ... " with associated dates that range between 2900 and 
1000 BCE (Hester et al. 1996:45). The lithic assemblage from nearby Pulltrouser Swamp is similar to that 
at Colha with the diagnostic complex of unifacially worked macroflake tools (Pohl et al. 1996:366) and 
dates that place a constricted uniface found there between 1300 and 1000 BCE (Bower 1994:279). 

In northern Belize, a distinctive lithic assemblage characterizes the Late Archaic that includes 
numerous macroflake tools, many of which were unifacially worked (Gibson 1991; Iceland 1997:11,95-
113). Constricted unifaces are the most distinctive and well known of these unifaces and are inferred to 
have been adzes. Use-wear analysis of constricted unifaces produced results consistent with digging in 
soil and cutting wood (Gibson 1991; Iceland 1997:227-229; Hudler and Lohse 1994 in Iceland 1997). 
Both digging and felling trees are activities consistent with horticulture and ethnographic data from the 
Maya Highlands confirm the evident need for many axes to clear primary forest (Hayden and Cannon 
1984). 

Paleoecological reconstruction from northern Belize indicates that by 3000 BCE the water table 
reached modern levels (Pohl et al. 1996:365; cf. Alcala-Herrera et al. 1994). By approximately 2500 
BCE, dramatic forest disturbance is evidenced by a decrease in tree pollen coinciding with increases in 
disturbance vegetation and charcoal remains (Hansen 1990; Jones 1994:208; Jacob 1995; Pohl et al. 
1996:363). Piperno and Pearsall (1998:302) have recently stated that: "The abrupt and marked increase of 
maize, disturbance plants, and charcoal at different sites suggests a swift spread of maize and slash-and
burn agriculture through northern Belize." At approximately 2500 BCE, or possibly earlier, maize and 
manioc were also present at Cob and Cobweb swamps and soon thereafter so was cotton and chili peppers 
were also present (Jones 1994; Piperno and Pearsall 1998:300-303). 

Therefore, in northern Belize, environmental data and corroborating lithic assemblages suggest 
that horticultural societies were using a specialized lithic technology to clear and plant crops for over a 
millennium and a half prior to the first use of ceramics in the region. Forest disturbance is also evident 
during this period in the Soconusco (Voorhies 1996a, 1996b) as well as in the Peten Lakes (Vaughan et 
al. 1985) and Petexbatun (Johnston et al. 2001) regions of lowland Guatemala. Environmental evidence 
suggests that humans were having an increasing impact on the environment by 2500 BCE by cutting 
down forests and cultivating maize, manioc and other cultigens. However, there is still little 
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archaeological evidence from this time period pertaining to settlement patterns, social organization or 
variation in economic activities. In the remainder of this paper I present excavation evidence from three 
new Late Archaic sites in northern Belize. 

Late Archaic Sites in the Freshwater Creek Drainage 

From 1997 through 2001 the Belize Postclassic Project has documented seven new preceramic 
sites (Figure 2.2) in the Freshwater Creek drainage of northern Belize (Rosenswig 2001, 2002; Rosenswig 
and Masson 2002; Rosenswig and Stafford 1998). Prior to this work, the Belize Archaic Archaeological 
Reconnaissance project (BAAR) documented a number of sites in the area (MacNeish 1981, 1982). In 
1981 and 1982, a total of 46m2 were excavated on the west shore ofProgresso Lagoon at the Betz 
Landing site (Zeitlin 1984). No features are reported from these excavations but a "reddish-brown soil..." 
20-40 cm below the surface produced dates of 1230 +/- 85 BCE and 1275 +/- 85 BCE (Zeitlin 1984:364). 
Below this layer, they documented a dark gray, aceramic clayey soil containing lithic artifacts assigned to 
the Late Archaic Melinda complex (Zeitlin 1984:364). A date of 1790 +/- 800 BCE was derived from this 
lower level (Zeitlin 1984:365). A deer antler fragment and net sinkers were also found from these layers 
(Zeitlin and Zeitlin 2000:88), suggesting diversity in the local animal exploitation patterns that include 
terrestrial and aquatic resources. In this section, I describe the results of excavations of preceramic 
components from the island sites of Caye Coco and Laguna de On, which were located beneath ceramic 
bearing levels. I also describe investigations at the Fred Smith site that did not have overlying 
components containing Maya ceramics and which is located less than 500 m north of the Betz Landing 
site. These three sites add to the corpus of those known from the Mesoamerican lowland Archaic, and 
Caye Coco is the only Late Archaic site that I am aware of, other than Tlacuachero in the Soconusco, 
where features, and therefore discernable primary archaeological contexts, have been documented. 

Caye Coco 

In 1999, a distinctive orange aceramic soil stratum containing patinated lithic flakes 
(approximately 15cm thick) was documented 80cm below ground surface in Subop 26 at Caye Coco to 
the north side of Late Postclassic Structure 2 (Figure 2.4) (Maze au 2000; Rosenswig 2001). In 2000, we 
pursued the aceramic deposits discovered the previous year. A significantly resharpened and heavily 
patinated constricted uniface, along with numerous flakes and a pit feature were originated 60cm below 
ground surface in Subop 40b, under a Postclassic terrace to the east of Structure 2. In 2001, a concerted 
effort was made to document the extents of this acerarnic component of the site but due to financial and 
time constraints only two weeks of excavations took place with a crew of eight workmen and six students. 
The aceramic component that we have documented at Caye Coco is approximately 150m2 in extent 
(Figure 2.5) and it originates between 60 and 85cm below the current ground surface. In 2001, a second 
pit feature was documented 24m west of the first, as well as a single posthole. Patinated unifacial tools 
and flakes were recovered as well as two hammer stones and evidence of worked oyster shell was also 
found (Rosenswig 2002). 

The aceramic component of Caye Coco that we documented is likely much smaller than the 
original extent of the site during this time period. It appears as if the Postclassic occupants of the island 
scraped off topsoil, in many places down to bedrock, and removed earlier deposits in the process of 
leveling bedrock. At one location (Subop 40f), a pocket of orange soil was preserved in a small 
depression in bedrock, and ceramic-bearing levels directly overlay it. The surrounding bedrock was cut to 
an even, flat floor surface. At Colha, later period disturbance was common and many constricted unifaces 
have been found incorporated into later period fill (Iceland 1997). This may only be one of many such 
pockets of preserved preceramic deposits on the island that we fortuitously encountered. Disturbed orange 
soils and patinated lithics were also found 100m west of this at Subop 27 next to another Postclassic 
structure (Barrett 2000). The island of Caye Coco measures 400 x 600 meters and we have excavated only 
300m2 to bedrock. 
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The excavations of Subops 26a, 26b and 26c (Figure 2.5) provided fine-grained documentation of 
the stratigraphic position of the orange, preceramic horizon below Terminal Classic and Postclassic 
deposits. Subop 26a was excavated in arbitrary lOcm levels and a patinated plano-convex chopping tool 
was recovered 98cm below ground surface (Figure 2.3A) and approximately 40cm southeast of a pit 
feature of orange aceramic soil intruding into bedrock (Figure 2.5). Subop 26b was also dug in arbitrary 
lOcm levels, and in its north profile we documented an 18cm deep posthole emanating from the aceramic 
orange horizon and descending into bedrock (Figure 2.6). The profiles of Subop 26b document three 
levels (A, Band C) that all contain Postclassic ceramics. Level A is a very dark brown (lOYR 2/2), 
loosely packed, humic topsoil. Level B is a densely packed, dark brown (lOYR 3/2), clay loam with 
limestone inclusions and a high ceramic density. Level C is a very dark brown (7.5YR 3/2) soil horizon 
that resembles Level A without the roots. Level D contains Terminal Classic ceramics and is composed of 
a medium brown, silty clay. Level E is an orange brown (7.5YR 4/6), silty clay containing patinated 
lithics and no ceramics. Below Level E there is a soft, decomposed limestone bedrock. In addition to the 
posthole, the north profile of Subop 26b also contained a pit, originating from Terminal Classic Level D, 
dug down into bedrock. Along with Subop 40f and 27 discussed above, this pit provides a third example 
of Maya occupants of Caye Coco disturbing earlier preceramic deposits. 

The use of arbitrary excavation levels employed in Subops 26a and 26b did not allow us to 
remove each of the levels described above without mixing from those above and below. Therefore, 
between these two units we excavated Subop 26c, a lx2m central unit, from the north profile of Subop 
26a and the south profile of Subop 26b in order to remove soil in the newly defined cultural levels. In this 
manner, each soil level was stripped off from the sides using Subop profiles as a guideline. Figure 2.7 is a 
photo of Subop 26a, band c at the top of the Late Archaic Level E in Subop 26c immediately prior to 
removal of this orange horizon. 

Fred Smith 

In 2001, excavations were also initiated at the newly discovered Fred Smith site on the west shore 
of Progresso Lagoon, 400m from Caye Coco. An area of approximately 800m2 had been stripped of 
topsoil by heavy machinery in preparation for house construction (Figure 2.8). The bulldozing occurred 
just prior to our visit to the site. This disturbance exposed both orange soils identical to those documented 
at Caye Coco and describe from Betz Landing, and a dense scatter of patinated lithics. Systematic surface 
collections at the Fred Smith site over the next month recovered 358 patinated lithics, including ten 
unifacial tools (e.g., Figure 2.3C), two expedient bifaces (e.g., Figure 2.10) and two formal bifaces 
(Figure 2.11). Only eighteen unslipped ceramic body shards were recovered from this entire area, and 
these were not chronologically diagnostic. Excavations of an undisturbed portion of the site documented 
an orange, aceramic soil horizon replete with patinated lithics (Figure 2.9). Unlike Caye Coco, the 
preceramic orange soil of this site began virtually at ground surface (approximately 30-40cm above 
bedrock) and there appears to have been no subsequent occupation of the site, although the eighteen 
ceramic shards suggest that there were people engaged in activities along the lagoon shores in later times. 

We recovered patinated lithics from the entire 800m2 ploughed area of the Fred Smith site, but 
there was only a fraction « 10%) of this disturbed area that had orange soils. From excavated contexts 
there was a clear association at the site of the orange soil and patinated lithics and so we trenched the 
shallow deposits to bedrock in order to determine its extents, both in the disturbed area and in the intact 
area adjacent to the bulldozed lot (Figure 2.8). In all, there was at least 400m2 of orange soil containing 
patinated lithics. In the non-disturbed areas there were no lithics on the surface and without the current 
land disturbance, we would not have been aware of this site's existence. The pattern of buried aceramic 
orange soils containing patinated lithics is consistent in the Progresso Lagoon area, and the other 
preceramic sites we have documented in the area have all been found at areas of surface disturbance or by 
accident at the bottom of units excavated to document later period Maya inhabitants of the region (see 
Rosenswig and Masson 2002). 
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Lithic Data 

For the following comparison I also include data from the Archaic component at Laguna de On 
Island (LO!), a site approximately 15km south ofProgresso Lagoon (Figure 2.1). A total of 778 patinated 
lithics were recovered from Caye Coco, the Fred Smith site and Laguna de On Island (Table 2.1). 
Unifacial tools are significantly more common than bifaces at these sites and this is diagnostic of the Late 
Archaic lithic assemblage found in northern Belize (Gibson 1991; Iceland 1997; Clark and Cheetham 
2002). In fact, the only formal biface recovered from Caye Coco was a plano-convex biface from Subop 
26a (see Figure 2.3A). While this tool is bifacially sharpened, it was originally made using the same 
macroflake and unifacial thinning technique as the other unifacial chopping tools and constricted 
unifaces. 

Figure 2.12 provides a graphical comparison of the four lithic assemblages. The proportion of 
different lithic categories from the surface and excavated samples at the Fred Smith site are virtually 
identical except for slightly more shatter recovered from the excavated context. This concordance 
suggests that the surface assemblage is a representative sample of subsurface remains. These two 
assemblages from the Fred Smith site on the shore of Progresso Lagoon are distinct from the assemblages 
on Caye Coco and Laguna de On Island. The Fred Smith samples contain more cores and more flakes 
while those from Caye Coco and Laguna de On contain more shatter. All have roughly the same 
proportion of each lithic tool category. 

Table 2.2 is a tabulation of primary, secondary and tertiary flakes that are both utilized and non
utilized. Primary flakes are defined as having more than 50% of their dorsal surface covered in cortex, 
secondary flakes have less than 50% of their dorsal surface covered in cortex and tertiary flakes have no 
cortex. Utilized flakes were determined by visual inspection with a hand lens. Lithic flakes comprise well 
over 50% of the assemblage from Caye Coco and Fred Smith, and utilized flakes are over ten times more 
abundant than any other tool type at each site. The abundance of tertiary flakes, and the near absence of 
primary flakes, suggests that these are sites of tool resharpening or production of expedient cutting flakes 
and not a locale where raw material reduction and early stage manufacture was occurring. Visual 
identification of those patinated lithics that were broken revealed that most were of the honey colored or 
dark coffee brown chert with lighter colored small, round and banded inclusions known to be from Colha 
and the chert-bearing zone to the south. Colha is located approximately 25 km south ofProgresso Lagoon. 
Traveling down the Freshwater Creek to Laguna de On and then the 10 km to Colha would allow this trip 
to be made in under a day. Iceland (1997:230-231) notes that most finished constricted unifaces have 
been found at sites without evidence of local production, many of which are outside the chert-bearing 
zone and have no local raw material with which to make the tools. 

At Colha there are numerous constricted unifaces, but at the Freshwater Creek sites there are 
many unifacial tools made from macroflakes that are not, or are only very slightly, constricted. This lack 
of constriction may be due to resharpening.1t is interesting that Iceland (1997:219) documented a high 
degree of morphological variability in constricted unifaces and that 12% of his sample of 117 of these 
tools are "pear shaped" and not actually constricted. As the vast majority of the broken patinated lithics 
that we have recovered are made of Colha chert, it is not unreasonable to propose that resharpening has 
simply made the hafting section less pronounced. 

Discussion 

The inhabitants of Mesoamerica began to clear the tropical forests to plant crops by 2500 BCE 
and begin a semi-sedentary, horticultural adaptation. In northern Belize, this lasted approximately 1600 
years prior to the emergence of sedentism and ceramic use at about 900 BCE. However, the end of this 
period was not uniform across Mesoamerica and in some areas the transition occurred as early as 1600 
BCE (see Clark and Gosser 1995). In northern Belize, there is evidence of an efficient Late Archaic 
adaptation to the local environment using unifacially worked, macroflake tools and therefore no impetus 
to adopt village life or ceramic technology. With regard to the Late Archaic lithic assemblage of northern 
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Belize, Zeitlin and Zeitlin (2000:92) note that this is actually the only distinct lowland Mesoamerican 
Archaic regional pattern documented to date. This unique, and apparently effective, adaptation may be the 
main reason why the Late Archaic adaptation persisted for so long in the area when ceramic using, 
sedentary cultures have been documented in most other areas of Mesoamerica during the Early 
Formative. 

There are a broad range of lithic tools present at the sites discussed in this paper, including 
bifaces and utilized flakes, with which people did more than just cut down trees. This should not be 
surprising, as a viable adaptation should be expected to possess lithic tool types representing a range of 
economic activities. Although not previously documented from preceramic contexts, oval bifaces such as 
those heavily patinated examples illustrated in Figure 2.11 are similar to later examples documented from 
nearby Pulltrouser swamp (see McAnany 1992:Fig 8-5, 8-6). In fact, the oval biface is the most 
ubiquitous tool found from the Middle Formative through Terminal Classic periods (McAnany 
1992:202). As the two oval bifaces were recovered from surface contexts at the Fred Smith site, their Late 
Archaic association is circumstantial; however, due to the lack of latter deposits at the site, the fact that 
these tools were heavily patinated, and that surface and subsurface assemblages were almost identical, 
this inference can be made with a reasonable degree of confidence. Another continuity between the Late 
Archaic and Middle Formative lithic assemblages, reported from Colha is the use of macroblades to 
produce formal tools using similar trimming techniques (Potter 1991:25-26; Iceland 1997:276). In fact, a 
number of authors have commented on the distinctiveness of northern Belize in Middle Formative times 
and suggested a Late Archaic origin to the ethnic identity of the inhabitants of this region (Iceland 
1997:279-280; Clark and Cheetham 2002). 

One thing that is odd about the location of the Archaic period sites documented here is that the 
lacustrine settlement choice was abandoned during the Formative and Classic periods only to be 
reoccupied during Terminal and Postclassic times. Why were Caye Coco and Laguna de On Island 
abandoned during the Formative and Classic periods? This raises the fundamental question of what 
constituted the new Formative adaptation. Was the Archaic mixed economy, that presumably integrated 
fishing and hunting with horticulture, really that different than the Formative adaptation? If not, then why 
were these sites abandoned? This pattern is not unique to the project area and has been noted by others 
(e.g., MacNeish 1986:122; Clark and Cheetham 2002:8-9). 

I currently have no absolute dates for the sites reported in this paper and rely on technological 
cross-dating of these deposits with other sites in the region. At the time of its excavation, the Late Archaic 
deposits at Betz Landing presented a problem as they were being placed into a chronology where the 
Formative period in northern Belize was said to begin by 2000 BCE (Hammond 1977; and see Marcus 
1983:459). However, with the redating of Cuello to 800 or 900 BCE, the two 1200 BCE dates from the 
reddish stratum at Betz Landing (Zeitlin 1984:364) now fit comfortably into the Late Archaic period. The 
Late Archaic dates from Colha (Hester et al. 1996:49) and Pulltrouser (Bower 1994) discussed above as 
well as the lithic assemblages are also consistent with the Freshwater Creek sites. The original BAAR 
lithic typology has not stood the test of time (Kelly 1993; Wilson et al. 1998) but the Betz Landing site 
nevertheless appears to date to the Late Archaic as originally claimed, and even the third date of 1790 +/-
800 BCE fall within the Late Archaic phase at both ends of its one sigma range. 

Conclusion 

The mid-Holocene transition from foraging to a more sedentary horticultural adaptation remains 
virtually unknown in Mesoamerica, especially in the lowlands. Perhaps, as Rue (1989: 182) suggests, this 
lack of knowledge is the result of preoccupation of the Mesoamerican archaeologist with pyramids and 
pretty ceramics that overlie such deposits. As a result, surprisingly little is known of the transition to a -
ceramic using, sedentary way of life in lowland Mesoamerica. The data presented in this paper sheds 
some light on this crucial transition in Mesoamerican prehistory by providing excavation data from Caye 
Coco, the Fred Smith site and Laguna de On Island -- three newly reported Late Archaic sites in northern 
Belize. Stratigraphic data document intact deposits with some minor disturbance from Maya occupants. 
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At Caye Coco, two pit features and a posthole represent the only Late Archaic features reported to date 
from the Maya lowlands. The inhabitants of these sites were importing chert and producing a lithic 
assemblage that contained bifaces, but was dominated by unifacial tools made from macroflakes. This 
glimpse of Late Archaic settlement and technology will contribute to the emerging understanding of 
conditions under which settled life emerged and why this transition took so long in the Maya lowlands. 
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Table 2.1. Lithic types from deposits at Caye Coco, Fred Smith and Laguna de On. 

Caye Coco Fred Smith (surface) Fred Smith (excavated) Laguna de On 

n= % of Total n= % of Total n= % of Total n= % of Total 
Formal Biface 1 0.59 2 0.56 0 0.00 0 0.00 
Expedient Biface 1 0.59 2 0.56 2 1.05 0 0.00 
Uniface 4 2.35 12 3.35 6 3.16 2 3.33 
Core 1 0.59 30 8.38 10 5.26 1 1.67 
Hammer Stone 3 1.76 1 0.28 0 0.00 0 0.00 
Ut Flake 47 27.65 104 29.05 50 26.32 12 20.00 
Flake 58 34.12 156 43.58 81 42.63 16 26.67 
!Shatter 55 32.35 51 14.25 41 21.58 29 48.33 

Total: 170 100 358 100 190 100 60 100 

Table 2.2. Flake counts based on reduction typology from deposits at Caye Coco and Fred Smith. 

Caye Coco Fred Smith {surface} Fred Smith {excavated} 
Primary Flakes 

Utilized 3 6 0 
non-Utilized 4 11 7 

Total 7 17 7 
Secondary Flakes 

Utilized 7 51 10 
non-Utilized 13 39 12 

Total 20 90 22 
Tertiary Flakes 

Utilized 37 47 40 
non-Utilized 41 106 62 

Total 78 153 102 

Total Flakes: 105 260 131 
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Figure 2.1. Map of north em Belize with known Archaic sites indicated. 
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Figure 2.2. Map of Freshwater Creek Drainage with location of known Late Archaic sites. 
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Figure 2.3. Unifacial tools at 70% of actual size: A - Caye Coco, Subop 26a; B - Caye Coco Subop 40c; 
C- Fred Smith, surface; D - Laguna de On, Subop 19. 
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Figure 2.3. Continued 
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Figure 2.4. Subop 40b in foreground with Archaic pit next to upright meter stick. Subop 40 and 40a in 
background contained no orange soil horizon. 

24 



Figure 2.5. Map of Subop 40 & 26 at Caye Coco indicating the extent of the documented 
Archaic component. 
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Figure 2.6. North and south profile drawing of Subop 26b with stratigraphy described in text labeled. 
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Figure 2.7. Photo of Subop 26a, b and c before excavation the Archaic orange soil horizon in Subop 26c. 
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Figure 2.8. Photo of the surface of the bulldozed section of Fred Smith site in 2001. Entire area surface 
collected (see Table 1). Subop 1, in foreground, prior to excavation. 
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Figure 2.9. Map of the Fred Smith site with the extents of the Archaic orange soil horizon indicated. 
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Figure 2.10. Patinated expedient bifaces from the Fred Smith site at 70% of actual size: A - Subop 2; B -
Subop 2c. 
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Figure 2.11. Patinated formal bifaces surface collected from the Fred Smith site at 70% of actual size. 
Blackened region represents exposed raw material. A and B are distal fragments of oval bifaces. 

A 

B 

c 

31 



Figure 2.12. Graph of the proportion of Archaic lithic types form Caye Coco, Fred Smith and 
Laguna de On. 
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Chapter 3 

Initial Investigations of the Terminal Classic Strath Bogue Site (PR 10), 
Corozal District, Belize 

Josalyn M. Ferguson 

Introduction 

In recent years, members of the Belize Postclassic Project have focused their research on the 
Postclassic island site of Caye Coco, Corozal District, Belize. During these explorations, investigators 
were cognizant of the fact that the island settlement did not exist in isolation, as people were also 
occupying the adjacent shore area ofProgresso lagoon (Masson 2001:3) throughout the Terminal Classic 
and Postclassic (Ferguson 2001; West 1999: 137-143), as well as Colonial periods (Oland 2001; Masson 
1999:4; West 1999:142). Identification of Terminal Classic occupation on the shore ofProgresso Lagoon 
originally took place during the 1999 field season (Masson 1999:4; West 1999: 137-143; Ferguson 
2001:97); the author initiated research on the Terminal Classic occupation of the shore ofProgresso 
Lagoon during the 2000 field season. The goal of this research is to understand the development and 
transformation of Maya society during and after the Terminal Classic "collapse" (A.D. 850-1000) of 
Classic Maya society at Progresso Lagoon. Additional reconnaissance and surface collection of the 
Progresso Lagoon shore area during the 2001 field season resulted in the discovery and subsequent testing 
of a substantial Terminal Classic settlement, which we have named the Strath Bogue site. Investigation of 
Strath Bogue during 2001 was limited in time and scope, and consisted of a number of test excavations. 
As such, further investigations are planned for the 2002 field season. This chapter reports on the first 
season (2001) of investigations at the Terminal Classic site of Strath Bogue. 

Background 

While many of the southern lowland Maya sites were abandoned during the Terminal Classic 
period, settlement at many sites continued, especially in Belize (Culbert 1988). In fact, some sites 
(particularly those in northern Yucatan) flourished, while other centers, such as Chichen Itza, were 
founded at the end of the Classic period. Northeastern Belize is one of the regions that did not experience 
the abandonment associated with the collapse of the Peten polities (Masson and Mock n.d.). As noted by 
Sidrys (1983:399), and recently confirmed by the Belize Postclassic Project's investigation of the 
Progresso Lagoon area, occupation during the Terminal Classic period continued in many areas in 
northeastern Belize despite the decline of centers elsewhere in the lowlands (West 1999; Ferguson 2001; 
Masson 2001:3). In fact, many sites were either newly settled or witnessed dramatic growth, as evidenced 
through expansion of settlements and increased construction episodes (Sidrys 1983:399). In broader 
context, northeast Belize populations (including the Strath Bogue community) embarked on a period of 
social and economic reorganization and redefinition in probable response to the "collapse" of Peten cities 
and the growth of the Yucatecan polities. 

With the exception of the unsystematic and non-scientific work of Thomas Gann in the late 
1800's and early 1900's (Gann 1900, 1918), archaeological investigation of northern Belize was minimal 
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and cursory prior to 1973 (Sidrys 1983:7). Two large survey projects in the 1970's were the fIrst projects 
to truly assess settlement in the northeastern Belize region. The fIrSt survey was carried out by the British 
Museum and Cambridge University, under the direction of Norman Hammond (Hammond 1973), and 
Raymond V. Sidrys conducted the second in 1974 in association with the Institute of Archaeology, 
UCLA. Since these surveys, various scholars have conducted investigations, focusing their attentions on 
such prominent sites as Santa Rita Corozal, Cuello, Nohmul, Cerros, and Caye Coco. However, many of 
these investigations have focused on either the early occupations of these sites (Preclassic and Early 
Classic periods 900 B.C. - A.D. 600), or their Postclassic and Colonial occupations. The Belize 
Department of Archaeology, Gann (1914:16; 1918:132-133) and Thompson (1939) have all noted a 
"settlement area" in the area of the Strath Bogue site entitled "Progresso." Gann's 1915 investigations of 
the site resulted in the identification of a number of mounds, a cyst burial, and a small collection of 
artifacts now being housed in the Liverpool Free Museum (Gann 1918:281). While the specific 
"settlement area" where Gann worked at Progresso has not yet been identified, the author does not believe 
that the Strath Bogue site is the same as the site of Progresso, as no excavation units have been identified, 
and'local informants do not recall any archaeological work having been initiated previously in this area. 
Additionally, while large looter's pits at Strath Bogue have a form that is very reminiscent of infamous 
"Gann holes," Sr. Carlos and our workman Elvis Cowo (son of Sr. Cowo, Jr.) have indicated that these 
looter's pits are relatively new, thought to have been dug in the last three to ten years. The spatial and 
temporal relationships of Strath Bogue and other scattered mound groups to the west of the lagoon will be 
determined in future survey and mapping of this area. 

The region in which the Strath Bogue community is situated is significant for three reasons. One, 
the area is bounded by riverine gateways to the Caribbean Sea and the Peten, and thus was potentially 
linked to the trade network dominated by the powerful Chicben Itza polity. Evidence for a relationship 
between Strath Bogue and Chicben Itza has been identified in the presence of Chicben ceramic wares at 
Strath Bogue (Masson, chapter 7). Two, the site itself is on fertile agricultural land, which in light of the 
decline of the inland Peten agricultural resources during this time period, would have become of 
additional interest to groups settling in this area. Third, preliminary artifactual, residential and mortuary 
evidence from the site will permit the evaluation of degrees of continuity in societal practices from the 
earlier Classic periods and into the Postclassic. 

Shore Reconnaissance and Identification of the Strath Bogue Site 

At the outset of the 2001 field season, project members continued to perform reconnaissance in 
areas to the west of Progresso Lagoon, in hope of identifying additional Terminal Classic and Colonial 
(Oland, Chapter 4) occupations. As was the case during the previous field season, reconnaissance and 
subsequent testing was restricted to the western shore of Progresso Lagoon. Reconnaissance of the shore 
initially involved driving along dirt roads associated with agricultural fields, and then extended 
approximately lkm inland. Surface inspection and collection of areas with high densities of architectural 
features and artifact materials supplemented basic reconnaissance activities, thereby allowing us to 
initially assess chronological associations of archaeological features. The identification of the Terminal 
Classic Strath Bogue site was a result of these activities. 

Strath Bogue is located approximately 0.5 km west of the western shore of Progresso Lagoon, 
and 1.2 km east of the New River, in an area currently being utilized for sugar cane and corn crops. The 
true size of the site has yet to be determined. A number of solitary mounded structures (15-20 structures), 
and at least five plazuela groups (Plazas A-E) surmounting substantial raised platforms have been located 
at the site. While Strath Bogue is not dominated by an architectural complex typical of a large center, an 
approximately 2 meter high raised platform is present at this location. This platform has three pyramidal
type superstructures and an approximately 18m long range-type structure (Structures AI-A4), and it is 
conspicuous in comparison to other structures in this settlement area (Figure 3.1). Additional structures 
and a chultun located on Sr. Cowo's land were found during 2001 reconnaissance activities, and these 
features are probably part of the Strath Bogue site. They were not tested in the 2001 investigations. 
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The majority of the Strath Bogue site is situated on land held by four different landowners: Srs. 
Pat, Sr. Carlos, Sr. Cowo (Junior), and Sr. Cowo (Senior). The landowners granted access to all 
properties, and permission to conduct excavations was granted by all landowners, except Sr. Cowo Junior, 
who had just planted a new corn crop and did not want his parcel disturbed. Property lines are delimited 
by grassy-transects or "paths" across the site, and two dirt roads, one of which leads to Progresso Town, 
and the other towards the lagoon. Archaeological features are named according to current property lines 
and ownership. Where applicable, plaza groups were also designated alphabetically. Structure numbers 
were also designated alphabetically according to associated plaza (if applicable) and numerically as 
encountered during reconnaissance. (i.e., Pat Group, Group A, Structure 2A). This method of 
identification allows for an easy identification of the areas, plazas and structures investigated, both for our 
current purposes, and for future archaeological reference. Investigation of the Strath Bogue settlement 
during the 2001 field season focused on the Pat and Carlos Groups, with minimal surface inspection on 
the land of Sr. Cowo Senior. 

Preliminary surface collection and testing of the area immediate to the central plazuela group (Pat 
Group Plaza A) was performed, and this work extended to a few smaller solitary platforms and structures 
surrounding this group. An abundant quantity of artifacts was recovered, and ceramic sherds were of 
types dating to the Terminal Classic period. Preliminary analysis of pottery resulted in the identification 
of ceramic types associated with both the Peten and Yucatan spheres, and most notably ceramics 
associated with the prominent Terminal Classic site of Chicben Itza (as described in Masson, Chapter 7). 

Further reconnaissance is planned for the 2002 field season in order to determine the site 
boundaries. Permission of additional landowners may be sought should the site expand onto other 
properties. The Cowo Senior Group will be tested during the 2002 field season. 

Excavation Methodology 

The strategy for suboperation (subop) test unit placement followed a consistent approach. Since 
the primary focus ofthe 2001 field season was to securely define the temporal associations of the site and 
to gather artifact samples attesting to economic activities of this area, the majority of subops were placed 
in an attempt to locate middens. Thus, several 1x2m subops were placed off-mound in locations deemed 
likely to contain associated midden/discard materials such as to the rear of structures comprising Pat 
Group Plaza A. Additional 1x2m subops were located in areas where surface artifact scatters suggested 
the potential location of midden materials. Two 2x2m subops were placed on constructions, one in the Pat 
Group on Structure 5 (Subop 5), and the other in the Carlos Group on the edge of a platform or terrace 
associated with Structure 14 (Subop 6). Structure 5 is a solitary structure, located approximately 40m 
north of Plaza A. Structure 14 and its associated platform are located approximately 100m from Group A 
(Figure 3.1). All units were placed on a north-south axis, unless it was otherwise deemed more 
appropriate to follow exposed architectural or artifactual features, or where the least impact to the cane 
crop would be. 

Excavations consisted of a series of vertical test units, which were dug with trowels, geological 
picks, and where appropriate, large picks and shovels. All subops were excavated by arbitrary and 
stratigraphic levels. Subops initially began with the excavation of lOcm arbitrary levels, and where 
cultural and natural levels could be determined, these were further divided into lOcm levels (where 
applicable). Excavations proceeded to 20cm arbitrary levels when deeper matrices such as construction 
fill were encountered. Some subops were not excavated to bedrock due to a paucity of artifacts or cultural 
materials, while others were expanded horizontally to further reveal cultural deposits. 

Lot numbers were assigned to arbitrary levels, significant stratigraphic and horizontal exposures, 
and features. Unless otherwise indicated, all matrices were screened through 1/4" screens. Detailed notes, 
level records, wall profiles, top plans, and photo logs were kept. Artifacts were collected by subop and 
stratigraphic level, and sorted according to material, artifact type, and special fmd classification (See 
Appendix 4 for a complete inventory). Provenience and depth measurements were measured from subop 
datums. Carbon and soil samples were also collected from contexts deemed appropriate. 
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Excavations 

Subop 1 (Pat Group) 

Subop 1 was a 1x2m unit, placed on a northeast-southwest orientation, off of the southwest side 
of Pat Group Plaza A's raised platform. The unit was placed so that the short axis ran parallel to the 
platform, and the subop slightly incorporated the edge of the platform. This orientation was chosen in an 
attempt to maximize the potential dispersal area of midden scatter away from the edge of the platform. 

The subop was surrounded by sugar cane and tiger grass, and thus root disturbance, especially 
from the sugar cane, had impacted surface deposits. The entire subop was excavated by lOcm arbitrary 
levels. Level's 1,2 and 3 (Lot's 13, 15 and 18 respectively) consisted initially of a medium grained dark 
brown to black soil, with limestone inclusions throughout. While matrix consistency stayed the same, its 
color became lighter as excavations progressed. A number of large limestone rocks were lying on the 
surface. Both levels were disturbed through plow activity and roots from the cane and tiger grass. Rock 
debris was heaviest in the northeast half of the subop, and likely was representative of structural collapse 
from the adjacent platform. Level 3 had marl inclusions in its matrix that made excavation more 
laborious. 

Artifacts recovered from Levels 1 through 3 were minimal, consisting mostly of lithic debris, and 
small non-diagnostic ceramic sherds. Shell and coral was also collected from these levels, but it is unclear 
whether these materials were part of the ancient limestone seabed, or were brought to the site through 
human transportation. Two obsidian blade fragments were recovered, one from Level 2 and one from 
Level 3. 

Level 4 (Lot 20) consisted of a moderately compact, reddish-brown clayey-loam with limestone 
inclusions. Due to the lack of midden debris, and the paucity of artifacts recovered from this subop, this 
excavation was terminated at the average depth of 50cm below surface. 

Subop 2a (Pat Group) 

Subop 2a was located off of the rear of Structure 2A, to the northwest of the structure. The 
purpose of this 1x2m unit was to test for midden debris. The unit was placed on a north-south orientation, 
and situated so that the short axis of the unit was closest to the structure. Although the subop was initially 
excavated in lOcm arbitrary levels, undulating bedrock was encountered between 25.5 and 43cm below 
surface, within Level 3 (Lot 9). The matrix removed from Levels 1-3 (Lots 3, 6 and 9) consisted of humus 
mixed with limestone rocks and it resembled either structural collapse or backdirt from the very large 
looter's pit (LP2) in Structure 2A. Minimal numbers of ceramic sherds and lithic flakes were recovered 
from this subop, as was an obsidian blade from Lot 9. This excavation failed to locate a midden deposit. 

Subop 3a and 3b Complex (Pat Group) 

Subop 3a was a 1x2m unit situated to the east of Structure 3, at the base of the structure. The 
subop was placed along a north-south axis, and was intended to test for a midden deposit. The area has 
been heavily plowed, as was evident in the disturbed nature of the topsoil and the presence of plow 
furrows. 

Levell, Lot 1 was a loose, dark brown humic soil with vegetation debris scattered throughout. 
Very few artifacts were recovered from this lot, which was excavated as a 10cm arbitrary level. Level 2, 
Lot 4 was assigned only a few centimeters below Lot 1, as the soil became more orange and an increasing 
number of limestone inclusions were present. Also, a concentration of larger rocks appeared at this level 
in the southwest corner of the subop. Only three lithic flakes were recovered from this thin level. 

Level 3, Lot 5 was comprised of an orange-brown sandy loam soil with limestone flecking. As 
excavations proceeded, the clustering of rocks in the southwest corner of the subop expanded, and a 
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potential row of additional rocks branched off of it towards the east at its northern extreme. Interestingly, 
the northern portion of the subop was less compact than that in the south, in the area east of the rubble. 

A dark circular stain in the soil was unearthed at the northeast corner of the subop. The stain was 
excavated as a separate lot (Lot 8) and contained charcoal. Deeper into the hole, ash was found. A rock 
was abutting the stain on its west side. The circular stain measured approximately 18x18cm and was 
14cm deep. The shape and size of the stain are consistent with that of a post, and the charcoal may have 
been the result of the post having been burned. The rock may have been placed there for stability of the 
post. Added support for the identification of this feature as a posthole was the recovery of a piece of daub 
(Sample 7) from inside the hole. No artifacts were retrieved from this lot. All of the soil recovered from 
this lot was saved as a soil sample (Sample 1). 

Excavations continued around the construction in the southwest corner or the unit and any other 
rocks exposed in the excavation of Level 4, Lot 11, were pedestalled. The matrix associated with Lot 11 
was a light orange-brown color. The northern section of the subop continued to be less compact than the 
south, and it was browner in color, likely due to the increased presence of limestone flecking there. Level 
4, Lot 11, was excavated as a lOcm arbitrary level. 

LevelS was divided into two separate lots (Lots 16 and 17), as delineated by an apparent 
limestone rock wall protruding from the northern extreme of the corner construction, as well as by the 
variation in the compact nature of the ground on either side of the wall. Although a cultural feature 
separates the lots, they are roughly located at the one meter mark of the subop. We began excavating the 
northern section of the level (Lot 17), as the compact nature of the soil in the south suggested a possible 
tamped earth surface. Moreover, this surface had been excavated in the previous two levels, and would 
have been flush with the top of the limestone rock wall, if it had been recognized as a wall at that time. 

Another concentration of rocks was unearthed within LevelS, Lot 17, on the eastern side of the 
lot, or in the northeastern quad of the subop, at a depth of 20.5cm below surface. The rocks had somewhat 
of a veneer like quality to them, and extended into the eastern wall of the subop. In examining the western 
and northern profiles of the subop, we recognized the remnants of a plaster floor that had accidentally 
been excavated through (Figure 3.2). The floor (Floor 1) abutted the construction in the southwest corner 
of the unit and continued north and east for about 40cm, into the middle of the subop, where it was no 
longer seen in the profile. Interestingly, the place where the floor ceased to exist in the northern profile 
was where the cobble surface, exposed and running into the eastern wall of the subop, was located. We 
thus ceased excavation of this lot after only having excavated approximately Scm, and decided to extend 
the subop to the east, to gain more insight into the rubble feature. 

Subop 3b was a 2xlm unit, placed directly to the east of Subop 3a. Levels 1 and 2 (Lots 24 and 
26 respectively) were excavated as lOcm arbitrary levels and contained the same matrices and paucity of 
artifacts as those excavated from Subop 3a. Within Lot 26 limestone rocks and a large chert cobble were 
encountered. These rocks were pedestalled, revealing a circular formation surrounding the area previously 
noted as being composed of a very compact soil, and completely outlining the north-south running 
veneer-type stone "alignment" first identified in Subop 3a. Level 3, Lot 30, was excavated only in the 
north portion of the subop, and was taken to the same level as that exposed in Subop 3a, LevelS, Lot 17, 
while the area to the south and essentially any part of a construction was left alone (See Figure 3.3). 

Subop 3a, Level 6, Lot 56, was restricted to the northwest quad of the unit, north of the 
southwestern construction, and east of the veneer stone "alignment." Artifact densities continued to be 
relatively low. The veneer stone "alignment" was also removed separately, as Level 7, Lot 71. The area of 
this alignment measured approximately 0.30xlm. Dirt located between the stones, and between the stones 
and bedrock was removed along with the stones as Lot 71. Only a few small lithic flakes were recovered 
from this lot. 

The area enclosed by the round construction within Subop 3a (Level 6 Lot 48) and Subop 3b 
(Level 3, Lot 47) was excavated according to subop specifications. The matrix was a medium-grained 
silty-clayey-Ioam mixed with limestone inclusions, pebbles and burnt limestone rocks. Artifacts were 
minimal, however more artifacts were recovered from the eastern side of the circular structure, 
particularly lithic flakes. Bedrock was reached directly below this level at approximately 46cm below 
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surface. The circular wall was also removed and recorded according to subop specifications. That 
removed from Subop 3a was designated Level 6, Lot 54, while that in Subop 3b was Level 3, Lot 55. The 
wall was constructed of medium to large limestone rocks (15-30cm), many of which exhibited evidence 
of burning. Very few artifacts were recovered from the area of the wall construction. A very thin layer of 
dirt was sitting above bedrock beneath the area of the circular structure and excavated as Level 4, Lot 4, 
in Subop 3b. Similar to this location in Subop 3a, mostly small lithic flakes were recovered from this lot. 

Subop 4 (Pat Group) 

Subop 4 was located off-mound, roughly equidistant from Structures 5 and 6 in the middle of a 
healthy cane crop. This subop was a 1x2m unit, intended to test the area for possible midden deposits. 
Subop 4 was placed in this area as there was a significant surface scattering of artifacts here. The subop 
was placed in between two rows of sugar cane. Tiger grass was also dispersed through the rows of cane. 

Levell, Lot 14, was comprised of a dark brown, fine-grained soil with many limestone inclusions 
and pebbles, and was excavated as a lOcm arbitrary level. Level 2, Lot 19, was initially begun as a lOcm 
arbitrary level, however, only the northern half of the subop ended up being excavated in this manner, as 
an apparent construction feature in the southern half of the unit was encountered after the first 2cm of 
excavation of Level 2. Level 2 excavations continued in the northern half of the unit, so to fully expose 
the construction feature, which was given a separate lot number, Lot 22. This feature was eventually 
excavated in lOcm arbitrary levels. Level 2, Lot 19, was comprised of a fine-grained dark brown soil with 
numerous limestone inclusions and pebbles. Two small clusters of ceramics were unearthed at depths of 
approximately 13cm below surface. The presence of the ceramic clusters and the high density of 
limestone inclusions at the same level suggested that Lot 19 represented a disturbed/decomposing plaster 
surface (Floor 3), and corresponding ballast and dirt fill, likely associated with the terminal plaza floor. 
This hypothesis was further supported upon examining the western profile of the Subop 4 (Figure 3.4). 

Due to a clerical error, Lot 22 was designated as Level 3, but was really part of Level 2; however, 
because this error was not recognized before cataloguing, level designations will continue following this 
sequence. Lot 22 was excavated down to the same arbitrary level as Lot 19 (top of Lot 23), which 
corresponds to the base of the platform and the top of the abutting lower plaza floor. 

The construction feature in the southern half of the subop was fashioned from an aggregate fill of 
limestone cobbles, rocks and marl. Many of the rocks in the fill showed signs of burning, as did the 
limestone inclusions in the gray-brown loamy soil above the fill. It is likely that the surface of the 
construction had been plastered in antiquity. Removal of Lot 19 from the area to the north of (in front of) 
the platform revealed a densely packed ballast type fill above a densely packed rock surface at 
approximately 23cm below surface (Floor 2, Lot 23). The rock surface below the ballast fill was so well 
packed that at first we mistook it for decomposing bedrock. This surface abutted the base of the platform 
and thus was an associated construction (Figure 3.5). It is likely that these features were representative of 
an earlier edge or the raising of the plaza platform on which Structures 5 and 6 likely sat, that was filled in 
upon expanding the plaza at a later date. Thus, Floor 2 would have originally extended up and onto the 
platform surface. Many artifacts were recovered from the fill above the plaza platform, including 
diagnostic ceramic sherds with characteristic Terminal Classic rims, a conically drilled pottery sherd, and 
two lithic tools. 

Artifacts recovered from within the platform included ceramic sherds, lithic flakes, marine shell, 
a mano fragment, and a utilized flake (Lot 22), as well as a shell bead, a fragment of an obsidian blade, 
and a burnt faunal bone (Lot 27). Artifacts recovered from below the adjacent floor (Floor 2, Lot 23) 
included ceramics, lithic flakes, a fragment of an obsidian blade, and a faunal bone. 

Lots 27 and 23 were excavated by lOcm arbitrary levels down to the same level across the entire 
subop area (Lot 25). The matrix associated with Lot 25 was different than previous ones, as it consisted of 
a light, orange-brown, low to moderately packed sandy loam with limestone flecking. This lot was also 
excavated as a 10cm arbitrary level. Artifact densities in this lot decreased drastically. 
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Almost immediately after beginning the excavation of Lot 33, excavators encountered a marl 
surface at a depth between 42 and 50cm below surface, across the entire subop area. It is hypothesized 
that this is another plaster floor (Floor 1). An associated aggregate fill with 1O-20cm sized limestone 
rocks was encountered below this marl surface, and supports this hypothesis. This fill continued for 
another 10cm arbitrary level (Lot 37), down to an approximate depth of 60cm below surface. As is typical 
with construction fill, there was a modest amount of ceramic and lithic artifacts recovered from these lots. 
The matrix within the fill of Lots 33 and 37 was a fine-grained reddish-brown silty-loam, with some 
limestone inclusions. 

Excavations continued by 10cm arbitrary levels, with Lot 42 revealing a reddish-brown fine
grained matrix that became more clay like as excavations progressed. Limestone cobbles were dispersed 
throughout the level, as were a number of gray limestone pieces indicating burning. The number of 
artifacts collected decreased. Lot 43 began as a 10cm arbitrary level, however, this lot was closed with the 
detection of a change in matrix color and the increased presence of burnt limestone and charcoal flecking. 
Very low numbers of artifacts were collected from Lot 43. Excavators also identified a roughly round, 
black, charcoal-like stain against the western wall of the subop. 

The charcoal stain feature was encountered at a depth of approximately 71cm below surface (Lot 
51) and it was excavated independently from the rest of the subop. This feature was comprised of burnt 
charcoal and carbon in a deep-red clayey-loam matrix. While it was hard to separate the charcoal from the 
clayey-loam, a soil sample was taken (Sample 5). Only five ceramic sherds and one lithic artifact were 
retrieved from this feature. This feature is evidently a fire pit or hearth of some sort. The pit measured 
approximately 40x30cm at its largest extremes, and was excavated to a maximum depth of 13cm below 
surface. The soil immediately adjacent to the fire pit was a very bright orange-red clayey soil, with burnt 
limestone all around the area (Figure 3.6). The deep orange-red matrix is indicative of the oxidization of 
the soil as a result of a burning episode. This feature was sitting on bedrock. 

The area surrounding the fire pit was excavated separately as Lot 51, and was comprised of a 
loosely packed, dry, sandy matrix with very few artifacts dispersed throughout. Eight ceramic sherds, one 
patinated lithic tool and one flake was recovered from this lot. This lot was excavated to bedrock across 
the entire unit. In order to confmn that we had reached bedrock, we excavated into the decomposing 
limestone bedrock for another 7cm (Lot 65). No artifacts were recovered. 

Subop 5 Complex (Subop 5, 5b and 5c) (Pat Group) 

The initial excavation of Structure 5 was a 2x2m unit at the top of the structure. The goal of this 
excavation was to obtain representative chronological and constructional data from one of Strath Bogue's 
structures. Despite the fact that Structure 5 is approximately 2m high, plowing of the structure was 
evident through the presence of deep plow furrows up and over the structure. Despite this fact, or perhaps 
due to it, the artifacts on the surface of the structure were visible in dense quantities, and included 
obsidian blade fragments, a variety of lithic debris, and ceramic sherds, including many with traits typical 
of Terrninal Classic utilitarian wares. No Postclassic ceramic wares were found within the fill of Structure 
5. 

Level 1, Lot 10, was a heavily disturbed humus/plough zone layer, with an array of limestone 
pebbles, rocks and cobbles scattered throughout. While sugar cane was absent from the top of the 
structure surface, tiger grass did grow here in abundance. Upon clearing the humus layer, two sections of 
a poorly preserved plaster floor (Floor 1, Level 2, Lot 21), and/or its associated ballast fill were 
encountered around 29cm below surface (See Figure 3.7). Level 2 was excavated as a cultural level, and 
was 8-12cm thick. The ballast fIll below the plaster was comprised of a tightly packed blend of limestone 
and chert cobbles, and a grayish-brown soil. A few ceramic and lithic artifacts were recovered from the 
floor surface and collected separately. An abundance of artifacts, particularly ceramic sherds and lithic 
flakes and cores, were unearthed from below the floor level. A sample of the plaster floor (Sample 4) was 
collected. 
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Below the ballast fill, associated with the plaster floor, lay a loose, dry, fill comprised of small 
and medium sized cobbles and rocks, surrounded by a moderately packed grayish-brown soil, excavated 
as Levels 3 and 4 (Lots 28 and 32, respectively). This type of fill is typical of core fill associated with 
such constructions in this area. The loose nature of the matrix was due to the fact that the builders used 
larger rocks and less soil at this stage of the construction process, which created pockets or holes in the 
core fill. The artifact density in Levels 3 and 4 increased substantially as excavations proceeded, and large 
sized sherds were common. Chert flakes and cores as well as a metate fragment were encountered within 
the core fill. Level 3 was excavated as a lOcm arbitrary level, while Level 4 was excavated as 20cm 
arbitrary level. While Level 5, Lot 85, was initiated, it was terminated before finishing the 20cm arbitrary 
level. Level 5 was comprised of more core fill, however, the size of the rocks increased to 20-30cm, and 
the empty pockets also increased. The presence of larger holes in the fill made it hard to maintain 
provenience of artifacts as they were found. 

Two burials (Burial 1, Lot 34, and Burial 2, Lot 88) were encountered towards the bottom of 
Level 4. Due to the extension of the burials beyond the area of the established excavation unit, two 
extension units were initiated in an attempt to fully expose them. Subop 5b was a 2xO.5m unit placed 
parallel to the southern axis of the unit to expose Burial 1. Based on the measurements of Burial 1, and 
our perceived understanding of its orientation, Subop 5c was established as a 1.5x0.5m unit, and placed 
adjacent to the southeastern edge of Subop 5. Unfortunately, we misjudged the angle at which Burial 2 
was interred, and did not expose the burial. Due to time constraints we left Burial 2 in the ground, and we 
will return in 2002 to full expose it. A third Burial (Burial 3, Lot 92) was encountered mid-unit within 
Level 5. 

Burial 1, Lot 34 

Burial 1, Lot 34 was first exposed in the southeast comer of Subop 5 at a depth of approximately 
67cm below surface. The initial bones included teeth, mandible fragments, and a possible clavicle. Upon 
exposure of a humerus, ulna and radius running in a southwest direction, a certain degree of articulation 
was evident, and an additional subop (Subop 5b) was initiated to fully expose the burial. Subop 5b was 
excavated by known cultural levels as revealed through the excavation of Subop 5 (Levels 1-3, Lots 38, 
41 and 77). Burial 1 was thus excavated as Lot 34, Level 4, in both Subops 5 and 5b. To prevent 
confusion with level numbers, Subop 5b, Level 4, was skipped, and Level 5, Lot 85, covered the entire 
2.5x2m area of Subops 5 and 5b. 

The bone was damp, and generally in poor condition. The skeleton was placed in an extended, 
supine position, along a 42 degree or northeast-southwest axis, with the head towards the northeast 
(Figure 3.8). The individual's hands were placed over the pelvis. As there was an absence of a clearly 
defined crypt or line of demarcation for the burial, it was difficult to define the boundary of the burial 
area, especially with many bones missing due to taphonomic processes. Some limestone rocks were 
placed haphazardly around the skeleton, and between the legs of the individual, but it was by no means a 
formalized grave. The area in which the skeletal remains were confined measured approximately 
1.58x0.44m. The maximum depth at which bones were encountered was measured at 74.4cm below 
surface. While no grave goods were recovered in association with Burial 1, a notable number of lithic 
flakes and cores were found in the area immediate to the burial, and a handful of lithics and ceramic 
sherds were found in association with the interred individual. 

No feet bones were recovered from Burial 1 due to the recent disturbance and evidence of a 
rodent burrow in this area of the burial. See Chapter 8 in this volume for a preliminary discussion of the 
osteological traits of this individual. 
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Burial 2, Lot 88 

Burial 2 (Lot 88) was encountered in the southeast corner wall of Subop 5, when a rock (later 
identifIed as part of the internment's burial crypt) fell from the eastern subop wall, into Subop 5 (Figure 
3.9). The fallen rock revealed fragments of a cranium and a broken, but complete, Achote Black vessel, a 
Tepeu II-Tepeu III Peten ware characteristic ofthe Terminal Classic period. Upon recognition of the 
differentiation of this burial and the added signifIcance of the presence of the Achote Black vessel, we 
decided to expand the subop to completely expose Burial 3. Unfortunately, we had not yet encountered 
Burial 3, and were unaware of the developing pattern of burial orientation (extended supine position, on a 
northeast to southwest axis, and head to the northeast), and we misjudged the orientation of Burial 2. We 
placed the 1.5xO.5m unit perpendicular to the southeast corner of Subop 5. Upon excavation of two 
cultural layers (Lots 89 and 90) and encountering cut stones and rocks that defIned the burial crypt (Lot 
93), we realized that the burial ran on a north-south, or more likely northeast-southwest orientation, and 
we thus entirely missed the burial. We did collect the exposed cranium fragment and the Achote Black 
vessel as Lot 88, and we will return to this burial in 2002. 

Burial 3, Lot 92 

Upon removal of Burial 1 we began the excavation of LevelS. A third Burial (Burial 3, Lot 92) 
was encountered. Additionally, two ceramic concentrations (Cache 1, Lot 96 and Cache 2, Lot 97) 
potentially associated with Burial 3, were also unearthed in LevelS, directly below the human remains. 

Skeletal remains were fIrst encountered at a depth of 85.5cm below surface. While no formal 
demarcation of the grave was evident, there were a few larger rocks around the area of the body, and the 
body lay in a slight depression within the fIll. The individual was interred in an extended, supine position, 
on a 30 degree angle or northeast-southwest axis, with the head to the northeast, based on the position of a 
tibia and fIbula. A capstone in the area of the cranium was recognized. The bones were in very poor 
condition, with many completely absent. However, the individual does appear to have been articulated at 
the time of interment, as indicated by the position of the torso and arm bones (Figure 3.10). The 
dimensions of the burial area were approximately 0.915xO.165m. The maximum depth at which human 
remains were unearthed was 105.5cm below surface, although this bone was quite a bit deeper than most 
others recovered. See Chapter 8 in this volume for a preliminary discussion of the osteological traits of 
Burial 3. 

While artifacts immediate to the interment were sparse, two clusters of ceramic sherds (Cache 1, 
Lot 96 and Cache 2, Lot 97) were located beneath the area of the burial, as was a possible shell ink dish, 
similar to those seen used by scribes on polychrome vessels. Cache 1 (Figure 3.10) had 45 ceramic 
sherds, and one lithic flake while Cache 2 (Figure 3.11) included 99 ceramic sherds, 12lithic flakes, and 
some charcoal, which was collected as well (Sample 4). Support for the association of the "caches" and 
the dish with the internment comes from the depth measurements. The bone was encountered at a depth of 
105.5cm below surface, while the shell dish was found at 100cm below surface, Cache 1 at 105.5cm 
below surface, and Cache 2 at 100.5cm below surface. It should be noted however, that the 
aforementioned bone was located deeper than all others recovered from Burial 3 (most osteological 
remains were encountered between 85.5 and 96cm below surface.) 

Subop 5a (Pat Group) 

Subop Sa was located off-mound, to t~e north of Structure 5, a solitary mound approximately 
40m north of Group A. The purpose of this 1x2m unit was to test for midden debris. The unit was placed 
on a north-south orientation, and situated so that its short axis was closest to the structure. Although the 
subop was initially excavated in lOcm arbitrary levels, undulating bedrock began to be encountered in 
some areas before reaching the terminus of the lOcm level . 
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Levell, Lot 2, was comprised of humic root mat, cane root and rootlets and a moderately packed, 
moderate to course grained, dark brownish-gray matrix. Limestone inclusions and pebbles were scattered 
throughout. Although this level was highly disturbed due to plowing, the artifact density was fairly high. 
The matrix associated with Level 2, Lot 7, was the same as that for Levell, with the added occurrence of 
burned limestone and some charcoal flakes. It is uncertain whether this burning was from recent slash and 
burn practices, or whether it associated with Prehispanic activities. However, the presence of charcoal in 
the matrix located in the undisturbed hole in the bedrock would suggest a Prehispanic association. Level 
3, Lot 12 was solely encountered in the northwestern corner of the subop, in a natural depression, or hole, 
in the bedrock, and also contained carbon (Figure 3.12). A carbon-14 sample was collected from the hole 
(Sample 2), but has not been sent for radiocarbon dating. An overall increase in artifact density occurred 
with the increased depth. The density of artifacts, paired with the burning activity was consistent with that 
of a midden deposit, and thus this classification has been assigned. 

Subop 6 (Carlos Group) 

Subop 6 was a 2x2m unit, placed on the southeastern area of a platform associated with the looted 
Structure 14. Structure 14 is located approximately 80m north of Group A. The subop was placed here as 
a large concentration of ceramic sherds, many of which had Terminal Classic traits (black slip, thick 
bolster rims), were visible on the surface. Unfortunately evidence of plowing was also visible here, and 
thus the ceramics may be from the fill of the platform, rather than from a surface shrine (also a 
possibility). A north-south running alignment of rocks was present, leaving hope that not all was lost in 
the plowing activity. We thus thought we had the opportunity to test for midden deposits while exposing 
another form of architecture. 

Many ceramic sherds were collected from within the topsoil of Subop 6 (Levell, Lot 29) 
including Classic and Terminal Classic period sherds. The alignment of north-south running rocks was 
confrrrned and was found to be even more extensive than originally thought (Figure 3.13). A 
concentration of ceramic sherds was originally detected in Levell, and it was found to be substantially 
larger in the level immediately below the topsoil. Level 2 was divided into four sections according to the 
presence of the bisecting wall and the ceramic concentration. The northeastern quadrant of the subop was 
excavated as Lot 68, and more accurately measured 105x8lcm (thus extending over the wall at this area 
due to the dispersal of the ceramic concentration). The southeastern quadrant (east of the wall) was 
excavated as Lot 72 and measured 95x70cm at its extreme. The southern half of the bisecting wall was 
designated Lot 39, while the rest of the subop, west of the wall was labeled Lot 36. The wall was not 
excavated until its full construction was exposed. 

Level 2, Lot 68, was excavated down to a plaster floor (Floor 4, Level 3, Lot 80) that was located 
at a depth of 2lcm below surface. Interestingly, this floor did not lie flush with the top of the north-south 
wall that was originally encountered at surface level. Excavators thus tried to find the same plaster floor 
in the southeastern quad, but in their excavations of Level 2, Lot 72, no floor was detected. They did find 
that the floor had been cut through at this level, and thus Level 2 was terminated at the level where the 
floor should have been (approximately 2lcm below surface), and designated as Level 3, Lot 81. The 
separation of excavations east of the wall continued because of the distinct differentiation of the areas by 
the presence/absence of the plaster floor, and the higher density of artifacts above the area of the 
preserved plaster. The area ofthe southeastern quadrant (Level 3, Lot 81) was excavated first in an 
attempt to isolate any possible intrusive deposits that may have explained the cut in the plaster floor. 
However, only construction fill was encountered. The same matrix was encountered in the area of Lot 80 
as well, and thus both lots were excavated in lOcm arbitrary levels. 

Level 2, Lot 36, located in the northwestern quadrant of the subop was littered with limestone 
pebbles and rocks typical of ballast fill (Floor 3) (Figure 3.15). While no plaster was detected above the 
ballast, the soil was grayish in color and had a high density of limestone inclusions. A north-south 
oriented cut stone was unearthed in this area amongst the ballast fill, and was fully exposed in the 
removal of the subsequent two levels of aggregate fill (Level 3, Lot 45 and Level 4, Lot 59). In fact, this 
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cut stone was part of a low east west running stone wall that was faced, or cut, on the north side (Figure 
3.13). This new wall bisected the north and southern portions of the unit, west of the north south oriented 
wall, around the 1m point of the subop. Additionally, the aggregate fill north of the east-west running 
wall was found to be sitting on a very well preserved plaster surface (Floor 2) (See Figure 3.13). This 
plaster surface was raised where it met with a step at the base of the wall, which was also exposed in the 
excavation of aggregate fill in Level 4. This raise, or lip, in the plaster at the step indicates that the plaster 
once went up and over the step, and likely over the wall. Interestingly, the side of the east-west running 
wall that is faced, is the side on which the plaster floor is located. This single-coursed wall was sitting on 
Floor 2, and was removed as part of Lot 66. The excavators noted that more ceramics were being 
unearthed from the area above the plaster floor than in its southern counterpart, suggesting perhaps that 
the fIll in the south was actually part of a separate construction episode. 

Of further significance is the fact that Floor 4, located in the northeastern quadrant of the subop, 
extends to approximately the same area as that of Floor 2. Moreover, an alignment of rocks in the 
western wall of the subop at the same level of Floor 2, as seen in the profIle, was located at the same 
depth as Floor 2, against which it abuts (Figures 3.14 and 3.15 ). 

The western half of the subop was further divided into separate quadrants according to the 
architecture that was exposed upon completion of Level 4, Lot 59. The northwest quadrant was excavated 
as Level 5, Lot 66, and was comprised of a thick plaster level, lying above an associated mixture of 
marl/plaster and limestone pebble ballast fill. Lot 66 was excavated as a lOcm arbitrary level. A layer of 
moderately packed, fine grained silty loam with burnt pieces of limestone comprised Level 6, Lot 86, in 
the northwest quadrant. Very few artifacts were retrieved from this lot. This lot was sitting directly on 
another plaster surface (Floor 1) located at an average depth of 52cm below surface (Level 7, Lot 98). 

Excavation of the southwest quadrant continued for another two arbitrary levels (Levels 5 and 6, 
Lots 67 and 94, respectively). The matrix excavated from these levels was a light brown, loosely packed, 
sandy soil with limestone flecking. At the bottom of Level 6, Lot 94, excavators encountered quite a bit of 
burned limestone, which was situated directly over Floor 1, exposed in the northwest quadrant. Floor 1 
appeared to continue underneath the north-south oriented wall, and we removed the remaining fill from 
the north and east quadrants of the subop, east of the wall (Lots 95 and 87, respectively). The wall was 
also removed (Lot 83), exposing the beautifully preserved plaster floor (Floor 1) across the entirety of the 
subop. Excavation of Subop 6 was terminated at this point due to time constraints. Plastic sheeting was 
put down on top of the plaster before backfilling, to mark the level of termination for the future. 

Subop 7 (Carlos Group) 

Subop 7 was a lx2m unit, initially placed adjacent to Structure 9, in an area with a relatively high 
density of surface artifacts in attempt to locate a midden. Level 1 (Lot 35) was comprised of a lOcm 
humic layer and several cane roots. Two additional lOcm arbitrary levels (Levels 2 and 3, Lots 40 and 44, 
respectively), containing the same dark brown, fine to medium grained, silty-clay loam were excavated 
without encountering any evidence of a midden, although some lithic and ceramic artifacts were 
recovered. Level 4, Lot 49, contained the same matrix as the proceeding levels, but was nearly sterile in 
terms of cultural materials. This lot was only a few centimeters thick, as bedrock was encountered before 
the completion of the lOcm arbitrary level. A final lot, Lot 53, was excavated from below two large rocks 
sitting on top of bedrock in the southeast corner of the unit. No artifacts were encountered. Subop 7 was 
excavated to an average depth of 91.2cm below surface. 

Subop 8 (Carlos Group) 

Subop 8 was a lx2m unit, initiated along an east-west orientation, and positioned to expose a 
apparent north-south running linear alignment of rocks partially visible at the surface. An absence of 
protruding rocks and cobbles in the eastern section of the subop suggested that the rocks represented a 
cultural construction, likely the eastern extreme of the platform associated with Structure 14. This 
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hypothesis was further supported by an approximate lOcm variation in initial depth measurements 
between the eastern and western comers of the subop, with the eastern section being at a greater depth, or 
lower height than the area to the west of, or behind, the linear rock alignment, or wall. Interestingly, the 
rocks used in this construction were both limestone and chert cobbles. All levels in Subop 8 were 
excavated as lOcm arbitrary levels, with the exception of Level 5, Lot 82, which began as a 20cm 
arbitrary level. 

Levell (Lot 46) was comprised of the natural humus layer, with cane roots disturbance evident. 
Artifacts recovered from this level included moderate to large sized ceramic sherds, lithic materials, 
including flakes and cores, and an obsidian blade fragment. 

Upon completion of Level 1, it became evident that the linear alignment of rocks was in fact part 
of a wall, and thus Level 2 was separated into three separate lots. Lot 60 was restricted to an area 
measuring approximately 1m x 0.55m, and representing the area with a relative absence of rocks east of 
the bisecting linear wall. Lot 79 was designated for the construction wall itself (lxO.3m), while Lot 61 
was located west ofthe wall, in the area of the platform (Figure 3.16). While the artifacts recovered from 
Level 2 excavations of all lots in Subop 8 included ceramics, lithic flakes, cores and tools, Lot 61 (the 
platform area) had a concentration of large ceramic sherds in the southeast comer at a depth of 
approximately 27.5cm below surface. Excavators also noted small ceramic clusters appearing along the 
wall in the fill of the platform, as well as an overall notable increase in ceramics compared to elsewhere in 
the unit within Level 2. A mano fragment was also recovered from Lot 61. 

The area of the platform's construction fill and wall was horizontally leveled for the excavation 
of Level 3, and this was excavated as two lOcm arbitrary levels (Lots 76 and 91). The matrix associated 
with these levels was very clay-like, with numerous limestone rocks, but mainly chert cobbles, some of 
which appeared to have been tested for quality before being used as construction fill. Lots 76 and 91 had 
large amounts of diagnostic ceramic sherds and lithic debris, including many cores. This sort of artifact 
density within the construction fill of structures/platforms is typical of Late-Terminal Classic 
constructions at this and other sites. 

Upon completion of Level 4, Lot 91, the entire unit was brought to the same level. As such, we 
did not have a Level 4 for the eastern section of the subop, but jumped straight to Level 5, Lot 82. Level 
5, consisted of a clayish, fine-grained matrix with a high number of limestone inclusions, including burnt 
limestone pebbles. Initially Level 5, Lot 82, was intended to be a 20cm arbitrary level. However, upon 
encountering a dense charcoal and ash deposit in the northwest comer of the subop, we ended the level, 
and terminated our excavations due to the clearly recognizable change in matrix and because of time 
constraints. Thus Lot 82 was only a 15cm thick level. A sample of the charcoal and ash lens was taken, 
despite the fact that it is actually part of the next, unexcavated level, just in case we did not return to this 
area again in future excavations. Fewer artifacts were encountered in Level 5, and when ceramic sherds 
were unearthed, they were smaller in size than those from previous levels. Subop 8 was excavated to an 
average depth of 65cm below surface. 

Subop 9 (Pat Group) 

Subop 9 was a lx2m unit, located north of Structure 9. The goal of this excavation was also to 
locate a midden deposit. Obvious tractor furrows in the humus layer (Levell, Lot 62) indicate that, at the 
very least, this level was disturbed. All levels and lots in Subop 9, with the exception of Level 5, Lot 70, 
were excavated as lOcm arbitrary levels (Levels 1-4, Lots 62, 63, 64, and 69, respectively). Associated 
matrices were consistent throughout, and comprised of a compact, medium grained, brown clayey-loam. 
Soil color became lighter as the excavation of this unit became deeper, and limestone inclusions also 
increased with depth. Additionally, fewer and fewer artifacts were encountered with increasing depths. At 
the bottom of Level 4, Lot 69, loose limestone cobbles, and cleaving pieces of bedrock were encountered 
above bedrock. The remaining dirt was removed as Level 5, Lot 70, and averaged only 3 cm thick. This 
soil was mainly void of artifacts, however a patinated, archaic lithic tool was recovered from this lot. No 
midden deposits were encountered. 
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Looter's Pit 1, Structure Ai (Pat Group) 

In an attempt to gain an understanding of the construction sequence of Group A, the eastern wall 
of a giant looter's pit in Structure Al (the western structure) was cleaned up and profiled (Figure 3.17). 
Whenever possible, artifacts were collected from secure contexts in the profile wall, and elevations were 
recorded. Judging from the eastern profile of the looter's pit, Structure Al was probably placed on the 
already existing raised platform and was erected in one phase of construction. However, it is uncertain 
that the thick plaster floor, evident in the profile, is in fact the platform surface and not the surface of an 
earlier structure. We did not excavate the looter's pit beyond the level of looter disturbance. 

Ceramic Data 

While preliminary ceramic analysis has been carried out on just a few lots from these investigations 
(Table 3.1), we have identified some types with confidence that match those defined at the island ofCaye 
Coco (Masson, Chapter 7). 

Conclusion 

Due to its geographical location between the Peten and Yucatan political regions, and its 
proximity to Progresso Lagoon and the New River, the Terminal Classic Strath Bogue site presents an 
opportunity to study the development and transformation of a Maya community during a period 
traditionally characterized by decline. Preliminary investigation of the Strath Bogue site indicates that the 
residents of this community took advantage of the transforming socio-political and economic climate 
within Maya society during this period of transition. Preliminary examination of the ceramic assemblage 
from Strath Bogue has resulted in the identification of wares associated with both the Peten and Yucatan 
spheres. It appears as though the Terminal Classic period for the Strath Bogue community was one of 
social and economic reorganization and redefinition. Investigations during the 2002 field season at the 
Strath Bogue site will examine evidence for continuities and shifts in community patterns measured 
through regularities and variations in economic, social and political differentiation in household and ritual 
organization. This research will allow for the determination and reconstruction of temporal trends and 
dimensions of transition, opportunism and social change during the Terminal Classic period. Further, the 
proposed investigation will permit the comprehension of patterns in economic production, consumption, 
and exchange spheres at the community, sub-regional and regional level. Moreover, this research will 
facilitate comparative analyses at the interregional level. Finally, the investigation of activity, residential 
and community patterns will provide a sound basis from which a solid understanding of the poorly 
characterized and understood Terminal Classic period can be secured. 
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Table 3.1 Ceramic Types Recognized in Preliminary Analysis According to Provenience 

Subop 6 Subop 6 Subop 5 Subop 5 Subop 5 Subop 6 
Lot 59 Lot 68 Lot 32 Lot 28 Lot 10/32 Lot 39 

Campbell's X X X 
Red 
Achote X X X 
Black 
KikRed X X X X X 

Coco Red X X X X 

Muna Slate X X 

Various X X X X 
Other 
Slatewares 
Balankanche X X X 
Slate 
Ticul Slate X 

Chichen X 
Slate 
(various) 
Saxche X 
Orange 
Polychrome 
Palmar X 
Orange 
Dos Arroyos X 
Polychrome 
Tzibal X 

Encanto X 
Striated 
Piste/Sisal X X X 
Striated 
Chambel X X X 
Striated 
Freshwater/ X X X X 
Progresso 
Striated 
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Figure 3.1 Topographic map of the site of Strath Bogue 
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Figure 3.2 Stratigraphic profile of north wall of Subop Sa 
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Figure 3.3 Subops 3a and 3b, Level 2, Lots 16, 17,30,47,48,54,55, and 71- cobble 
construction (Lot 16), circular platform (Lots 47, 48, 54, 55) and veneer "alignment" (Lot 71) 
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Figure 3.4 Stratigraphic profile of Subop 4, west wall 
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Figure 3.5 Subop 4, remnant plaster of Floor 2, Lot 23 and associated aggregate fill of plaza 
platform (Lot 22) and Floor 2 (Lot23) 
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Figure 3.6 Fire feature, Subop 4 (Lots 51 and 53) 
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Figure 3.7 Remnant plaster floor and associated aggregate ml, Subop 5, Level 2, Floor 1, Lot 2 

' .. , 

AggregateFm:~ ,RerimantPlas~~FJoor'.~,,"",.".", Rock/Cobble ," ,'.'. ,\ffIi!J", ~ 
" ":". ' 

54 

'" ,-. 
,". 

,'~;" , 

j' 

, i 

;:" ' 



Figure 3.8 Plan view of Subops S and Sa, Level 314, Lot 32, Buriall, Lot 34 
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Figure 3.9 Stratigraphic profile of eastern wall of Subops 5 and 5b 
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Figure 3.10 Plan view of Subop 5, LevelS (Lot 85), Burial 3 (Lot 92), and ceramic 
concentrations 
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Figure 3.11 Stratigraphic profile of north wall of Subop Sa 
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Figure 3.12 Plan view of Subop 6, plaster floor sections and walls (Lots 56, 66, 67, 81, 83) 

N 

~ Aggregate Fill (ill) 

Rocks 

Plaster Surface .~ 
~ 1)' 
o to 20 30cm 

Unit Limb __ 

59 



Figure 3.13 Stratigraphic profile of north wall of Subop 6 
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Figure 3.14 Stratigraphic profile of west wall of Subop 6 
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Figure 3.15 Platform edge, Subop 8, Level 2, Lots 60, 73 and 79 
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Figure 3.16 Stratigraphic profile of east wall of Looters Pit 1, Structure A1 
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Chapter 4 

Continued Investigations of Colonial Maya-Spanish Interaction on the Shores 
of Progresso Lagoon 

Maxine H. Oland 

Introduction 

Archaeological investigation in 2001 on the west shore ofProgresso Lagoon confIrmed the 
presence of a substantial Colonial Maya community, with its core at the Avila and Herron (Shangrila) 
properties. The Belize Postclassic Project undertook excavation and survey in order to preliminarily 
understand the settlement patterns and boundaries of the Colonial occupation, presumably the successor 
of the Postclassic communities at Caye Coco and the shore of Progresso Lagoon. The site is thought to 
represent the encomienda (grant of land and native labor to a Spanish nobleman) settlement of Chanlacan, 
likely formed by reducci6n (forced resettlement) from the surrounding Late Postclassic communities in 
1544. 

Survey and excavation to date has revealed the highest concentration of European material 
culture at the Avila and Shangrila groups, suggesting it to be the site center of the Spanish organized 
community. Testing and horizontal excavation at these properties revealed intact Colonial deposits 
associated with mounded architecture, as well as submerged architecture represented by stone wall lines. 
The Colonial artifact assemblage at the site center consisted of primarily indigenous technologies, but 
with European items dating to the 16th and 17th centuries limited to specifIc contexts. Midden-testing 
around Structure 1 of the Avila group, begun in the 2000 season, continued to yield high quantities of 
both indigenous and European Colonial artifacts. Horizontal excavation on Structure 2 of the Avila group 
exposed a ritual structure, likely of Colonial era origin. Although the shape of the exposed area suggests a 
building of Spanish mission design, in its latest phase it was scattered with broken native incense burners, 
as well as indigenous redware pottery and Spanish olive jar fragments. On the Shangrila property, testing 
on the side of a partly bulldozed mound where several pieces of indigenous Colonial pottery have been 
found, revealed intact architecture and an intact midden scatter. Spanish olive jar was found on the 
Shangrila property in association with an off-mound stone wall line at Subop 12. As was found in the 
2000 season at the Avila property, Terminal Classic diagnostic artifacts underlay many of the Colonial 
deposits at the site center. 

Survey consisted of eleven 1x2m test pits placed in cleared areas surrounding the Avila and 
Shangrila properties (Figure 4.1). Five of these eleven units revealed Colonial diagnostics, in the form of 
Yglesias phase ceramics and small side-notched projectile points. One test unit yielded an intact cache of 
projectile points and blanks. The survey helped determine that the Colonial settlement reached at least 0.5 
km to the west and north of the site center. 

Ethnohistory 

Chanlacan was the dislocated capital of the provincial Chetumal Maya civic-religious leaders, 
who fled to Chanlacan after the Spanish lieutenant Alonso Davila conquered the Chetumal province (of 
present-day Quintana Roo, Mexico, and Belize) in 1531. Jones (1989) suggests that the frontier Maya 
leadership repeatedly attempted to expel the Spanish presence from the region while struggling to retain 
control over the province from the Chanlacan headquarters. 

In 1544 the Spanish Pacheco brothers violently swept through the Uaymil and Chetumal 
provinces, reorganizing and "reducing" Maya communities. It was most likely during the Pacheco 
conquest that the community of Chanlacan was moved from the island of Caye Coco in Progresso 
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Lagoon, to the western shore. Four seasons of excavation on Caye Coco have revealed only a handful of 
Colonial artifacts, while the shore settlement exhibits a change in indigenous material culture 
accompanied by European items. 

Chanlacan appears in the ethnohistoric documents for the year 1546, when its Maya inhabitants 
killed their encomendero (holder of an encomienda), Martin Rodriguez (also known as EI Piloto), as part 
of a rebellion that spread from Valladolid in Yucatan, south through the Chetumal province (Jones 
1989:46). The main source of information about the reduccion settlement for the area comes from a report 
prepared by Juan de Aguilar, who pacified the community in 1547. He wrote that he and his party "went 
with canoes by water, lakes, and rivers until reaching the said town of Chanlacan, which is settled upon 
the water [poblado en el agua]" (as cited in Jones 1989:284). 

After this time we know little about the role of Chanlacan in the resistance movements. As a 
boundary site, close to the Spanish outpost at Bacalar, but close to the Maya frontier, it may have been 
torn between cooperation and frontier resistance. Writing in 1566, Aguilar wrote of the Chanlacan 
residents: "And to this day they are quiet and pay their tributes peacefully to their encomenderos, without 
making trouble" (as cited in Jones 1989:46). But in 1654, Captain Francisco Perez of Bacalar had the 
remaining residents of Chanlacan (along with the nearby residents of HautilaJUatibal) removed to an 
unspecified inland location, as Dutch pirates had captured some of these residents (Jones 1989:284). The 
relocated residents then ran away from the new location, but approximately 200 were captured, and 
returned to their towns. 

Previous Work 

Testing on the shore of Progresso Lagoon in 1998 revealed deposits of indigenous Terminal 
Postclassic/Colonial pottery and one sherd of Spanish majolica ceramic on the Shangrila property (West 
1999). It was not until the 2000 season, however, that we positively identified a Maya Colonial settlement 
on the lagoon shore. Excavations in 2000 tested the top and sides of Structure 1 on the neighboring Avila 
property (Oland 2001). We found that Structure 1 is a Terminal Classic mound with a thin Colonial 
overlay on top, and we identified a dense 30cm deep Colonial midden deposit along the east side of the 
base of the mound. The midden deposit contained numerous artifacts diagnostic to the Colonial period, 
including Yglesias phase pottery as identified at Lamanai (Graham 1987), side-notched projectile points 
like those from Colonial deposits at Tipu (Simmons 1995), a fragment of Spanish olive jar, a fragment of 
Columbia Plain majolica pottery, and other possible European items such as fragments of metal, and 
metal production slag (Oland 2001). Excavation on top of Structure 1 yielded a glass trade bead of the 
chevron variety, dated to between 1550-1650 AD (Deagan 1987:166). 

Goals and Methodology 

Goals 

The goals of the 2001 season were to expand our understanding of the Colonial settlement 
boundaries, while continuing to explore the known areas of Maya-Spanish interaction at the Avila and 
Shangrila properties. Investigation took three different forms: 1) excavation on the Avila and Shangrila 
properties, associated with architectural and non-architectural contexts, 2) detailed shovel testing across 
the properties of the site center, in order to see the presence or absence of Colonial materials across the 
landscape, and 3) a test-pitting and mapping survey on the bluffs above the west shore of the lagoon, in an 
attempt to establish the boundaries of the Colonial settlement away from the site center. 

Excavation Methodology 

While excavation in 2000 was focused only on the larger mound of the A vila group, Structure 1 
(Oland 2001), the 2001 excavation was meant to understand settlement across the two properties of the 
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site center (Figure 4.1). Most excavated units were associated with architecture that was at least partly 
visible from the surface. These included both on-mound and off-mound units. Units that were not 
associated with architectural features were placed strategically in order to take advantage of surface 
artifact scatters (Subop 14), where the ground looked culturally modified (Subop 10), or where a shovel 
test had revealed diagnostic artifacts (Subop 13). All units were oriented on north, except for Subop 12, 
which was laid out a few degrees off. All units were of 1x2m, 1x3m, or 2x2m size, and additional units 
were laid out adjacent to these. Excavation was conducted in IOcm arbitrary levels, except where changes 
indicated the transition to a cultural level. An identifiable cultural layer was excavated either in its 
entirety, or it was broken into IOcm arbitrary sections within its boundaries for further control, as 
indicated. All soil was screened with a 1,4 inch mesh. 

Off-Mound Investigations at Structure 1, Avila Group (PR9) 

Excavation in the 2000 season along the east base of Structure 1 revealed a dense Colonial 
midden (Oland 2001). In the six square meters that were excavated, we found a mix of indigenous and 
European diagnostics. These included ceramics similar to the Yglesias phase ProtohistoriclEarly Colonial 
ceramics at Lamanai (Graham 1987), side-notched projectile points like those from the Colonial deposits 
at Tipu (Simmons 1995), one Spanish olive jar sherd and one Columbia Plain majolica sherd (the 
majolica was misidentified in the 2001 report as Spanish tile). Also present in this midden were high 
quantities of effigy censer fragments, a ceramic stamp in the shape of a hand or paw, high quantities of 
indigenous ceramic beads, rounded ceramic sherds, and a piece of copper, metal slag, as well as high 
densities of faunal bone. 

Subops If, 19, and 1h (Figure 4.2) were excavated in order to test for midden materials on other 
sides of the structure. Subop If and 19 were both 1x3m units designed to explore the edge of the structure 
base, as well as the off-mound area. Subop 1h was a 1x2m unit placed just north of, and adjacent to, the 
2000 midden units. 

Subop If 

Subop If was a 1x3m unit placed in the center of the north side of the base of Structure 1 (Table 
4.1, Figure 4.2). This unit exposed an eroded rock-plaster layer in the south half of the unit, at 20-27cm 
below the surface (Figure 4.3). At a lower elevation in the north half of the unit, the plaster did not 
continue (or had not preserved), but a layer of large cobbles was revealed. The cobbles stopped 
approximately 35cm from the west wall ofthe unit, and a 1.46xO.35m section was dug another IOcm. 
Overall, the unit yielded a fairly dense midden deposit with Colonial diagnostics above the plaster and 
cobble surfaces (Figure 4.4). Like the middens on the east side of the structure, diagnostic artifacts 
included Yglesias phase ceramics, side-notched projectile points, censer fragments, metal production slag 
and other metal fragments. Faunal density was much lower in this midden. Field observations indicate 
more mixing in this unit with earlier ceramics, likely because the plaster and cobble surfaces date to 
Terminal Classic use of the structure. 

Levell (Lot 2024) of Subop 1f consisted of a dark brown organic humus over a gray-brown, 
moderately packed, medium grained, silty loam (Figure 4.4). The soil was full of limestone pebbles, some 
burned, and had a thick root mat from the grass. Diagnostics in Lot 2024 included three projectile point 
fragments and a fragment of metal. Also of interest was a fragment of speleotheme (a cave formation). 
The second level, Lot 2028, reached to the top of the eroded plaster surface in the south half of the unit. 
As the plaster was not evident at this elevation in the north side, we leveled out the lot at the elevation of 
the plaster in the south end. The soil in Lot 2028 consisted mainly of the same gray-brown silty loam, 
particularly in the north end of the unit. In the south end, we began to hit the decomposing plaster and 
limestone pebbles that had eroded up from the plaster surface. This soil was a lighter gray color. Overall, 
Lot 2028 produced the highest artifact density of all four lot numbers. Of note in this midden material 
were a corroded metal handle, two ceramic beads, and a piece of metal production slag. 
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Lot 2032 represented the soil in the north 1x1.5m of the unit over the layer of large cobbles. This 
soil was the continuation of the silty loam midden with high artifact density. The cobbles seemed to 
represent some kind of core construction material for landscape stabilization. It is unclear from this small 
area whether they represent the underfloor of a structure, or whether they were merely placed to provide a 
stable living area around Structures 1 and 2. Similar cobble paving was found in Subop 19, on the west 
side of Structure 1 (although with much larger stones) (Figure 4.5). This has been noted as a common 
architectural element on Caye Coco, including one large area on the north side of the island that was 
entirely paved with cobbles, just below the surface (Oland 2000). Approximately 35cm from the west 
wall of Subop If, the large cobbles ceased, probably indicating the edge of the structure/pavement (Figure 
4.3). This 1.46x0.35m area (Lot 2034) was dug down approximately lOcm, in which the silty loam 
midden from above continued. Artifact density remained fairly high, but field observations suggest that 
this area was more mixed with earlier deposits than those above. The stratigraphy supports this, and 
indicates a change to a lighter, denser, gray soil at the bottom of Lot 2034. 

Subop If was not excavated beyond Lot 2034, leaving the plaster surface and cobble pavement 
intact. Preliminary observations suggest that these surfaces are the product of earlier occupation and 
landscape modification. As the plaster was coming right out of the side of the mound, it likely 
corresponds to the plaster floors and carved stone blocks found nearly a meter within the mound (Oland 
2001), rather than to the final construction phase of the mound on which the Colonial occupation is 
documented. The materials in Subop If represent a dense midden, although the composition of the 
midden is different from Subops la, 1d, Ie, and 1h to the east of the structure. Faunal bone density in 
Subop If is only a fraction of the density in the middens to the east of the structure, while the density of 
lithic debitage and tools appear to be much higher. 

Subop 19 

Subop 19 was a 1x3m unit placed off of the west side of Structure 1 (Figure 4.2). It was not 
placed centrally along the west side of the structure, as a centrally located unit would have been too close 
to the modem household garbage dump. As we found out, an older modem dump did intrude into the 
west end of the unit. The rest of the unit did yield a dense Colonial midden in Level 1 (Lot 2026) and 
Level 2 (Lot 2029), overlying a mix of Terminal Classic materials in the third and fourth levels (Lots 
2031, 2035) (Table 4.2). Like in Subop 1h, the densest part of the Colonial midden was in Level 2. 
Similar to Subop If, the midden included very little faunal material, relatively more lithic material than 
did the midden on the east side of the structure. Levels 3 and 4 layover a pavement of very large 
limestone rocks (up to 45cm across), which are likely part of Terminal Classic landscape modification 
(Figure 4.5). Like in Subop If, the stone pavement did not continue across the whole unit. A lack of 
stones in the southeast comer and a difference in the profile prompted us to excavate this area as a pit 
feature (Lot 2060). This revealed nothing in the way of a pit, and the profile feature ends at the level of 
the stones. 

Levell (Lot 2026) consisted of a dark brown, moderately packed, medium grained, humic topsoil 
over a dark gray-brown, densely packed, medium grain silty loam (Figure 4.6). The silty loam had a fairly 
high density of artifacts. Colonial diagnostics in the first level include a rim sherd of a Spanish Columbia 
Plain majolica plate. The west end of the unit revealed the beginning of the modem trash dump. Level 2 
(Lot 2029) yielded the densest midden layer. The silty loam continued, with a number of limestone 
pebbles and chunks. Although the artifacts from this level are primarily indigenous ceramics, Lot 2029 
also includes two fragments of Spanish olive jar and a piece of historic European ceramic (British or 
Dutch). In Level 3 (Lot 2031) we reduced Subop 19 to the east 1x2m of the unit, in order to cut out the 
intruding modem trash. The silty loam midden soil remained the same, but excavators observed a number 
of Terminal Classic indicators. This level exposed several of the large rocks that lay beneath the midden. 
Artifact density drops in Lot 2031. Level 4 (Lot 2035) finished exposing the rocks. Lot 2060 probed the 
empty space left by the rocks in the southeast comer of the unit to a depth of 12.5cm, but revealed only a 
moderate number of ceramics and lithics, which appear to be Terminal Classic. 

68 



Subop 1h 

Subop 1h was placed directly north of Subop Ie, which was excavated in the 2000 season (Oland 
2001) (Figure 4.2). The 1x2m unit was designed to expose more of the dense Colonial midden found in 
Subops la, 1d, and Ie (Oland 2001). Subop 1h was dug in three 10cm levels, as excavation in Subop 1a 
indicated a mixing of Colonial and Terminal Classic materials below 30cm from the surface (Table 4.3). 

Beneath a medium brown, humic topsoil and thick root mat of grass, the soil was a dark brown, 
moderately-packed, silty loam with small limestone flecks and several small limestone pebbles. The 
stratigraphy remained consistent below the topsoil (Figure 4.7). Consistent with Subops la, 1d, and Ie, 
Levell (Lot 2071) has a lower artifact density than the levels below it. It does, however, contain several 
diagnostics, including an obsidian side and basal-notched projectile point, a piece of metal production 
slag, and a fragment of Spanish olive jar. The level also contains two pieces of worked bottle glass, the 
smaller of which has been flaked into a small expedient tool, and the larger of which seems to have served 
as a core for that flaked-off piece. The origin of this glass is not yet known, but it shows the transfer of a 
traditional technology to a new material. Level 2 (Lot 2073) has the highest density of artifacts. These 
artifacts include a very high density of faunal material, a high density of indigenous ceramics, a fragment 
of a projectile point, one piece of metal production slag, and two ceramic beads. This level also holds 
several censer fragments. Level 3 (Lot 2074) is lower in artifact density than Level 2. Diagnostic artifacts 
include indigenous ceramics similar in form to the Yglesias phase at Lamanai (Graham 1987), a worked 
projectile point preform, a distal fragment of a projectile point, and three ceramic beads. 

Investigations at Structure 2, A vila Group (PR9) 

Horizontal excavation on Structure 2 of the Avila group reveals the best evidence for Maya
Spanish interaction (or the clash between Maya and Spanish belief systems) that has yet been found at the 
site. We identify Structure 2 as a ritual structure, which had a high quantity of Spanish material goods, as 
well as native religious incense burners, scattered across its surface (Figure 4.1). We also uncovered 
fragments of red plaster flooring, several fragments of human long bone in the surface levels, and a 
fragment of human long bone approximately 50cm below surface in the center of the structure (possibly 
part of a burial) (Figure 4.10). 

Whether the structure represents 1) a Spanish religious building, such as a church, 2) a native 
shrine/temple structure, or 3) a syncretic combination of the two, is not yet known. From the clearing of 
five 2x2m units, we hypothesize that the structure might represent not a building in itself, but the elevated 
nave of a ramada chapel (Figure 4.8). The architecture seems to form an elevated semi-circle shaped by 
cut limestone blocks, the shape being typical of early rural chapels in this area (Andrews 1991; Hanson 
1995). The orientation of the building to the north, however, would not be typical of such chapels, which 
were usually facing west. 

From a recent ninety-degree cut into the side of the mound by the landowner (for use as a loading 
dock), we could see that the mound was formed in only one construction phase (Figure 4.2). A small 
probe into the center of the mound suggests the same thing (Figure 4.9). It appears from this evidence that 
the mound was built during the Colonial period. 

The surface of the mound was very intriguing. Scattered throughout the semi-circular area were 
burned limestone cobbles (Figure 4.8). Two clusters of these burned cobbles, one with an articulated 
northern edge made up of a line of stones and one piece of ground stone, may represent collapsed walls, a 
collapsed altar (in the case of a church), or burial features. The evidence in support of collapse is that the 
burned rocks lay more or less over the remains of an eroded plaster floor. On the other hand, the well
articulated edge of one group of rocks does not at all suggest a random pattern of fallen architecture. It is 
very possible that there are multiple flooring episodes on the mound, and that the last episode did not 
preserve patches of plaster within the soil (or that it was not plastered). In this case the rock features 
would be level with the top of the floor. Excavation patterns are compatible with this second possibility. 
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All but two of the 2x2m units (Subop 2 and Subop 2e) on top of Structure 2 were excavated in two 
cultural levels: the fITst to the point where cultural materials were fITst reached, and the top of the rocks 
exposed, and the second to the level of the patches of plaster surface (Tables 4-7, 9). 

The burned rocks also bring up the issue of termination and abandonment of this structure. In two 
of the 2x2m squares (Subops 2b and 2e) we were able to document in situ native incense burner sherds, 
indigenous redware pottery, and Spanish olive jar at the same contiguous level (mapped ceramics in 
Figure 4.8). It is the presence of the native incense burner fragments, which were also recovered from 
other units on the structure (but not in situ), that suggests the ritual termination of this building, perhaps 
associated with its burning. It is doubtful that the sherds were merely left as trash on the structure floor, as 
the building was otherwise fairly clean of artifacts. Moreover, the pieces were quite large, suggesting 
primary deposition. 

Subop 2 

Subop 2 was the first 2x2m unit placed on top of Structure 2, located approximately in the center 
of the mound (Figure 4.8). Subop 2 was excavated in three lOcm arbitrary levels across the entire 2x2m 
unit (Table 4.4). These levels exposed an eroded plaster floor at the bottom of Levell (Lot 2025). 
Towards the north wall of the unit were three large limestone blocks, two of which were cut in a roughly 
rectangular shape. Along the south wall of the unit, originating just below the surface, was a small oval 
fire pit (Lot 2030). A cluster of burned rocks layover burned soil. The soil was saved for future study and 
not screened, and two non-diagnostic ceramic sherds were the only artifacts removed from the feature. In 
between the cut limestone blocks, in what appeared to be a doorway, a lxO.8m section along the north 
wall was excavated in cultural levels to a depth of approximately 70cm below the surface of the mound. 
This section revealed layers of building material, consisting of alternately layered silty clay and rocks. A 
fragment of human long bone was found approximately 50cm below the surface of the mound. This probe 
was not continued beyond 70cm below surface because of the constricted space created by the 
construction material. 

Level 1 (Lot 2025) of Subop 2 has one of the highest concentrations of artifacts on the structure, 
including three fragments of Spanish olive jar, fragments of intact painted plaster, two fragments of a 
speleotheme (cave formation), nine fragments ofworkedlused glass and seven fragments of un worked 
glass, a fragment of human bone, a fragment of a side-notched projectile point, and a fragment of a 
spindle whorl. The only piece of faunal material in the lot is the mandible from a small mammal. The soil 
in this lOcm arbitrary level was a gray-brown, moderately packed, medium grained silty loam, with many 
limestone pebble intrusions. There were more small limestone cobbles in the northeast comer of the unit, 
some of them burned. They were removed, but were probably associated with the burned cobble 
formations in Subops 2a and 2b. The few intact pieces of plaster suggest a well-made painted floor or 
wall, and small chunks of soft white plaster were encountered a few centimeters below the surface of the 
structure. 

Level 2 (Lot 2027) was also excavated as a lOcm level. Artifact density in this level is much 
lower, most likely because of a more-preserved plaster floor episode towards the bottom of the lot. The 
dark silty loam was full of pebbles and eroded plaster, and two pieces of preserved plaster were 
recovered. Ceramic density is half of that of Level 1 (Lot 2025). Noteworthy, is at least one large piece of 
stuccoed incense burner found in Level 2; other incense burner fragments were found from Subops 2b and 
2e. Two olive jar fragments are included in this lot, as are two fragments of side-notched projectile points, 
and two net weights. There are no faunal remains. Toward the north wall of the unit we exposed three 
limestone blocks in alignment, two of which have been cut. They seem to represent a doorway into a 
room. 

Along the south wall of the unit in Level 2 (Lot 2027), excavators hit a cluster of burned 
limestone cobbles. These were partly removed, revealing a dark burned stain of soil below them (Figure 
4.8). This burned feature is designated as Lot 2030, and excavated in its entirety without levels. The pit 
was 35cm across at its widest point, and 17.5cm in depth from the top of the rocks to the bottom of the 
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pit. The pit below the rocks was only 5cm deep. Although they seem to form a circular pit feature, this 
cluster of rocks might represent part of a larger scatter continuing to the south, such as the burned rock 
clusters in Subops 2a and 2b. We did not excavate south of Subop 2. 

Level 3 (Lot 2036) of Subop 2 was a IOcm level excavated only in the northern lx2m of the 
2x2m unit. Artifact density is very low, and includes only small quantities of lithic and ceramic artifacts. 
Although there were still some small pebbles and bits of soft eroded plaster in the silty loam, the soil 
seems to represent the layer below the flooring episode, possibly even a fill layer. This level reached to 
the bottom of the cut limestone blocks. 

Levels 4-8 investigated the lxO.8m section between the cut limestone blocks (Figure 4.10). We 
anticipated that if this was an important ritual room, then we might fmd an offering or burial of some sort 
in the entranceway. These levels served mainly to document the construction of the small structure, 
although certain interesting finds were encountered. 

Level 4 (Lot 2078) was intended as a IOcm level, but was stopped short by the layer of cobbles 
lying below it. The soil was a light gray-brown silty clay with flecks of limestone. The eroded plaster 
flecks continued patchily through the level. A total of ten pieces of ceramics and lithics were removed 
from this level. Also removed from the northwest corner was a round red stone that seemed unique. The 
top of Level 4 (Lot 2078) showed some larger cobbles poking through, including one round stone in the 
center of the space between the cut limestone blocks, near the north wall of the unit. These cobbles turned 
out to be part of a dense layer of cobbles (some burned) that lay at the bottom of Level 4 (Lot 2078) 
(Figure 4.10). The cobble layer (Level 5) is designated as Lot 2082, and was removed in its entirety as 
one lot. Lot 2082 ranged from a depth of 5-8cm. Directly below the round stone in the center was a long 
and whole chert flake blade. 

Level 6 (Lot 2083) was a shallow level, representing the soil above the next layer of cobble 
construction. Four pieces of ceramic and one lithic fragment were removed from the light brown-gray 
silty clay. There was very white clay in a patch near the north wall of the unit. At the bottom of Lot 2083 
was another layer of cobbles, with one very large, possibly cut limestone block in the center, very similar 
to the cut blocks near the surface (Figure 4.10). These cobbles are designated as Lot 2086 (Level 7) and 
removed as one lot. While cleaning up the loose soil beneath the cobbles, two pieces of a human long 
bone came loose from the southeast corner. There were also a few tiny flecks of charcoal in the soil. 

Level 8 (Lot 2087) was only approximately lcm deep, and was used to expose a soil change that 
seems concurrent with the human bone. It contained one piece of obsidian, and six ceramic sherds. Below 
Level 8 (Lot 2087), Lot 2094 represented the very white clay soil present in the south/southwest corner of 
the lxO.8m unit, and was excavated to a depth of 8cm (Figure 4.10). Lot 2089 represents the darker 
brown-gray silty clay in the rest of the unit, and reached a depth of l4cm. Lot 2089 and Lot 2094 contain 
10 ceramic sherds each. Lot 2089 revealed three more very small fragments of human bone. At the 
bottom of these lots there were more cobbles, but the area that could be excavated was too narrow to 
continue, due to all the cobbles in the walls. The human bone fragments in the darker soil suggest that 
there may be a burial to the north and east of the lxO.8m section. 

Subops 2a 

Subop 2a, a 2x2m unit attached to the northern wall of Subop 2, was excavated in two levels 
(Table 4.5, Figure 4.8). The first, Lot 2056, was a IOcm arbitrary level. As in Subops 2 and 2b, 
excavating lOcm took the unit down to the top of burned rock features, and exposed the beginning of 
eroded plaster in the brown silty loam soil. This unit contained some modern disturbance, particularly in 
the northeast corner. There were many chunks of modern cement and tile in the first few centimeters. 
Artifact density is fairly low in this first level, but includes three fragments of Spanish olive jar, a 
fragment of human bone, a piece of worked glass, a fragment of a pipe stem, and a large rounded ceramic 
sherd. 

Level 2 of Subop 2a (Lot 2069) consisted of a more tightly packed grayish-brown silty clay. This 
soil was excavated to the base of the burned rock features, and to expose the thicker more preserved 
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plaster floor. The burned rock features seemed to be sitting on top of the plaster surface, but other stones 
appeared to be beneath it, including a large flat rock in the center of the unit. The burned rock feature 
closest to the southern edge of the unit is designated Lot 2066, and the cluster in the northeast corner is 
designated Lot 2067, but they were not excavated. It was our impression in the field that these clusters 
were intentionally laid down, because Lot 2066 in particular has a very well defined northern edge. A 
piece of ground stone was used as one of the stones along that edge. These clusters may also be covering 
something, as there is a depression going under the cluster in the northeast corner of the unit (Lot 2067). 
Alternatively, they may be architectural collapse. Lot 2066 connects with the clusters of rocks in Subop 
2b in an arc shape. Lot 2069 has a much lower artifact density than Level I (Lot 2056) above it. The 
artifacts are also much less varied, consisting only of ceramics and lithics, although there are two 
fragments of the rib of a small mammal. The level is also less deep, ranging from only 2-Scm in depth. 

Subop 2b 

Subop 2b was placed east of Subop 2 and Subop 2a, centered at the midpoint between them 
(Table 4.6, Figure 4.S). Level I (Lot 2057) is similar in soil matrix to Level I (Lot 2056) of Subop 2a. 
There was a high concentration of roots in the unit, and some modern debris, such as bottle caps and 
pieces of cement. As in Subop 2a, Lot 2057 of Subop 2b was excavated to a depth of Wcm, at which 
point excavators encountered eight in situ artifacts that were mapped on the unit map and labeled from A
G. Of these artifacts, two are large fragments of Spanish olive jar, one is a very corroded piece of metal, 
three are pieces of indigenous slipped red ware, and two are fragments of incense burners. One fragment 
of incense burner has stucco on it, and burned residue on the inside. Five other olive jar sherds were 
recovered from this level. Two fragments of a bird long bone were also recovered. The excavation of Lot 
2057 revealed the tops of cobbles stretching from the northwest to the southeast corner. 

Level 2 (Lot 2072) of Subop 2b was excavated to expose the bottoms of the cobbles, which 
stretched diagonally across the unit. They were not nearly as prevalent in the northeast or southwest 
corners. Some of the cobbles were burned, but not as many as in Subop 2a. A large flat rock near the 
southeast corner was in alignment with the cut limestone blocks in Subop 2, and seemed to delineate a 
wall line, although there was a large gap between them. The intact plaster floor was not as clear in Subop 
2b, and there were only eroded plaster flecks in the silty clay loam. Although it reached a maximum depth 
of only W.5cm, Level 2 (Lot 2072) has a higher density than the first level (Lot 2057) of Subop 2b. 

Subop 2c 

Subop 2c was placed directly north of Subop 2a (Figure 4.S). There was a large flat limestone 
rock at the north end of Subop 2c that appeared to delineate the edge of the structure. Using what we had 
learned from Subops 2, 2a, and 2b, we excavated the first level of Subop 2c in a cultural level rather than 
in an arbitrary Wcm (Table 4.7). Levell (Lot 2075) was excavated to the beginning of the plaster 
flecking, and to the top of the cobbles. The depth ranged from only 3-4cm in the north end, to Scm in the 
south corners. As in Subop 2a, some modern materials were found in the silty loam topsoil, including 
cement and tile. Lot 2075 contains a moderate density of ceramics and lithics, and one metal nail 
(possibly modern). 

Level 2 (Lot 20SS) was excavated to the level of the intact plaster floor, and to expose the cobbles 
in the unit. Depth ranged from 2.5-llcm. The preserved plaster was not encountered throughout the level, 
but only in large patches. Nor were cobbles uniform, or in any particular pattern throughout the unit. In 
the southeast corner we found the continuation of the cobble concentration (Lot 2067) extending from 
Subop 2a. Most of the cobbles in Subop 2c were on top of the thick plaster floor where it existed. In the 
north end of the unit we had to excavate below the plaster in order to reach the cobbles. Level 2 (Lot 
20SS) contains a fairly low density of artifacts. Of significance is one projectile point fragment. No faunal 
remains were found in Subop 2c. 
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Subop 2e 

Subop 2e was placed opposite of Subop 2b, to the west of Subops 2 and 2a (Figure 4.8). Subop 2e 
was excavated in only one level (Lot 2081), as no discernable division could be made between the flecks 
of eroding plaster and the thicker preserved plaster layers (Table 4.9). The level was excavated to pedestal 
the cobbles, and to expose the preserved plaster where possible. The cobbles in Subop 2e were much 
more thickly clustered in the south end of the unit than in the rest of the unit. In this cluster are several in 
situ ceramic sherds, which were mapped, and labeled from A-G. Four of the sherds are fragments, or 
clustered fragments, of incense burner. Most of these are stuccoed, and many have burned residue on the 
inside. One of the fragments is an effigy feather element. Lot 2081 has a moderate artifact density. Of 
note is a fragment of worked glass and a piece of human bone (Figure 4.8). Faunal remains consist of a 
crocodile tooth and a gibnut tooth. 

Subops 2d, 2f 

Subop 2d, and its extension Subop 2f, were placed approximately 3m south of Subop 2, in order 
to investigate the possibility of an off-mound component to Structure 2 (Figure 4.2). Our hypothesis that 
Structure 2 represents the nave of a ramada church requires the presence of a sanctuary, where the 
population would have congregated. We tested the area south of the mound, as Structure 2 seems to be 
oriented to the north. We did find evidence of Colonial remains in the first two lOcm levels of Subops 2d 
and 2f. At approximately 20cm there was a vague layer of eroded plaster and pebbles, and the artifacts 
below are more diagnostic of the Terminal Classic period (Figure 4.12). At the level of bedrock along the 
east side of the unit we encountered an extended burial with a large dish overturned on its head (Figure 
4.11). The dish was similar to the type called Aguila Orange, possibly dating the burial to the Early 
Classic. We left the burial intact, but removed most ofthe pot. 

The first five levels of Subop 2d were excavated as lOcm levels across the whole unit (Table 4.8). 
Levell (Lot 2076) has a low-moderate density of artifacts in the dark brown humus. There were some 
burned limestone chunks throughout the soil, and a high density of limestone flecks toward the bottom of 
the level. Eight pieces of historic whiteware glazed pottery were recovered from the level. Artifact 
densities are much higher in Level 2. (Lot 2077). Many Yglesias phase sherds are found in this level, as 
well as one ceramic bead. Five pieces of historic whiteware pottery are also found. Limestone chunks 
were abundant in the topsoil toward the bottom of the level, artifact density increased, and the soil 
changed from moist topsoil to more of a silty loam. In the field we interpreted the limestone chunks as a 
possible floor (Figure 4.12). Level 3 (Lot 2079) contains clear Terminal Classic diagnostics, including a 
carved stone bark beater. Soil in this level was a medium brown, silty clay loam with white fleck 
inclusions, burned limestone chunks, charcoal, and roots. Ceramic density remains constant with Level 2 
(Lot 2077). Four pieces of human bone were recovered from this level, similar to the random fragments 
of human bone on top of Structure 2. Two other bone fragments were recovered from the level, one 
unidentified, and another belonging to a mammal long bone. Level 4 (Lot 2080) has a higher ceramic 
density than Level 3 (Lot 2079), and low densities of other artifacts. The soil stayed the same as that of 
Level 3 throughout most of the lot, but changed to a somewhat lighter brown clay loam toward the 
bottom. Level 5 (Lot 2084) continued with light brown clay loam, but artifact density drops. Ceramic 
pieces are very small, suggesting possible soil deposition as fill, rather than primary midden. 

Level 6 (Lot 2085) of Subop 2d was excavated as a 1x1m section only in the north end of the 
unit. The lot was excavated lOcm, and consisted of the same clay loam. Artifact density is very low, and 
consists only of ceramics and a small number of lithics. Some larger rocks were noted in the north end of 
the 1x1m. Level 7 (Lot 2090) was also excavated in the 1x1m. The level was intended as a lOcm lot, but a 
burial was encountered within a few centimeters on the east side of the unit. Level 7 continued to bedrock 
in the west half of the 1x1m, and the burial is designated as Lot 2096, Burial #2 (for operation PR9). 

We then excavated the south 1x1m of Subop 2d, but with care, as to not disturb the burial that 
extended into this half of the unit. The south 1x1m was divided into a west half, which measured 1xO.7m, 
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and an east half, which measured 1x0.3m. These small sections were nearly sterile, light brown clay loam 
with decomposing limestone bedrock chunks, but allowed us to isolate the rest of the burial. Lot 2091 
(Level 6) was located in the southwest section of Subop 2d. Lot 2092 was directly below it, and reached 
bedrock within 7cm. Lot 2093 was excavated in the southeast section of Subop 2d, and encompassed the 
2-8cm above bedrock and surrounding the burial. The south end of the burial was situated in the southeast 
section of the unit, and a dish was excavated from over the head. Most of the burial (Lot 2096) was left 
intact. Samples were taken for stable isotope analysis from a piece of the leg, which had been hit with 
excavation tools. Two teeth were also excavated in the process of removing the dish. Another burial 
offering was a marine shell bead. Small limestone cobbles were encountered above and below the 
potsherds of the dish. Part of the dish was too far into the east wall of Subop 2d to be removed. 

Subop 2f was a 1.56xO.75m extension added onto the east side of Subop 2d (Table 4.10, Figure 
4.2); the northern edges of both units were even with each other. Subop 2f was placed there in order to get 
access to the burial. When it was determined that the burial was Early Classic, we terminated excavation 
at the bottom of Level 2 (Lot 2097) (Figure 4.12). Like Subop 2d, the first levels consisted of topsoil with 
Colonial diagnostics. Levell (Lot 2095) has a very low artifact density, but includes a ceramic bead and a 
strange cylindrical piece of copper (possibly modern). One catfish headplate was the only fauna recovered 
from Subop 2f. Lot 2097 (Level 2) has a much lower artifact density than Level 2 (Lot 2077) of Subop 
2d, but includes two projectile points and one piece of worked glass. By the bottom of Lot 2097 there 
were striated sherds typical of the Terminal Classic period. 

Investigations at the Shangrila Group (PR5) 

Subop 11 

Subop 11 was a 1x3m unit placed on the northwest slope of a mound on the southern edge of the 
Shangrila property (Figure 4.2). This mound had been partially bulldozed by the property owners in 2000 
in order to clear land for a house. Although the top had been cleared, surface collections from the mound 
in 2000 and 2001 yielded large Yglesias phase style pottery sherds, as well as effigy censer fragments. 
The high quantity of such late-period ceramics on the disturbed mound suggests that, at the very least, the 
latest occupation was during the Colonial period. Senor Perez, the elderly resident on the island of Caye 
Coco, told us that he remembered when there used to be a stone doorway on that mound. The caretaker of 
the Shangrlla property showed us two cut limestone blocks, one circular, and one rectangular, that he had 
removed from the mound disturbance. He also showed us a large flat slab of limestone off of the side of 
the mound that may have served as a painted stela. 

Subop 11 was placed to take advantage of the undisturbed lower part of the mound. A linear 
arrangement of stones could be seen from the surface, and we thought they might be a wall line of some 
sort. The 1x3m unit traversed the line of stones, with 1xO.9m at the south end of the unit, and 1x1.9m on 
the north side of the stones (Figure 4.13). The line of stones appears not to be a structure wall, but a 
retaining wall for a pavement of cobbles that covered the mound slope. The entire unit was covered with 
small cobbles within the first 20cm of soil. The south section was not excavated beyond the cobbles. The 
unit also reveals that the mound was built on a natural rise. Bedrock was reached within 60cm of 
excavation. Excavation produced a moderate density of artifacts, primarily indigenous ceramics. There 
are few diagnostics, but field observations suggest that the ceramics beneath the cobble layer might be 
older than those above the cobbles. Two ceramic beads are recovered from above the cobbles, and have 
indicated Colonial deposits on Avila (Oland 2001). 

Levell of Subop 11 was split into the south 1xO.9m section (Lot 2042), and the north 1x1.9m 
section (Lot 2043) (Table 4.13). The soil in this level was a dark black-brown, organic, silty loam topsoil 
with some limestone flecking and numerous thick roots (Figure 4.14). All of Level 1 has a medium-low 
density of artifacts. Lot 2042 was excavated to the level of the cobbles. Lot 2043 was excavated only to 
10cm as the cobbles were not yet evident in the north section of the unit. Level 2 (Lot 2044) was 
excavated only in the north 1x1.9m of the unit, and exposed the rest of the cobbles. The cobbles were 
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reached at varying depths, and were spread much more sparsely at the very north end of the unit, which 
was the deepest part of the lot (Figure 4.14). The dark silty loam continued to the level of the cobbles. 
The cobble layer in the north section was excavated as Lot 2049. Below the cobbles, in Lot 2050, the soil 
changed to a lighter brown, moderately packed silty clay loam. Artifact density is very high in this level, 
but as in the levels above, consists mainly of ceramic sherds. Lot 2050 was excavated as a lOcm level, 
and reached decomposing and hard limestone bedrock in the north end of the unit. Bedrock was reached 
in the south end of the lx1.9m section in Lot 2054. Lot 2054 was approximately lxO.3m in size, and was 
deeper due to undulating bedrock. 

Subop 12 

Subop 12 was a lx3m unit placed over a stone wall line submerged in the grass on the Shangrila 
property (Figure 4.2). This particular stone wall could be traced for roughly 6m, and another line of stones 
could be discerned running parallel, about 2m to the east. As in Subop 11, Subop 12 was excavated in two 
sections: one on either side of the stone wall (Figure 4.15). The section west of the wall measured 
approximately lxl.4m. The section east of the wall was roughly lxlm. The wall itself was left intact and 
pedestaled, although the stones did not reach deeper than the second level. Artifact density is very low in 
Subop 12, although the unit did yield some Colonial diagnostics. These include three sherds of Spanish 
olive jar in the east section of Level 1 (Lot 2041) and a fragment of metal in the west side of Level 2 (Lot 
2045). There is very little faunal material. Artifact density is highest in the fIrst two levels, which are also 
the only two levels with Colonial diagnostics, and decrease signifIcantly in the lower levels. Excavation 
was stopped after Level 4, as artifact density was so low, and as we had reached white clay in most of the 
east side of the unit. 

The stratigraphy of Subop 12 did differ slightly on either side ofthe stone wall (Figure 4.16). The 
west side of the unit had three fairly uniform strata: topsoil, silty loam, and silty clay. The east side of the 
unit had a more densely packed clay-like loam in the second strata, and was mostly white clay in the 
third, with only pockets of the gray silty clay. The different soil formations might indicate different uses 
of each side of the wall. Artifact densities are higher per area in the east side of the unit. It is unclear from 
this one unit whether the stone lines were part of a structure, or perhaps represent a pathway. 

The west side of Level 1 (Lot 2040) consisted of a dark brown-black humus topsoil over a 
moderately packed, medium grained, brown silty loam, with many limestone pebbles (Table 4.13, Figure 
4.16). The east side of Level 1 (Lot 2041) had the same humus topsoil over a denser, more fIne grained, 
clay-like loam with soft limestone flecks througho1,lt. Excavators noted some small limestone cobbles in 
the northern side of Lot 2041, about 3-4cm from the surface. The west side of Level 2 (Lot 2045) 
consisted of the same silty loam, with numerous limestone inclusions. Going into the west wall of the unit 
there was a darker round soil stain. This was excavated as Lot 2047, and may represent a posthole, but 
may also have been created by a tree root. The soil was very loose and crumbly, unlike the silty loam 
surrounding it. This soil easily fell away from the west wall where the pit was being excavated, creating 
something of a cavern in the west wall of the unit. It seems more likely that a decomposed tree root would 
have left such a soil change. The east side of Level 2 (Lot 2046) continued to be dense clay-like soil, with 
intrusions of white clay from below. 

Levels 3 and 4 lacked any Colonial indicators, and had very low artifact densities. The west side 
of Level 3 (Lot 2051) and Level 4 (Lot 2055) consisted of a light brown-gray silty clay with very few 
artifacts. The soil contained some burned limestone rocks, and many limestone flecks. The east side of 
Level 3 (Lot 2048) and Level 4 (Lot 2053) consisted of mottled brown-gray silty clay and soft white 
limestone clay. The few artifacts that were collected are likely from the brown-gray clay, while the white 
clay seems to contain only fossiliferous shell. Lot 2053 was dug as a pit feature at the bottom of Level 4 
(Lot 2053), in order to remove the darker clay from the white clay. It seems that this darker soil might 
have been an intrusion into older soils, but excavation did not yield any particular feature. The white clay 
was merely undulating. 
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Off-Mound Testing at the Avila and Shangrila Groups (PR9, PR5) 

Subop 10 

Subop 10 was a 2x2m unit placed on what appeared to be a small low mound at the edge of the 
Avila property, very close to the road, with a tree growing out of it (Figure 4.2). The Subop was placed 
roughly in the center of the small mound. We came to the conclusion that the mound is likely the product 
of modern road construction, or other modern landscape modification. Alternatively, it may have been the 
product of ancient tree roots that pushed up the soil, suggested by cavernous spaces revealed in 
excavation. Very few artifacts were found in Subop 10, and were likely pushed into their contexts through 
modern machinery, or bioturbation. The soil was a light gray-brown silty clay loam. There were no soil 
changes in the mound, or construction materials. The only diagnostic artifact is a metal button found in 
Level 2 (Lot 2037) that may date to the historic period. 

Levell (Lot 2033) and Level 2 (Lot 2038) were dug as 10cm levels in their entirety (Table 4.11). 
The extensive burrowing could be seen in Level 2, as the soil caved in as we dug. Level 3 (Lot 2038) was 
dug as a 20cm level in a 1x1m section in the northwest corner of the unit. As this produced nothing 
cultural, we dug a probe to bedrock in a 0.40x0.40m square in the northwest corner of the unit. This 
1.06m deep probe produced only burned clay, and we closed the unit. 

Subop 13 

Subop 13 was a 1x2m unit placed approximately 17m east of the center of Structure 2 on the 
Avila property (Figure 4.2). This spot was chosen because Shovel Test 15 recovered a copper axe in the 
first 5cm of the soil (see below, Table 4.16). Shovel Test 15 was located approximately 45cm west and 
13cm north ofthe southeast corner of the subop. We thought that perhaps the axe indicated a feature of 
some kind, or an important context. Excavation revealed only a light midden scatter, most concentrated in 
the second 10cm level (Lot 2061). Few diagnostic artifacts were recovered and bedrock was reached 
within 40cm of the surface. 

Levell (Lot 2058) consisted of a dark brown organic topsoil loam, with some roots and 
limestone flecking (Table 4.14, Figure 4.17). Decomposing limestone bedrock could be noted even in this 
first level, and consisted of a sandier, rocky soil. Excavators noted modern trash disturbance in the first 
few centimeters. Level 2 (Lot 2061) was a dark black-brown moderately packed, medium grain, clay 
loam, with some small roots and limestone flecking. Evidence of decomposing bedrock was evident in the 
east of the unit, and the southwest corner. This level contains two ceramic beads. Level 3 (Lot 2062) was 
composed of the same clay loam, but artifact density drops off considerably. Bedrock was reached in the 
east side of the unit. One shell bead was found in Lot 2062. Level 4 (Lot 2063) brought the rest of the unit 
to bedrock. Artifact density is very low, and most ofthe clay loam was mixed with decomposing 
limestone bedrock. A modern bottle cap was found in this last level, suggesting either a disturbance or 
contamination during excavation. 

Subop 14 

Subop 14 was a 1x2m unit placed near the shore on the Shangrila property, just past the fence that 
separated the Avila and Shangrila properties (Figure 4.2). The southwest corner of the unit was 17.8m 
south and 23.37m east of the center of Mr. Avila's palapa. Ceramics were often noted eroding out of the 
bank above the lagoon, and surface collections of Spanish Colonial pottery and other European ceramics 
had been made in this general area. The results of Shovel Test 21, located only a few meters to the 
northeast at the end of the barbed wire fence, had also indicated a high density of ceramics (Table 4.16). 
Subop 14 was placed in hopes of finding a midden deposit. There was also a very large limestone rock at 
the east end ofthe unit, which excavators thought might represent part of a structure (Figure 4.18). 
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Artifact density in general is of only moderate-low levels, with the highest density in the flrst 
level. The flrst level is also the only one likely to represent a Colonial deposit. Ceramics in the second 
level are identifled as Terminal Classic: large, shallow, thin bowls, possibly used for salt-production. The 
unit was excavated only flve levels (Table 4.15). Very low artifact density is encountered in the lower 
levels, and Level 4 (Lot 2068) only contains heavily patinated lithics and fossiliferous shell. White clay 
near the bottom of the excavated portion likely represents an early soil horizon, and, combined with the 
patinated lithics encountered, raises the possibility of archaic cultural materials at these depths. 

Levell (Lot 2059) was a dark brown, loosely packed humus topsoil over a medium gray-brown, 
moderately packed silty loam, with many limestone pebbles and chunks (Figure 4.19). Artifact density is 
the highest in the unit, although not very dense. Historic materials in Lot 2059 include a piece of 
European ceramic (British or Dutch), and two pieces of glass, one of which had been worked into an 
expedient tool. Lot 2064, Level 2, was the same silty loam as in Levell, but with a lower artifact density 
and with some small chunks of charcoal. The artifact density in Level 3 (Lot 2065) drops signiflcantly, 
although the soil remained the same silty loam. There were more limestone chunks in the soil in Level 4 
(Lot 2068), and there was some change to a lighter brown silty loam. The chalky white clay became 
evident in the northeast corner in this level, and there were almost no artifacts. We closed the unit after 
Level 5 (Lot 2069). Very few artifacts were found and more chalky clay was revealed. 

Shovel-Test Program at the Avila and Shangrila Groups (PR9, PR5) 

Shovel Testing Methodology 

Shovel testing was conducted across the A vila and Shangrila properties in order to understand the 
distribution of settlement at the site center (Figure 4.1). Shovel tests were measured every 20m N-S, and 
every 30m E-W from a flxed point on each property, with a few exceptions noted on the map. Each 
shovel test was a square the width of two flat shovels (approximately 44cm) on each side. This square 
was excavated without keeping track of levels, to the depth of the shovel head (approximately 25cm), or 
until the excavator reached clay or bedrock. All soil was quick-screened through a 14 inch mesh, and any 
cultural or ecological materials collected. Artifacts were used only to tell the presence or absence of 
Colonial era settlement, and the relative densities of cultural material across the site center. 

Summary of Shovel Test Results 

Shovel testing helped to gage the distribution of artifacts across the site center. A summary of the 
data can be found in Table 4.16. By comparing densities of artifacts, we found that settlement at the site 
center was limited to: 1) higher elevations of the property, and 2) areas by the shore ofthe lagoon (see 
map, Figure 4.1). The western edge of the Avila and Shangrila properties had very low densities of 
artifacts, and many shovel tests were completely devoid of cultural material. Only one shovel test (Shovel 
Test 35) likely represents a dense midden, due to the density and variety of artifacts found in the shallow 
pit. This site would be expected to have such densities, due to its proximity to Structure 1 and the 
middens exposed in Subops la-Ie (Oland 2001), and Subop 1h (see above). Shovel Tests 15, 17,21, and 
28 also had a variety of materials that suggest trash deposits, although they may indicate only surface 
variety. Shovel Test 15 contained a copper axe-head. Subop 13 expanded on this shovel test and found 
only a light midden scatter. Subop 17 is down near the edge of the water in front of the A vila house, and 
may represent run-off materials. Subop 21 may have a high density of artifacts, but its proximity to Subop 
14 suggests that it too may indicate a primarily Terminal Classic deposit. 

Other areas had high densities of large ceramics (bigger than a quarter), but low variety of other 
materials. Areas with high densities of ceramics are: the area surrounding Shovel Tests 45 and 46, where 
there is a slight rise in elevation, around Structure 11 (Shovel Tests 49, 50, 60, 61, 63), around Shovel 
Tests 38 and 39, and near the swamp at Shovel Test 27. Other areas of interest may come to light with the 
full analysis of the diagnostic artifacts collected. Thirty-two of the shovel tests revealed at least one 
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diagnostic, most often a rim sherd. Those shovel tests with glass, metal, and ceramic beads (Shovel Tests 
14,17, 18, 19, and 58) are of particular interest. 

Results of Colonial Survey on the West Shore of Progresso Lagoon 

Survey Methodology 

Survey in the 2001 season was planned to best understand the boundaries of the Colonial 
settlement in our limited time of two months. Surface visibility is often poor due to fast soil build-up, and 
experience at the A vila and Shangrila properties, as well as at other Colonial sites in Belize (Pendergast et 
al. 1993), has shown that diagnostic Colonial artifacts are often invisible from the surface. Moreover, the 
west shore of Progresso Lagoon was occupied heavily in the Classic and Postclassic periods, and we 
know from Structure 1 at the Avila Group that older mounds were reused in the Colonial period (Oland 
2001). Therefore we could not rule out an area simply because the architecture did not conform to 
Colonial patterns. Members of the survey team drew preliminary maps of architecture using a hand-held 
GPS, and used lx2m test pits to determine the presence or absence of Colonial materials. These units 
were oriented on north, and were dug without levels to the depth of 20 or 30cm. Ceramics and other 
materials were analyzed in the lab for temporal diagnostics. 

Subop 1 

The location of the fIrst test pit was chosen because of Yglesias phase ceramics on the surface. 
The test pit was located north of the Avila property, on the west side of the main road, roughly across 
from the entrance to the new road. The property on which we placed Subop 1 had recently been cleared, 
apparently with bulldozers, and the land looked very disturbed. The subop was placed on the southern 
edge ofthe property, adjacent to a plowed cornfIeld. The owners of the cornfIeld showed us many 
artifacts that they had picked up on their property, only one of which appeared Colonial. They also told us 
of a large collection of ceramic beads that they had made on their property, but then had thrown back. The 
cornfIelds were surveyed, but no Colonial diagnostics were evident. 

Results from Subop 1 reveal Colonial ceramics overlying Terminal Classic ceramics. Colonial 
diagnostics include three vented feet and two flat everted rim sherds diagnostic to the Yglesias phase. 
There is also a possible censer sherd, made of santa paste. One small and poorly made side-notched 
projectile point was found in this unit. This Subop represents the westernmost evidence of Colonial 
occupation at Chanlacan. 

Subop 2 

Subop 2 was located at the end of the new road, very close to the water's edge. This new road 
extended down to the water, and the land at the end was across the bay from the Avila and Shangrila 
properties. The location was chosen because of thin ceramics eroding out of the surface. There were also 
stone wall lines that probably represent a structure. The unit was placed outside of the structure, and about 
5m from the water's edge. The soil was very wet. 

This Subop did not reveal Colonial artifacts, but a high density of Terminal Classic ceramics. 
Over fIve bags of ceramics were removed from the 20cm of soil. Included in the ceramics are red-on
cream slipped sherds, a high density of striated sherds, and rims from very thin bowls. The ceramic 
assemblage is very similar to that excavated in 1999 at Laguna Seca (Oland 2000), and may represent an 
area with a specialized function. 

78 



Subop 3 

Subop 3 was placed on the Erlington property, which is across the road from the southern end of 
the Shangrila property. Investigations on the Erlington property in 2000 revealed Yglesias phase ceramics 
in at least the ftrst three levels of units placed on and off structures (Ferguson 2001). An obsidian 
projectile point was also recovered from Subop 8a in 2000. There are a number of mounds in the 
Erlington cane fteld, as well as submerged stone wall lines. Subop 3 was placed to the southwest of 
Structure 8, which is a large mound on a natural high point of the property. 

This unit yielded a Colonial assemblage, including Yglesias phase ceramics, ftve side-notched 
projectile points, a ceramic bead, and two fragments of worked bottle glass. This glass, if indeed Colonial 
in origin, is the only European Colonial material found outside of the site center to date. Combined with 
the 2000 excavations, Subop 3 presents positive evidence for a substantial Colonial occupation at the 
Erlington property. 

Subop4 

This unit was placed approximately 200m northwest of Subop 3, next to an unpaved cane road. 
This cane road exits across from the Shangrila property. Subop 4 was placed on what appeared to be a 
very low mound, to the north of the cane road, in an area clear of sugar cane. There seemed to be another 
low mound on the other side of the path. 

Subop 4 presents excellent evidence of preserved in situ remains in the areas surrounding the site 
center. In this lx2m unit we happened upon a cache of lithic production materials. The deposit consisted 
of a tightly packed concentration of unused side-notched projectile points, unmodified flakes, most of 
which were biface thinning flakes, and flakes that had been worked into point preforms. The deposit 
appears to be a knapper's bag that had been left on the surface of the structure. Also found in the unit is a 
peccary incisor that had been worked as a tool at its end; its association near the lithic cache suggests its 
use as a pressure flaking tool. Side-notched projectile points are associated with the Terminal Late 
Postclassic/Colonial period (Simmons 1995), and results from excavations at Progresso Lagoon indicate 
their association with known Colonial period artifacts (West and Masson 1999; Oland 2000, 2001). Also 
found in Subop 4 are sherds of Yglesias phase ceramics, and several fragments of an incense burner 
similar to Thul censerware. 

Subop 5 

Subop 5 was placed approximately 210m west of Subop 3 ofthis testing program. In between the 
two subops there is a large depression of low elevation. The Subop was placed on the north side of the 
base of a mound. The mound was approximately 3m high and 5m across. This spot was chosen because 
of the presence of a ceramic bead and a Postclassic style molded ceramic net weight on the surface. 

This Subop revealed a thin Colonial deposit over Terminal Classic remains. We found Yglesias 
phase sherds, including one Yglesias vented bowl support, one groove rimmed jar sherd. We also 
recovered two fragments of small projectile points. The majority of ceramics, however, are Terminal 
Classic, including slate wares, incised slate sherds, and Coco Red slipwares. 

Subop 6 

Subop 6 was placed approximately 130m west of Subop 5, at the base oftwo large mounds 
positioned in an L-formation. There is a very low ceramic density in Subop 6, and those sherds that were 
recovered were very mixed in temporality. No clear Colonial diagnostic ceramic sherds were found, but 
there were ceramic diagnostics of the Terminal Classic, Early Postclassic, and Late Postclassic. It is likely 
that these structures were occupied throughout many phases. A Colonial occupation was not ruled out, 
particularly because two small obsidian points were recovered from the test pit. This type of point, which 
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is generally side and basally-notched, has only been recovered from the uppermost levels of Caye Coco, 
and from middens on the A vila property. 

Subop 7 

Subop 7 was excavated on the property of Jesus Cowo, in an agricultural field on the west side of 
the main road before the town of Progresso. The test pit was placed amongst a grouping of small 
structures, but on flat land. The unit yielded very low artifact densities, and no diagnostic artifacts beyond 
four striated sherds. There is nothing to indicate Colonial settlement. 

Subop 8 

Subop 8 was placed on the property of Eliceo Lino, just to the south of the Cohuo property. Late 
Postclassic ceramic sherds were the only diagnostic artifacts recovered from the test pit. Most ceramic 
sherds seem eroded from water. 

Subop 9 

Subop 9 was placed on the property of Emilio Bustillos, across the road and north of the Fred 
Smith site. The test pit was excavated on top of a platform upon which three structures sat. Ceramics 
indicate definite Terminal Classic remains, as well as Late Postclassic ceramic sherds in low numbers. 

Subop 10 

Subop 10 was excavated on a low platform just southeast of Subop 5 of this testing program. A 
few Yglesias phase ceramic sherds were found in this unit, but the deposit was primarily Terminal Classic 
with some Late Postclassic. Outside of the site center, these are the southernmost Colonial artifacts found 
in our survey to date. 

Subop 11 

Subop 11 tested the west edge of the Fred Smith site, where four small structures are located. 
This unit revealed no diagnostic Colonial artifacts, but there were many good examples of Late 
Postclassic ceramics. Kol modeled Cohokum type censer fragments were among these ceramics. 

Summary of Results 

Work on the shore ofProgresso Lagoon in the 2001 season accomplished several important 
preliminary steps in the study of the Colonial period at Chanlacan: 1) through the expertise of Timothy 
Hare, we prepared a map of the site center and part of the survey area (Figure 4.1),2) through horizontal 
and test excavations on the Avila and Shangrila properties we identified intact Colonial architectural and 
midden features at the center of the site, and with shovel tests, we were able to assess occupation across 
the properties, and 3) through a test-pitting survey on properties surrounding the site center, we identified 
intact Colonial deposits for future investigation, and gained an approximate understanding of the size of 
the Colonial settlement. 

The map of the site center (Figure 4.1) shows that occupation on the Avila and Shangrila 
properties was constrained mainly to areas of higher elevation close to the shore. Structures 1 and 2 of the 
Avila group, and Structure 11 of the Shangrila group, mark these higher elevations. In the 2000 season, 
excavation of Subop la on the east side of Structure 1 of the A vila group showed almost exclusively 
cultural materials above bedrock (Oland 2001), implying that these higher areas are somewhat culturally
modified. But examination of the map shows high ground just to the southeast of Structure 1, and this is 

80 



almost certainly a natural rise. Shovel testing across the two properties enhanced the elevation data by 
showing thick clay soils in the lower elevations, and very little evidence of settlement (Table 4.16), while 
higher areas were more heavily occupied and had a silty-loam soil matrix. 

Excavation at the A vila and Shangrila properties revealed several patterns that will be used to 
plan further excavations. While there are only three evident mounded structures, excavation of stone wall 
lines revealed the presence of sub-surface architecture. Such submerged wall lines could be seen from the 
surface at Subop 12, and another line close to the modem Shangrila dock. Excavation at Subop 12 
revealed sherds of Spanish olive jar, suggesting that other submerged architecture might also be of 
Colonial origin. 

Horizontal exposure on Structure 2 of the A vila group yielded evidence of a ritual structure, 
likely built in the Colonial period. Artifacts include a mix of Spanish and indigenous pottery scattered 
across the surface of the structure, including several fragments of native incense burners. These large 
sherds appear to have been deposited in the last phase of the structure's use, perhaps in a termination 
ritual of some sort. Aside from a scatter of ceramic sherds, the surface of the structure was fairly clean of 
artifacts, and included almost no faunal bone or other domestic markers. The small size and roughly semi
circular shape of the structure led us to the hypothesis that it could represent the nave of a ramada-style 
mission chapel. A scatter of human bone fragments across the building suggests the presence of burials 
within the building, as does a fragment of human long bone found 50cm below the center of the structure. 
Further investigation is needed at Structure 2, a context surely important to questions of change and 
continuity in the Colonial era. 

Excavations and shovel tests in 2001 helped us learn about material culture of the Colonial Maya 
at Chanlacan. Based on association with known European items, we have begun to understand what a 
Colonial Maya assemblage looks like, and it is clear that ceramics change in subtle ways from the Late 
Postclassic to the Colonial period. We can begin to understand that change through work at Lamanai on 
the forms of Yglesias phase pottery (Graham 1987), but much refinement of our knowledge is needed to 
clearly distinguish Colonial Maya ceramics from Late Postclassic ceramics at Chanlacan. Ceramic form 
can act as a partial guide to distinguish the two periods, but future study is planned on aspects of paste 
and temper. 

Beyond ceramic artifacts, we have identified several other items that regularly occur with 
European items in midden and structure contexts. These include roughly made ceramic beads, side
notched projectile points (as identified by Simmons 1995 at Tipu), and European glass that has been 
utilized, or worked, into expedient tools along its sharp edges. Another common find is rounded ceramic 
sherds (possibly bottle stoppers or game pieces). Metal is not abundant, but marks a change between Caye 
Coco and shore deposits. Two 'copper artifacts include an axe head (found in Shovel Test 15), and a flat 
piece of copper found in a midden. Assorted corroded metal items have been found, including machete 
fragments, a strap handle, and two items that look like knives, but none of these can be positively 
identified to the Colonial Maya period. On and around Structure 1, we have identified several pieces of 
melted metal, or slag, and one drilled bead made of the same material. It is possible that some kind of 
metal production was taking place on Structure 1. 

In association with these assemblages we have seen very little obsidian, drastically reduced from 
Late Postclassic deposits, and blade fragments are very small. A few obsidian projectile points have been 
found on the Avila property, and in the survey test-pits (Subop 6), and are apparently made from blade 
fragments. Such points were found in the surface levels of Structure 1 on Caye Coco, and in a few other 
surface contexts on the island, but seem to occur only in the latest phases of the Late Postclassic (West 
and Masson 1999). 

Survey test pits were useful in roughly defining the boundaries of the Colonial shore settlement, 
in identifying intact Colonial deposits, and also in helping to define Colonial period material culture. 
Subop 4 ofthe testing program was particularly unique, in exposing an intact knapper's context of 
projectile point production. We found that small side-notched chert points were being made from 
production debitage, such as biface thinning flakes. Many of the flakes were made of Colha chert, perhaps 
suggesting scavenging from then abandoned Colha workshops. From what we can tell from preliminary 
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lithic tool analysis in Colonial deposits on the A vila and Shangrila properties, there was very little formal 
tool use or production at this time. 

The survey showed us that while settlement was centered conceptually on the high ground of the 
A vila and Shangrila properties, it otherwise followed a pattern of settlement along the bluffs above the 
west shore of the lagoon. Our northernmost Colonial evidence was at Subop 1. Subop 6 contained 
obsidian projectile points, but no other diagnostics, and probably represents the westernmost Colonial 
evidence, although no test pits were excavated further to the west. No Colonial diagnostics were found at 
Subop 9, so Subop 10 is the southernmost boundary of the site so far, roughly in line with the south edge 
of the Shangrila property. The property immediately to the south of the Shangrila had recently been 
bulldozed of all its topsoil, and a cut limestone block was all that remained of what once might have been 
located there. A rough examination of spoil piles, however, did not show much cultural material. 

Future survey work is needed to refine the site boundaries, and larger sample sizes are needed to 
refine our understanding of Colonial Maya material culture. Work in 2002 is planned at the site center, in 
order to gain larger sample sizes, and to continue our exploration of Colonial period architecture. While 
community-wide excavations are needed to understand processes of change and continuity, they cannot 
be completed without a richer understanding of Colonial period artifact assemblages. Now that we have 
located the site, roughly determined its boundaries, and mapped the site center, work in 2002 will aim to 
understand Colonial period material culture through midden testing and horizontal exposure of central 
buildings. Future study will examine outlying areas found in survey in 2001, and will compare these to 
the site center. 
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T bl 41 L a e 1· £ S b If A ·1 ot eorre atlons or u op , VI a. 
Lot 1st arbitrary lOem level Approximate volume= 0.311m' 
#2024 
Lot Soil above the plaster/rock layer Approximate volume: 0.179m

j 

#2028 
Lot 3TO arbitrary lOem level Approximate volume= 0.123mj 
#2032 
Lot 4Ln arbitrary lOem level Approximate volume= 0.06mj 
#2034 

T bl 42 L a e 1· £ S b 1 A·l ot eorre atlons or u op 19, VI a. 
Lot 1 st arbitrary lOem level Approximate volume= 0.30m

j 

#2026 
Lot 2na arbitrary lOem level Approximate volume= 0.27mj 
#2029 
Lot 3Td arbitrary lOem level- in eastern 1X2m Approximate volume= 0.22mj 
#2031 section 
Lot Soil above large roeks- in eastern 1X2m Approximate volume= 0.118mj 

#2035 section 
Lot Pit feature/probe in SE corner of unit Approximate volume= 0.026m' 
#2060 

T bl 43 L a e 1 f £ S b 1h A ·1 ot eorre a Ions or u op , VI a. 
Lot 1 st arbitrary lOem level Approximate volume= 0.204m

j 

#2071 
Lot 2nd arbitrary lOem level Approximate volUIlle:;:: 0.206m

j 

#2073 
Lot 3TO arbitrary lOem level Approximate volume= 0.194m

j 

#2074 

T bl 44 L a e ot eorre atlOns or u op , VI a. 1· £ S b 2 A ·1 
Lot 1 st arbitrary lOem level Approximate volume= 0.193m

j 

#2025 
Lot 2na arbitrary lOem level Approximate volume= 0.412m

j 

#2027 
Lot Fire pit feature Approximate volume= 0.021mj 
#2030 
Lot 3Td arbitrary lOem level- in N 1X2m Approximate volume= 0.276m

j 

#2036 
Lot Soil above roeks- 1X.8m between wall Approximate volume= 0.08mj 
#2078 stones 
Lot Rock layer and soil between roeks- 1X.8m Approximate volume= 0.049m

j 

#2082 between wall stones 
Lot Soil above roeks- 1X.8m between wall Approximate volume= 0.069mj 
#2083 stones 
Lot Rock layer and soil between roeks- 1X.8m Approximate volume= 0.07mj 
#2086 between wall stones 
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Lot Soil above pit features- 1X.8m between Approximate volume= 0.006mj 
#2087 wall stones 
Lot Greyish-brown pit feature Approximate volume= 0.049m" 
#2089 
Lot White soil/plaster next to pit feature Approximate volume= 0.022mj 
#2094 

T bl 45 L a e 1· f, S b 2 A·I ot corre atlOns or u op a, VI a. 
Lot 151 arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= 0.488m

j 

#2056 
Lot Soil above eroded plaster floor and burned Approximate volume= 0.2mj 
#2069 rock features 

T bl 46 L a e 1· f, S b 2b A ·1 ot corre atlOns or u op , VI a. 
Lot 151 arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= O.4m

j 

#2057 
Lot Soil above eroded plaster floor Approximate volume="0.22m

j 

#2072 

T bl 47 L a e 1 f f, S b 2 A·I ot corre a Ions or u op c, VI a. 
Lot Soil above the top of rock features and Approximate volume= 0.24m" 
#2075 flecks of eroded plaster 
Lot Soil above and around rock features Approximate volume= 0.212mj 
#2088 

T bl 48 L a e ot corre atlOns or u op , VI a. 1· f, S b 2d A ·1 
Lot 151 arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= 0.2mj 
#2076 
Lot 2na arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= 0.194m

j 

#2077 
Lot 3Td arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= O.l92m" 
#2079 
Lot 4th arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= 0.196m" 
#2080 
Lot 5th arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= 0.192m

j 

#2084 
Lot 6th arbitrary lOcm level- in N 1X1m Approximate volume= O.lllmj 
#2085 
Lot 7th level- Soil above burial Approximate volume= 0.03mj (this is 
#2090 estimated- bottom measurements never 

taken) 
Lot 6th arbitrary lOcm level- in SW 1X.7m Approximate volume= O.072mj 
#2091 
Lot 7th level- Soil above bedrock in SW 1X.7m Approximate volume= 0.024mj 
#2092 
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Lot 6tl1 arbitrary 10cm level- in SE 1X.3m Approximate volume= 0.03mj 
#2093 
Lot PR9 Burial #2 Excavated volume= 0.029 m

j 
-the burial was 

#2096 left mostly unexcavated 

Approximate volume= 0.152m 

T bl 410L a e 1· fi S b 2f A ·1 ot corre atlOns or u op , VI a. 
Lot 1 st arbitrary 10cm level Approximate volume= 0.124mj 
#2095 
Lot 2na arbitrary 10cm level Approximate volume= 0.117mj 
#2097 

T bl 411 L a e 1· fi S b 10 A ·1 ot corre ations or u op , VI a. 
Lot 1 st arbitrary 10cm level Approximate volume= 0.436mj 

#2033 
Lot 2nd arbitrary 10cm level Approximate volume= 0.436m

j 

#2037 
Lot 3ra arbitrary 20cm level- in IX 1m in NW Approximate volume= 0.2mj 
#2038 comer 
Lot Probe to bedrock- .4X.4m in NW comer Approximate volume= 0.169mj 
#2039 

T bl 412L a e I· fi S b 11 Sh ot corre atlOns or u op , ·1 angn a. 
Lot Soil above rocks- in S 1X.9m Approximate volume= 0.120mj 

#2042 
Lot 1st arbitrary 10cm level- in N 1X1.9m Approximate volume= 0.233m

j 

#2043 
Lot Soil above rocks- in N 1X1.9m Approximate volume= 0.134m

j 

#2044 
Lot Rock layer- in N 1X1.9m Approximate volume= 0.127mj 
#2049 
Lot Soil above bedrock- in N 1X1.9m (except Approximate volume= 0.242mj 
#2050 along N edge of unit) 
Lot Soil above bedrock along N edge of unit Approximate volume= 0.026mj 

#2054 

Table 4.13 Lot correlations for Subop 12, Shangrila. 
Lot 1st arbitrary 10cm level- in W 1X1.4m Approximate volume= 0.139m

j 

#2040 
Lot 1st arbitrary 10cm level- in E 1X1m Approximate volume= 0.097mj 
#2041 
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Lot 2nd arbitrary lOcm level- in W lX1.4m Approximate volume= 0.139mj 
#2045 
Lot 2Dd arbitrary lOcm level- in E IX 1m Approximate volume= 0.098m" 
#2046 
Lot Pit feature Approximate volume= 0.007mj 
#2047 
Lot 3ro arbitrary lOcm level- in E lXlm Approximatevolume= 0.103mj 
#2048 
Lot 3m arbitrary lOcm level- in W lX1.4m Approximate volume= 0.137m.:! 
#2051 
Lot 4m arbitrary lOcm level- in E lXlm Approximate volume= 0.111m.:! 
#2052 
Lot 4m arbitrary lOcm level- in WIX1.4m Approximate volume= 0.165m.:! 
#2053 
Lot Pit feature Approximate volume= 0.154m':! 
#2055 

T bl 414 L t 1· £ S b 13 A ·1 a e o corre atlOns or u op , VI a. 
Lot 1 sl arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= 0.192m.:! 
#2058 
Lot 2DO arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= 0.20m

j 

#2061 
Lot 3m arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= 0.134m.:! 
#2062 
Lot Soil above bedrock Approximate volume= 0.072m.:! 
#2063 

T bl 415 L t# a e 0 1 f £ S b 14 Sh corre a Ions or u op , ·1 angn a. 
Lot 1 Sl arbitrary 10cm level Approximate volume= 0.282m" 
#2059 
Lot 2no arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= 0.118m

j 

#2064 (not accurate- 2 measurements taken on 
rock) 

Lot 3ro arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= 0.226m
j 

#2065 
Lot 4m arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= 0.26m

j 

#2068 
Lot 5m arbitrary lOcm level Approximate volume= 0.196m':! 
#2069 
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Table 4.16. Results of shovel test program, Avila and Shangrila Groups (pR9, PRS). 

Max depth 
Site ST (em) Soil description Notes 

Avila 1 25 possible architecture-stacked anguIarrocks 
Avila 2 29 black silty clay 
Avila 3 15 black silty clay 
Avila 4 15 black silty clay 
Avila 5 15 black silty clay 
Avila 6 15 black silty clay 

Avila 7 15 black silty clay. white clay at 15em 

Avila 8 15 black silty clay. white clay at bottom clay samples taken for Brad 
Avila 9 15 black silty clay 
Avila 10 15 black silty clay 

dark brown humus over 
Avila II 14.5 decomposing bedrock 

dark brown humus over silty loam bmnt limestone in profile, bottom appears 
wi a lot of limes tone chonks and to be decomposing bedrock. but still 

Avila 12 27 pebbles contains artifacts- possible fill 
Avila 13 29 dark brown loam 

Avila 14 8 rocky sandy loam bedrock at 8em 

Avila lS 24 dark brown silty loam Subop 13 expanded on this sbovel test 
Avila 16 11 light brown silty loam bedrock at lOem 

sbovel test moved I foot towes~ because 
of surfuce bedrock. densest ceramics at 

Avila 17 28 sandy silt bottom of test 
Avila 18 ? dark brown clay loam limestone chonks and bedrock at bottom 

dark brown silty loam and orange 
Avila 19 3 clay. wi limestone marl inclusions bedrock at 3em 
Avila 20 7 light brown silty loam decomposing bedrock at 7cm 
Shangrila 21 30 dark brown clay loam 
Shangrila 22 20 dark brown clay loam 

light brown silty loam wi limestone 
Shangrila 23 23 i1ecks 
Shangrila 24 9 light brownloam bedrock at 9em 
Shangrila 2S 21 dark brown loam many tree roots 

medium brown silty loam wi clay 
Shangrila 26 22 inclusions 

brownlblack organic humus over 
Shangrila 27 27.5 loamy clay 
Shangrila 28 27 brownlblack clay humus 
Shangrila 29 20 dark brownlblack humus loam 

dark brownlblackhumus loam wi a 
Shangrila 30 21 lot of limestone cobbles bedrock at 21 em 

a lot of exposed bedrock nearby on the 
Shangrila 31 24 dark brownlblack humus surface 
Shangrila 32 23 dark brownlblack humus 
Shangrila 33 22 dark brownlblack humus bedrock at 22em 
ShangriIa 34 20 dark brown/gray clay loam ceramics only in top 5-8em 

perhaps part of a midden. due to high 
Shangrila 35 27.5 medium brown clay loam artifact densities 

artifact 
N= 

24 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
1 
0 

8 

20 
16 

14 

42 
0 

41 
9 

6 
3 

31 
0 

1 
1 
2 

7 

33 
22 
4 

12 

17 
II 
3 
S 

54_ 

Large Small 
Ceramics Ceramics Lilhics Shell Others # Otherilems Diagnostics 

4 9 11 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 4 3 0 0 0 

3 9 4 3 1 netsinker 0 
6 6 3 0 1 obsidian flake 0 

2 glass, !ceramic bead. 1 modern 
1 5 3 0 5 ceramic. 1 unknown 2 glass. 1 rim. 1 ceramic bead 

1 plastic. 1 copper axe, 1 bmned 
8 20 9 2 3 bead (long bone'!) copper axe 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 metal. 1 netsinker. 1 modern (?) 
13 17 0 4 7 ceramic 1 rhn. metal 
1 1 0 4 3 1 glass. 2 modem trash 1 glass 

I 
0 4 1 0 1 1 metal I metaInsil 
0 1 2 0 0 0 

16 8 3 4 0 2 rims. 5 striated sherds 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 0 0 0 0 0 ! 

0 0 0 1 0 0 
0 1 0 1 0 0 

0 6 0 1 0 0 

20 9 4 0 0 2 rims. 2 red-slipped body sherds 
6 7 4 1 4 2 metal. 2 other ceramics 2 rims 
2 0 0 I 1 1 plastic button 0 

6 5 0 1 0 0 

7 7 2 0 1 1 plastic Irhn 
7 2 2 0 0 lrhn 
0 2 1 0 0 lrhn 
2 1 0 0 2 2 wood pieces base wi red silp 

18 17 ,---5 12 2 1 obsidian. 1 wood 2 rims. 2 striated sherds. 1 body flange, 1 vessel foot 
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Table 4.16. Results of shovel test program, Avila and Shangrila Groups (pR9, PHS). 

Maxdeplh 
Site ST (em) Soil description Notes 
Sbangrila 36 5 
Sbangrila 37 17 

dark brownlblack silty clay humus 
Sbangrila 38 25 wi marl chunks 
Sbangrila 39 26 dark brown silty loam withrools pipe hit at 20cm- seems disturbed 
Sbangrila 40 14 

highly disturbed from bioturbation and 
Sbangrila 41 27 dark brownlblack humus bulldozing 

dark brown humus. over a reddish this sull is out of context- in the spoil pile 
Sbangrila 42 30 coarse loam wi flecks of gray in it from the bulldozer 
Sbangrila 43 28 dark brown silty clay loam area disturbed from bulldozing 

dark brownlblack humus over deuse 
Sbangrila 44 27 clay many tree roots 

burned and unbumed limestone cobbles at 
Sbangrila 4S 27 dark brown silty clay loam 17cm 
Sbangrila 46 27 dark brown silty clay loam 
Sbangrila 47 27 dark brown clay loam 
Sbangrila 48 27 dark brown/gray deuse silty clay 

dark brown silty loam wi limestone 
Sbangrila 49 25 cobbles 

dark brown organic humus wi 
Sbangrila 50 23 limestone cobbles close to Structure II 
Sbangrila 51 23 light brown loose sull 

dark brown humus wi large 
Sbangrila 52 26 limestone cobbles area disturbed from bulldozing 

dark brownlblack hmnus wi smail 
roots and limestone inclusions over 
large limestone cobbles and a clay-

Sbangrila 53 36 like soil 
dark brown clay loam wi roots. one 
limestone cobble. and limestone 

Sbangrila 54 23 pebbles thick clay at 23cm 
Sbangrila 55 22 dark brown loam thick clay at 22cm 

dark brownloam wi small patches 
Sbangrila 56 13 of gray clay and root inclusions thick clay at 13 

dark brown clay loam wi roots and 
Sbangrila 57 27 small chert nodule inclusions 

dark brown loosely-packed loam wi 
roots and bumed limestone cobble 

Shangrila 58 26 inclusions 
dark brown silty loam wi roots and 

Sbangrila 59 10 limestone pebble inclusious bedrock at 10cm 
medium-dark brown silty loam wi 
bumedlimestone cobbles and some 

Sbangrila 60 28 limestone flecks 
medium-dark brown loam wi roots, 
limestone pebbles, and bumed 

Sbangrila 61 29 limestone cobbles 

medium-dark brown loam wi roots, 
limestone pebbles and flecks. and 

~-~ '----~-~ ~urnedlimestone rocks_ 
.. 

bedrock at 18cm 
- ........ _----_ ... _------

artifact Large Small 
N= Ceramics Ceramics Lithics Shell Olhers# Olheritems Diagnostics 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 2 0 I 0 0 0 

31 10 14 7 0 0 0 
10 10 0 0 0 0 I rim 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 I 0 0 0 0 0 

10 3 2 4 0 I I wood 0 
6 2 2 2 0 0 I striated sherd 

11 4 7 0 0 0 0 

59 46 8 5 0 0 2 rims. 4 red-slipped 
20 16 2 0 0 2 I wood, I glass 4 rims. I body flange 
9 4 3 2 0 0 I rim. I red-slipped body 
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

15 12 I 2 0 0 I red-slipped body 

15 12 0 3 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 2 0 0 

6 3 0 2 I 0 0 

6 3 2 I 0 0 0 

2 2 0 0 0 0 0 
3 I I I 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8 5 2 I 0 0 I rim 

3 1 1 0 0 1 I ceramic bead 1 red-slipped body, I ceramic bead 

8 5 2 1 0 0 0 

24 21 0 3 0 0 I rim. 2red-slipped body 

15 9 0 5 I 0 I rim 

11 4 0 6 I 0 I rim 
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Table 4.16. Results of shovel test program, Avila and Shangrila Groups (pR9, PRS). 

Maxdeplb 
Site ST (em) Soil description Notes 

medium-dark brown loam wi roots. 
Sbangrila 63 25 limestone pebbles and flecks decomposing bedrock at 25cm 

dark brown loosely-packed loam wi 
roots and limestone pebbles and 

Sbangrila 64 28 rocks 
dark brown clay loam wi roots and 

Sbangrila 6S 30 decomposing limestone bedrock at 30cm 
dark brown clay loam wi roots and 

Sbangrila 66 26 decomposing limestone 
dark brownloam wi roots and 

Sbangrila 67 28 limestone flecks 
Sbangrila 68 29 dark brown-black silty clay 

ceramics from the bottom of the pit-
Sbangrila 69 29 gray-brown silty clay possibly washed in 

dark brown-black silty clay wi a lot 
Sbangrila 70 15 of limestone flecks and chnnks bedrock at 15cm 

dark gray-brown silty clay loam wi 
Sbangrila 71 34 smail limestone flecks 

dark black-brown slity loam wi 
Sbangrila 72 31 limestone pebbles and smaIl roots 

dark black-brown silty clay loam wi 
Sbangrila 73 22 limestone pebbles some ceramic jnst above bedrock 

dark brown-black silty clay wi some 
limestone flecks, lighter gray soil at 

Sbangrila 74 33 top sterile clay 
dark gray-black clay wi some root 

Sbangrila 7S 34 inclusions clay samples taken for Brad 
Sbangrila 76 17 dark gray silty clay 

brown-black silty clay wi roots and 
Sbangrila 77 30 limestone pebbles 

brown-black silty clay wi roots and 
Sbangrila 78 41 limestone pebbles 
Sbangrila 79 31 brown silty loam 
Sbangrila 80 19 black silty clay loam wi roots 
Sbangrila 81 21 brown-black silty clay 
Sbangrila 82 29 gray-black clay 
Sbangrila 83 29 black clay wi limestone pebbles 
Sbangrila 84 30 brown-black silty clay loam 
Sbangrila 8S 30 grey-black and brown clays 
Sbangrila 86 ZI brown silty clay loam 
Sbangrila 87 10 dark brown silty loam 
Sbangrila 88 29 black-brown silty clay loam 
Sbangrila 89 27 black silty hnmns over dense clay 

black-brown silty clay loam w/lhick 
Sbangrila 90 29 root mat 
Sbangrila 91 26 black silty clay loam 

black silty clay loam wi roots and 
Sbangrila 92 30 limestone pebbles 

black silty clay loam wi limestone rocks at the bottom of pit (pass. 
Sbangrila 93 ,. 24 flecks decomposing bedrock, poss. cultural) 

artifact Large Small 
N= Ceramics Ceramics Lithics Shell Olbers# Olber items Diagnostics 

13 9 1 0 3 0 1 rim. 1 red-slipped body 

7 5 1 1 0 0 0 

9 5 4 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

9 4 2 3 0 0 1 rim 
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 

S 3 2 0 0 0 1 red-slipped rim. 3 red-slipped body 

1 0 1 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6 6 0 0 0 0 1 rim 

4 2 2 0 0 0 1 rim 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8 4 2 2 0 0 1 rim 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 
4 0 0 4 0 0 0 
8 3 3 2 0 0 0 
3 0 3 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 2 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 3 0 0 0 0 1 striated sherd 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 0 0 1 0 0 0 
3 1 0 2 0 0 0 

7 4 2 1 0 0 1 rim 

1 0 1 0 0 0 0 I 
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Figure 4.1 Survey and excavation areas mapped to date. 
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Figure 4.2 Detail of excavated units. 
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Figure 4.3 Plan of Subop If, Avila site (Lots 2028, 2032, 2034). 
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Figure 4.4 West profile of Subop 1f , Avila site. 
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Figure 4.5 Plan of Subop Ig, Avila site (Lots 2029, 2035, 2060). 
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Figure 4.6 North profIle of Subop Ig, Avila site. 
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Figure 4.7 North profIle of Subop Ih, Avila site. 
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Figure 4.8 Composite plan of Subops 2, 2a, 2b, 2c, 2e, Structure 2, Avila site. 
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Figure 4.9 North profile of Subop 2, Avila site . 
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Figure 4.10 Plan of Subop 2, Avila site, levels 4-8 (Lots 2078, 2083, 2087). 
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Figure 4.11 Plan of Subop 2d, Avila site, bedrock and location of Burial 2 (Lots 2092, 2093, 2096). 
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Figure 4.12 North profile of Subops 2d, 2f, Avila site. 
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Figure 4.13 Plan of Subop 11, Shangrila site (Lots 2042,2044). 
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Figure 4.14 East profile of Subop 11, Shangrila site. 
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Figure 4.15 Plan of Subop 12, Shangrila site (Lots 2052, 2055, 2053). 
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Figure 4.16 South profile of Subop 12, Shangrila site. 
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Figure 4.17 North profile of Subop 13, Avila site. 
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Figure 4.18 North profile of Subop 14, Shangrila site. 

20cm 

Map ___ _ 

··datum= 
57em 
below 

onitaatum 
(dC)turn #11) 

unexcavated 

<::::;:, limestone rock 
tm burnedJimestone rock 

.(a lithic 

m-medium brown, loosely packed, medium grain humus to;oil'''' ...... 
. :§; -medium gray-brown, moderately packed, medium grain, silty loam 
i~i -Iigbt brown, densely packed, fine grain, si'lty clay 
D -white, densely packed, fine grain limesetone clay 

105 



106 



SECTION TWO - ANALYSES 





Chapter 5 

A Preliminary Report on Ceramic Sourcing and Replication Studies at 
Progresso Lagoon 

Bradley W. Russell 

Introduction 

In order to more fully understand the relationships between the communities located in and 
around Progresso Lagoon over time, it is important to determine the original sources of pottery found in 
assemblages from the sites that have been excavated by the Belize Postclassic Project. Previous studies 
conducted in 1997 and 1998 by Anne Deane (1999) focused on replication of Post classic production and 
ftring techniques. Deane used clays from two of the sites then excavated by the project, Laguna de On 
Island and Caye Coco. In addition, she acquired samples from the swamp site ofK'axob then being 
excavated by Dr. Patricia McAnany from Boston University. Deane conducted two fIrings of different 
types, a pit ftring in 1997 and a surface bonftre in 1998. Both of these studies showed the suitability of 
locally acquired raw materials, resulting in the production of serviceable tiles and pots. Deane notes 
superfIcial similarities between the ceramics produced through experimentation and types found at both 
Laguna de On Island and Caye Coco, speciftcally mentioning Santa Flannel. 

In this study, I have two speciftc goals, to securely identify the sources of raw materials used in 
local ceramic production and to add to the replication work begun during the 1997 and 1998 seasons 
(Deane 1999). I will compare samples of the most common ceramic types from the Postclassic island site 
of Caye Coco and the Terminal Classic Strath Bogue site (Ferguson, this volume) against samples of raw 
materials collected during excavation of the sites themselves and during a survey roughly paralleling the 
west side of the Freshwater creek drainage north from Progresso Lagoon to its outlet at Laguna Seca. The 
ceramic tiles produced in this study and the sherd samples will be examined through both petrographic 
and neutron activation analysis techniques in an attempt to identify locally produced wares and the 
speciftc sources of the raw materials used to make them. This analysis should provide valuable 
information about local production and resource selection practices and how these practices changed from 
the Terminal Classic to Postclassic periods. It is also likely that this analysis will point to possible 
imported wares in the assemblages. This work has implications for the study of the economic and social 
organization of the Maya communities living in and around Progresso Lagoon. This chapter will be 
limited to a description of the methods employed during the resource survey, the preparation of the 
materials collected, and the techniques used during the ftring. I will also comment on some properties of 
the clays, ftring, and ftnished tiles to provide additional information to the replication studies conducted 
by Deane (1999). Results of the sourcing analysis are forthcoming. 

Raw Material Survey 

Clays were collected opportunistically from road cuts, road ftll quarries, and ftelds along the road 
running north from Caye Coco through the village of Progresso and on to Laguna Seca. This road closely 
parallels the west bank of Freshwater creek. Care was taken to avoid contamination of the samples in 
accordance with clay sampling guidelines offered by Rice (1987:319-321). In total, clay samples were 
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collected from 13 locations along the road and along the shore of Laguna Seca, on land owned by the 
proprietors of The Last Resort. The color of these samples varied greatly including white, yellow, gray, 
brown, red and black. ill addition, calcite temper was collected from a road fill quarry on the west shore 
of Progresso lagoon and a sample of burnt clay was collected from around a fire pit at The Last Resort. 
The location of these sources was recorded using a handheld GPS unit. Sample #11 was collected from a 
plowed field and likely contained a mixture of soils. Because of the high likelihood of contamination in 
this sample it will not be used for the sourcing study. It was collected for its utility in the replication side 
of the study. ill addition, clay samples were collected from excavation units on Caye Coco and the shore 
operations at the Avila group (Oland, this volume) and Strath Bogue (Ferguson, this volume). ill total 19 
clay samples, two burnt clay samples and one sample of calcite temper were collected for the study. 

Raw Material Preparation 

Five tiles were prepared from each type of clay. These five tiles per sample contained different 
tempers found in the ceramic assemblage. One tile was produced from the clay in its natural state. All 
other tiles were produced from clay that had been dried, crushed, and sifted through a fine mesh screen to 
remove natural inclusions. One tile was produced from this clay without adding any temper. A third tile 
was prepared by adding coarse calcite temper (See Figure 5.1) to the prepared clay. A fourth tile 
contained fine calcite temper (See Figure 5.2). The fifth tile contained sand temper. When tempers were 
added to the sifted clay, it became clear that different proportions were ideal for each type of temper due 
to the different properties of the tempers. Batches were prepared for several different proportions of each 
temper and tested in order to determine the ratio with the best working properties. It was determined that 
both the coarse and fine grained temper provided the best results at a mixture of 90% clay to 10% temper 
based on dry weight. The sand temper worked best with a mixture of 60% clay to 40% sand. 200g of each 
dry mixture was combined with water and wedged to achieve a good workability. The clay was then hand 
formed into tiles by several student volunteers. ill some cases, excess material was cut off and disposed 
of. 

Deal's (1998:42-43) ethnoarchaeological study of pottery production in the central Maya 
highlands suggests that variation in rainfall is a major factor in the scheduling of pottery production. He 
specifically notes that pottery production among the Chantal Maya slows significantly during the rainy 
season. Many potters shift entirely to agricultural production or other activities during this time and those 
that produce year-round ceramics produce less. Those that continued to produce during the rainy season 
had to do a great deal of their work indoors and take advantage of any available sun. Deal's Chantal 
informants indicated that the added moisture of the rainy season significantly affected drying times. This 
increased the likelihood of cracking during drying and affected the durability of the finished, fired 
vessels. It seems likely that the Maya of Northern Belize would have encountered similar problems. 

We encountered significant weather related difficulty drying the clay samples so they could be 
crushed and sieved. Like Deal's (1998) informants, we had to constantly monitor the weather, put 
samples out when it was sunny and pull them in before a storm developed. Most of the samples were 
moved in and out numerous times over the course of several days. Failure to monitor the weather closely 
had serious consequences: Sample #12, a gray clay from the shore of Laguna Sec a was dropped from the 
study because it was soaked during a sudden downpour and a great deal of it washed away, leaving too 
little to work with. Once the samples were dry we were forced to work under a covered patio area or 
indoors for the crushing and sieving. The formed tiles themselves took several days to dry, as we had to 
move them in and out between storms. Some cracking was experienced during the drying, but it is 
difficult to determine how much can be attributed to the weather and how much should be attributed to 
the properties of the materials, experience of the tile producers, or other factors. 
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Initial Data Collection 

In an attempt to quantify the working properties of each clay/temper mix and examine the effects 
of fIring, several measurements were taken for each tile. A lOcm line was etched into the surface of each 
tile when it was wet. It was measured again after the tile was dry and once more after fIring to measure 
shrinkage. The weight of each tile was measured in its wet, dry, and fIred state. This will allow me to 
examine the effects of variation in the amount of water added, which varied with the properties of each 
mix, and with the idiosyncrasies of the individual forming the tile. Munsell color readings were collected 
for the samples at all three stages to examine the color changes caused by fIring. Unfortunately, time 
constraints imposed by a strong tropical storm prevented me from completing data collection on the fIred 
tiles. It will be completed when full analysis of the samples begins. As discussed below, attempts to get 
accurate readings of the fIring temperature with a pyrometer failed. However, refIring experiments will be 
conducted on the tiles to determine the maximum temperature accurately. The same tests will be 
performed on sherds samples from the assemblages. This will provide valuable data regarding Maya 
pottery production practices. 

Firing 

The fIring experiments conducted by Deane (1999) suggested that a surface bonfrre burned hot 
enough to tum her clay to ceramic. However, she noted that many of her samples exhibited the dark 
central cores indicative of differential fmng, the outer surface becoming hot enough to burn off any 
organic material but the inner core not reaching the same temperature. This is a common result of non
kiln frred wares and can give a rough indication of the temperature of the fIre. Organic material bums out 
of ceramic between approximately 600 and 750 degrees Celsius (Rice 1987:88-89). This suggests that the 
fmng reached those temperatures, but did not remain at its maximum temperature for long. Depending on 
the particle size in the clays, it may take up to 20 minutes for ceramic to completely absorb the heat and 
eliminate all carbon. The fIner the particles, the longer this process takes. Another factor effecting this 
situation is the frring atmosphere: the more free oxygen in the fmng, the more rapidly the change takes 
place. Surface fmngs are highly variable and diffIcult to control in terms of atmosphere. The sherd 
collections from the Postclassic component of Caye Coco contained few ceramic types that showed 
carbon coring. Carbon cores become more common as you move back to the Terminal Classic phase. This 
suggests a change, and possibly refInement, in production techniques over time. 

The fIring preparation occurred in stages. First, we lit a frre in the space that we were using for 
the frring, in order to drive off any moisture in the ground, as any water vapor in the frre can signiftcantly 
cool the temperature. The frre was allowed to bum for over an hour. At the end of that time we cleared the 
remaining cinders and dug a trench out from the center of the frre to hold the cable for a thermocouple 
pyrometer. The pyrometer probe was left sticking out of the ground at the center of the fmng area. The 
remaining cable was buried in the trench to protect it from the heat of the frre. A cinderblock box was 
constructed around the pyrometer gauge to protect it. I had hoped that this would provide an accurate 
reading of the temperatures at the center of the frre. Unfortunately, the fuel immediately around the probe 
did not appear to get enough oxygen to fully combust, producing a reading lower than the temperatures 
that were achieved higher up in the frre, where most of tiles were located. While it produced low readings, 
the shape of the heating curve does provide useful information about the rate of temperature rise and 
cooling, which will be discussed later. Reheating experiments will be performed in the lab to ascertain the 
maximum temperature achieved. 

A bed of fuel was laid down around the probe and a metal grate was laid on top of the fuel with 
the probe sticking up through it. Depending in the diameter of the fuel used, the combustion rate varies. 
Olsen (1983:166) and Rice (1987:157) both suggest that the smaller the diameter of the fuel, the hotter 
and faster it will burn. I decided to use dried palm fronds, twigs and brush of very small diameter and 
dried coconut husks, all of which Rice (1987: 154) mentions as commonly used fuels for non-kiln frrings. 
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All of these materials burn very rapidly and give off a great deal of heat. The tiles were placed in the 
spaces ofthe cinderblocks to protect them from the weight of the fuel on top of them (See Figure 5.3). 
The cinderblocks were arranged in a diamond shape three rows deep around the probe. The tiles were 
randomly assigned places in the cinderblocks to offset the variability in temperature and atmosphere 
inherent in this type of fIring. Palm fronds and other fuel were packed in the middle of and around the 
cinderblocks (See Figure 5.4). The pile of fuel was built to an approximate height of two meters using 
alternating layers of dried palm and small dried brush with coconut husks placed at random throughout 
the pile (See Figure 5.5). All of this fuel was gathered around the property of Victor Ayuso and Sonia 
Espat, who graciously allowed us to conduct our fIring in a cleared fIeld behind the inn and restaurant that 
they own. 

Rice (1987: 157) suggests that lighting the fIre from the top will raise overall fIring temperatures 
by depositing an ash blanket over the fIre, reducing heat loss. This method also reduces breakage from 
heat shock by heating the ceramics more slowly at the beginning of the fIring. The fIre spread through the 
fuel quickly increasing the temperature to its maximum in 40 minutes. Some larger fuel was added at this 
point to prolong the duration of maximum temperature (See Figure 5.6). As the fIre burned down and 
exposed the blocks many of the tiles and cinderblocks were glowing orange. Rice (1987:157-1580) notes 
that potters often use this glow as a rough indication that the necessary temperature has been achieved to 
transform earthenware clay to ceramic. The fIre burned down to hot embers after approximately one and 
one half hours. We shoveled the coals around the cinderblocks and the fIre was allowed to cool overnight. 
In the morning the ash was pulled away. It was still smoldering and the temperature on the pyrometer had 
not dropped from 350 degrees, the last reading the night before. The ash was clearly holding in a great 
deal of heat. We pulled away the ash blanket and hot coals to allow the tiles to cool more rapidly. When 
the tiles were cool enough to handle they were removed. 

Preliminary Conclusions 

This study has already provided several results which further the goals of replication that have 
already been pursued by Deane (1999). Results relating to sourcing require further petrographic and 
neutron activation analysis. Clays were collected from a wide range of locations. These clays showed a 
great deal of variability in color and workability. Most of the samples collected proved to be quite suitable 
for the production of pottery. Several general observations can be made. 

Clays with a high organic content were more diffIcult to work with. These clays were 
distinguished by their dark brown to black color. They required more water than other clays to make them 
plastic. This in turn led to two specifIc problems. First, they became sticky and difficult to work. Second, 
the added water caused a greater degree of shrinkage, which led to increased cracking during drying. All 
fIve tiles of two such samples, #10 and #14, cracked during drying. Deane (1999) ran into similar 
problems with the more organic clays that she sampled. Overall, 20%, 19 of the 95 tiles, cracked during 
drying. Of the19 that cracked, 15 were dark brown, dark gray or black in color in their dry sifted state. 
Clays that were lighter in color performed much better in general. This helps rule out certain deposits, 
those with high organic content, from the list of probable sources for locally acquired clays. 

The clays collected in this survey all formed in a riverine or lacustrine environment in a limestone 
rich geological region. Rice (1987:410) calls these clays marly or calcareous. We found it difficult to 
completely remove the small weathered calcite occurring naturally in the clay. However, it is possible to 
distinguish the naturally occurring material from intentionally added temper based on its size and shape. 
The tiles made of the clay in its natural state and those made from the crushed and sifted clay without 
temper added, will provide a baseline for determining the source of the inclusions in the archaeological 
samples. 

The majority of the fInished tiles were well fIred throughout and showed considerable color 
development. Many showed varying degrees of fIre clouding. A few showed minimal carbon coring. This 
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is indicative of sustained high temperatures and a relatively oxygen rich atmosphere around the tiles. The 
color change in the tiles can be used to provide a rough estimate of the temperature of the fIre. Despite 
lower pyrometer readings at the base of the fIre, the temperature of the tiles likely reached at least 600 to 
750 degrees Celsius, and had been maintained for a minimum of 20 minutes to account for the full 
oxidation evident in the tiles (Rice 1987:88-89). Clays high in organic material showed the most dramatic 
change in color. Blacks and browns had disappeared entirely, replaced by the reds indicative of iron 
oxidation. Clays already exhibiting red color before fIring darkened considerably in color. The increasing 
development of the reds indicative of oxidized iron takes place up to 950 degrees (Rice 1987:335). 
Lighter colored clays tended to stay fairly light throughout the fIring process. Sherd samples from Caye 
Coco, containing calcite temper suggest that they were not fIred to temperatures reaching 870 degrees. 
Calcite, at approximately this temperature, turns to lime which swells as it absorbs water, causing 
characteristic cracking and spalling (Rice 1987:98). These features are not evident on calcite-tempered 
wares from Caye Coco. Future refIring experiments will be performed to determine the actual maximum 
temperatures of this fIring and the fIring temperatures attained by prehispanic Maya potters. 

The tiles produced in the fIeld, and one of each sample that will be fIred in more controlled 
circumstances in the laboratory, will be compared to samples of sherds dating from the Terminal Classic 
to the Late Postclassic. In addition to being the subject of the refIring experiments designed to provide 
more information about production techniques, these sherds and tiles will be analyzed by petrographic 
and neutron activation analysis. The results of these tests should identify both local sources of ceramic 
material and wares which themselves are produced locally. This study will provide data regarding 
economic and possibly social organization of the communities in and around Progresso Lagoon and how 
it is reflected in pottery production. 
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Figure 5.3 Close up view of cinderblocks showing arrangement of unfIred tiles in the block 
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5.5 Stack of fuel nearing completion 

Figure 5.6 Graph of flring temperatures over time, as measured by pyrometer. Temperature 
readings are too low to represent accurate readings at the hottest part of the flre. However, the 
curve of the line shows rapid heating of the flre, sustained maximum temperature and slow 
cooling. 
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Chapter 6 

The Ground Stone Tools from Caye Coco 

Antonina M. Delu 

Introduction 

From 1998 to 2000, a total of 83 ground stone tools have been collected during reconnaissance 
and excavations at the Postclassic site of Caye Coco, Belize. During the field season of 2001, I examined 
this class of artifact with the purpose of extracting information pertaining to Postclassic Mayan economics 
and subsistence. This chapter deals with the methods that I use to record the physical attributes of the 
grinding assemblage, and I report on my preliminary findings. In addition, I discuss an intriguing practice 
at Caye Coco that is not commonly reported for the region: that of post-usage, painted ground stone. 
More work on this analytical data is forthcoming, as it is the topic of my master's thesis at the University 
at Albany - SUNY. 

Methods of Ground Stone Classification and Analysis 

The term "ground stone" is a broad category used to define a wide variety of stone objects that 
have been modified by grinding, polishing, abrading, or battering. For the sake of clarity, the term is used 
here to define a class of artifacts that are ground, or show a polish, as the result of use associated with 
processing plant, animal, and/or mineral resources. In antiquity, grinding tools were likely the most 
indispensable implements in any given household. They are usually considered domestic in nature, but 
they would have been commonly used for other purposes. 

Even though milling implements are often multipurpose tools, the ground stone from Caye Coco 
is broken down into three simple categories based on type: metates, manos, and unidentifiable fragments. 
Manos and metates are, then, further divided into groups based on form. Due to the extreme fragmentary 
nature of the assemblage, this information is impossible to gather for many pieces of the collection. For 
unidentifiable fragments, the attributes recorded are: provenience, raw material, and metrics. 

Each piece in the Caye Coco ground stone collection is identified geologically by the variety of 
raw material, rock, or mineral. According to Sidrys (1983:295-296), three geological source zones are 
defmed for northern Belize: 

1) local sedimentary rock (limestone, sandstone, conglomerates, and shales); 
2) metamorphic and igneous intrusions of the Maya Mountains (gneiss, quartzite, slate, schist, 

granite, and porphyry); 
3) extrusive volcanic rocks from southern Guatemala or northern Honduras (basalt, vesicular 

lava, pumiceous and andisitic tuff, serpentine, obsidian, and jade). 

The study of raw material may reveal a preference for a certain type over another, and eventually all of 
the general geological sources will be identified for the Caye Coco assemblage based on the closest 
"matching" geological region for the raw material. 

Ground stone tools, especially those made of soft materials such as limestone, are prone to 
erosion that may remove the characteristic polished or ground surface. Exposure to wind, rain, standing 
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water and ftre only accelerates this process of decay. This makes the recognition of ground stone, both in 
and out of the fteld, difficult. Whenever present, erosional factors are recorded for the artifact. 

Metates (milling stones) are deftned as a stationary platform against which a mano is moved in 
order to process a substance. Mortars, deftned as a stone that has a manufactured concave surface marked 
by pecking or rotary grinding, fall into this general category. Metates are separated using the following 
categories created by Jaeger (1988:100-102) for the site of Santa Rita Corozal, Belize: 

Flat Metates: have grinding surfaces that reach the edge of the artifact, in addition to 
having a straight edge. A sub-category of the flat metate type is one with legs or feet; 
understanding that some un-footed fragments might originate in this category. It is also 
important to note that the number of flat, legged metates may be underestimated and the 
number of slabs overestimated. 

Concave Metates: have grinding surfaces that curve inward, like the inside of a bowl, and 
extend to the edge, not enclosed by a rim. This type is also known as the turtle-back 
metate, that is common throughout the Maya Lowlands (Willey 1978). 

Trough or Basin Metates: can vary from shallow to deep, are "D-shaped" when viewed in 
cross-section, and the grinding surface does not generally extend to the edge. A trough 
metate can often slope from one side to another from use. Trough metates require the 
most effort to manufacture out of all of these three types, and most likely last a 
considerably longer time than the manos that are used with them (Schlanger 1991). 

Depending on the classiftcation of the metate, and the size of the fragment or whole piece, 
measurements are taken differently. In general, length, width, height, and weight in grams are recorded. A 
maximum/minimum thickness is recorded when appropriate, that is, usually only when there is a 
complete, or almost complete, artifact. Height is the maximum distance from a metate rim to its ventral 
surface, and basin thickness refers to the stone thickness in the middle, or thinnest portion, of the metate 
basin. Following Clark (1998:96), dimensional data recorded for a trough/basin metate are: length, width, 
height, basin thickness, wall thickness, border width, length width, width height, and basin thickness 
depth. 

Manos (handstones) are identified as stones clearly used on, or in, metates in motions moving 
back and forth, going in circles, or chopping. Rubbing it against the metate creates use-wear on manos, 
and both tools are worn at the same instance in a complementary way. Manos may be held in one or two 
hands, and come in a variety of shapes that reflect their use. Pestles, elongated stone objects with one, or 
both, ends flattened by rotary grinding or by pecking either deliberately, or through use, are grouped into 
the mano category. 

For manos, both longitudinal and transverse cross-sections are recorded, whenever possible, by 
reference to templates (see Clark 1988:98-99). If a mano is complete, or an end fragment, the shape of the 
ends and borders are recorded. Rounded and tapered ends are actually a characteristic of the grinding 
surface (Le., it is the surface which does or does not taper). Recorded metric data for manos includes 
length, maximum/minimum width, maximum/minimum thickness, and weight. Here width is deftned as 
greater than the thickness. 

Grinding implements from the Caye Coco collection are considered on the basis of their major 
functional differences. Some categories considered during analysis are: 

1) rotary, or rotation of the mano, versus reciprocal (back and forth) grinding; 
2) size of the mano, and if it is used in one hand or two hands; 
3) open versus restricted shapes of the metate grinding surface; 
4) patterns in breakage. 
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Artifact temporal data, if it can be determined, will be considered once the context is identified. 
Future analytical work will only deal with the grinding implements from the Postclassic lots of Caye 
Coco. 

Preliminary Results 

Eighty-three pieces of ground stone were collected from the island of Caye Coco. Forty-nine 
metates and metate fragments (Figure 6.1) have been recovered from 26 different sub-operations 
(subops), as well as from surface collections. Thirty-two manos and mano fragments (Figure 6.2) have 
been collected from 26 different subops, in addition to surface collections. Two fragments (Figure 6.1) 
from the assemblage are deemed unidentifiable. 

A breakdown of the different raw materials types of the grinding tools can be found in Tables 6.1 
and 6.2. When raw material is broken down for the entire site of Caye Coco using the aforementioned 
Sydrys classification scheme, we see that 21 pieces of ground stone originate from local sources (ca. 
2S%). Forty-one pieces are from metamorphic or igneous intrusions (ca. 49%), most likely emanating 
from the Maya Mountains. Finally, 21 are made from extrusive volcanic rocks (ca. 2S%), of which the 
nearest sources are located in southern Guatemala or northern Honduras. Thus, approximately two-thirds 
of the ground stone assemblage was crafted out of non-local raw materials. 

Metates were recovered from a total of 26 subops from Caye Coco: Subops 9, 13h, 13i, 13j, 131, 
14, lSb, 1St lSg, 18d, 22,27a, 27b,28d,29b,29d,30,30b,31,34,34d,34e,34g,36 ,38,and39.Manos 
were found in the following subops: 1h, 6c, 131, 13p, 14, IS, lSg, 16a, 17a, 18, 18b, 18c, 18e, 20, 29a, 
29c, 26a, 30h, 30j, 30k, 31, 34b, 34c, 34d, 38, and 40a. Unidentified ground stone items are recovered 
from both a surface collection and from Subop 33. With this contextual information I plan to map the 
distribution of the ground stone from Caye Coco. In certain cases, a study of context may define the 
incident that resulted in that particular deposit. 

The attributes of all of the artifacts in the Caye Coco ground stone collection are recorded in 
detail. With the gathered data, I will attempt to identify how the various pieces of ground stone in the 
assemblage were used (Le., residential vs. ceremonial, food vs. mineral processing, etc.). Comparing the 
variation in form may reveal if, and how, form relates to function, and might also show that one form may 
be preferred over others at Caye Coco. Furthermore, patterns in the variation of raw materials, size, form, 
etc., and their relation to context may shed light on the distribution of ground stone among different social 
classes on the island. 

A Unique Discovery: Painted Ground Stone at Caye Coco 

I made an interesting discovery during the ground stone analysis process: I identified the presence 
of paint on five manos from the collection (Figure 6.3). A possible sixth painted mano was identified after 
the entire collection of manos was re-evaluated for the presence of paint. The painted manos shared a 
common raw material, quartzite, which is grayish in color. All of these manos show some trace of white 
paint, and in addition, four out of five manos show traces of black paint. One fragmented bifacial mano 
displays white paint on an entire facet, but lacks any visible trace of black paint. 

Two manos show white stripes that are interspersed with black stripes (Figure 6.4). Space is left 
between the stripes, so that the gray color of the raw material forms a third, unpainted, stripe. The 
painting on these two manos exists not only on the ground facets of the artifact, but overlap onto broken 
areas that display no grinding. This suggests that they were painted post-breakage. The sixth mano was 
problematic because, while it is of the same parent material as the other painted manos in the collection, 
and was, in fact, found in association with another of the painted manos, it has been washed and showed 
only one small, faint spot where it was most likely painted. 

Four out of six of the painted manos are associated with burials. The remaining two were found in 
two different locations: one was located just east of Structure 1, and the other approximately SO meters 
east of Structure 8, not far from the northern shore of Caye Coco. 
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In the 2000 field season, a wall feature (Lot #1254) was uncovered that contained a recycled and 
painted limestone, trough-shaped metate (Russell 2001:29). The metate was positioned such that it 
formed a niche in the wall. The majority of the metate is intact, with only a comer of it broken off, and 
some of the paint damaged during the excavation process (Figure 6.5). The metate shows use-wear in the 
basin, in that it dramatically slopes from one side to the other. It is lined with plaster of various colors, 
and the margin/rim of the metate is painted black, and it is uniform in color along the edge. The painted, 
ground surface on the inside graded in color from red and orange to yellow. 

I stress that this paint does not appear to be the result of grinding pigment, as it is evenly spread 
throughout the entire trough, including the vertical sidewalls and rim. This find was unique in that no 
other painted metates have been discovered for Caye Coco, and painted ground stone are extremely rare 
throughout the Maya region, as well as for the larger region of Mesoamerica. Further research will be 
conducted that deals with the context and associations of the painted ground stone from Caye Coco. 

Summary 

The location of Caye Coco within Progresso Lagoon links it with the Caribbean Sea, and to the 
flourishing maritime trade of the Postclassic time period. Caye Coco was most likely an important 
regional Postclassic political center, and. artifacts encountered on the island suggest that it was a 
successful community of households engaged in a multitude of activities, including local and long 
distance trade (Masson 1999). An initial look at the raw material of the ground stone from Caye Coco 
suggests that there is an emphasis on using non-local stones for grinding tools, possibly an indication of 
the increased importance placed on commerce during the Postclassic period. 

The ground stone assemblage from Caye Coco is a class of artifact that will reveal further 
information about Postclassic Maya economy and subsistence. In particular, the distribution of ground 
stone artifacts at Caye Coco may expose patterns dealing with social differentiation on the island. Further 
study of the patterns in variation of the artifact attributes, and their context, may shed light on the 
distribution of grinding implements among different social classes on the island. 

In studying this assemblage, I will attempt to identify the various uses of ground stone at Caye 
Coco on several different levels (such as household usage versus ceremonial usage, the types of items 
processed, etc.) Preliminary study of the artifacts has revealed that some pieces in the collection are 
painted, suggesting a ritual, or ceremonial function for these items. Painted ground stone, which is not 
commonly reported for sites in Mesoamerica, will be examined as a grave offering that may help to 
further establish social differentiation in mortuary behavior at Caye Coco. 

Formal presentation of this analysis of the ground stone assemblage of Caye Coco is forthcoming. 
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Figure 6.1. Metate, metate fragments, and unidentified fragments from Caye Coco 

Figure 6.2. Mano and mana fragments from Caye Coco 
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Table 6.1 Raw Material Counts for Metates and Unidentified Fragments 

Material 
Vesicular Basalt 

Quartzite 

Limestone 

Metamorphic 

Granite 

Diorite 

Igneous 

Basalt 

Gabbro 

Sandstone 

Table 6.2 Raw Material Counts for Manos 

Material 
Quartzite 

Limestone 

Travertine 

Granite 

Vesicular Basalt 

Rhyolite 

Gabbro 

Diorite 

Chert 

Milky Quartz 

Sandstone 

121 

N= 
18 

13 

6 

5 

3 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

N= 
9 

9 

3 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 



Figure 6.3. Painted Manos 

Figure 6.4. An example of a black and white painted mano 
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Figure 6.5. Painted metate 
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Chapter 7 

Type: Variety Analysis of Terminal Classic and Early Postclassic 
Caye Coco Pottery from the 2000 Season 

Marilyn A. Masson 

Introduction 

Laboratory analysis of sherds from the Caye Coco 2000 season had three main goals. The fIrst 
was to complete type:variety classifIcations for the site, resulting in a 100% comprehensive inventory of 
sherd types for all seasons of investigation. The second and third goals were to refIne our understanding 
of Progresso Lagoon chronology by identifying, for the fIrst time, Terminal Classic types represented at 
the island and by analyzing the largest sample recovered by our project of primarily Early Postclassic 
materials from Caye Coco. l We had not identified Terminal Classic types in the past because this period 
is sporadically represented in the deposits of Caye Coco. Our previous research design focused on 
Postclassic period features, and until 2000 we encountered Terminal Classic sherds in mixed contexts or 
in highly eroded and fragmented states. In 2000, we tested domestic deposits of primarily Terminal 
Classic age (Subop 39, Sastry 2001) and discovered a round structure of this date beneath the Postclassic 
levels of Structure 1 (Digrius and Masson 2001). We have been working on Early Postclassic pottery 
trends at Caye Coco since our work at Laguna de On2

, although recovering these in pure contexts was a 
rare occurrence. 

Analysis of sherds was accomplished by the author, with the invaluable assistance ofWilfredo 
Cruz, Elizabeth France, Bradley Russell, and Debra Walker. We also received valuable input from Carlos 
Peraza of Centro INAR-Yucatan during his visit to the site in July. Peraza and Cruz have worked on the 
pottery of sites of various periods in Yucatan and Quintana Roo, and their expertise is highly sought after 
in the northern Maya lowlands. The confIdence with which we were able to identify pottery types from 
Caye Coco that shared close attributes of form and decoration with types identifIed at Chichen Itza (Smith 
1971) was greatly enhanced by their recognition of these types from fIrsthand experience with northern 
collections. They also helped us to recognize imported wares that appear to be from northern Yucatan. 
The pioneering work of Debra Walker (1990) on Terminal Classic and Early Postclassic work at Cerros 
has been instrumental to breakthroughs in identifying our northeast Belize assemblages, and we were 
fortunate to have her visit our project to help us refine our classifIcations. Diane Chase's (1982) 
classifIcations of pottery from Terminal ClassiclEarly Postc1assic (TCIEPC) Nohmul and Santa Rita were 
also particularly enlightening. 

I During the 2000 season, Bradley Russell (2001) excavated a 2X3m unit in which a midden of 110cm in 
depth was encountered and excavated in 10cm levels (Subop 38). The lower 40cm of this deposit 
contained primarily Early Postc1assic pottery and this represents the largest, most pure sample of this 
material recovered to date from our work at northeast Belize sites. 

2 Previous results of this work are described on the Foundation for the Advancement of Mesoamerican 
Studies website (Postclassic Political Cycles in Northern Belize report by Marilyn Masson, 
www.famsi.org), along with AMS dates from middens and features. 
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Chase (1982) initially recognized the relationships of TC/EPC red slipped pottery, Kik Red, with 
Chichen Red, and she put the Kik Red type group under the category of Chichen Red wares. The new 
chronology for Chichen Itzel, now fIrmly established (Andrews et al. 2000), places this site in line with the 
southern lowlands Terminal Classic, and Chase recognized some of the important impacts of the rise of 
this northern empire upon sites in northern Belize (see also Chase and Chase 1982). The similarities 
between Progresso Lagoon assemblages and those of Santa Rita and Cerros are not surprising given their 
close proximity. Our identifIcation of pottery relationships between Caye Coco and Chichen ItZel 
supplements our discovery of other evidence for interactions with this northern center encountered in the 
2000 season in the form of a round structure at the top of central hill of the island (Digrius and Masson 
2001). A round structure at Nohmul provided Chase and Chase (1982) with similar evidence for the 
impact of Chichen ItZel at some northern Belize sites. 

The relationships of Progresso pottery to Chichen Itzelwares are in need of further refInement. 
We infer that slipped and unslipped wares exhibiting similarities in form and decoration to those of the 
northern center were made locally, using clays near Progresso Lagoon. However, all types do not 
resemble those of the northern center: also included are types that are more common at central and 
northwestern Belize sites. Further work is needed to identify paste characterizations, and it is hoped that 
Russell's planned paste analysis (Chapter 5, this volume) will be useful in clarifying production patterns 
of our Terminal Classic wares. Larger samples of Terminal Classic pottery have been collected by 
Ferguson (Chapter 3, this volume) in 2001, and more collections will follow from the 2002 season. Her 
future typological classifIcations may refIne those presented here. 

The initial type descriptions given in this chapter include a number of variations in decorative 
vessel attributes, notably rim and lip shapes, under broader type categories. However, rim sherds assigned 
to various types do share more general attributes of vessel forms, decorative variable such as striation, and 
paste characterizations. Paste and form (reflected by rim types) were the most weighted variables in our 
typological classifIcations. Further work may measure the degree of variation in individual attributes such 
as bolstered rim shape (rounded, drooping, etc) or the location on the neck or shoulder where striations 
begin, and this may reflect dimensions of the production mode of these vessels. For example, were large 
numbers of individual households producing these vessels for their own use, and might such patterns 
reflect great variation in micro-attributes of un slipped pottery? 

The analysis of Early Postclassic pottery concentrated on quantifIcation of two dominant types 
for this period, initially identifIed by Walker (1990). These types include Zakpah Orange Red and Tsabak 
Unslipped. Currently, we believe these types dominated Caye Coco assemblages from around A.D. 950-
1100, based on AMS dating of a charred log from a pit feature (Subop 29) that contained these types 
exclusively (Masson report, www.famsi.org) and AMS dating of Terminal Classic and Late Postclassic 
assemblages present at the site before and after this temporal interval. Zakpah Orange Red and its related 
incised or gouged types bear close resemblances to Buk phase orange red slipped pottery identifIed at 
Lamanai (Graham 1987). These resemblances are observed in vessel form (chalices, pedestal bases, etc), 
in the slip color, and in erosional characteristics. The paste of Zakpah Orange Red differs signifIcantly 
from earlier Terminal Classic types at Progresso, in that it is sandy and buff colored on the exterior, and 
sherd cross sections almost always reveal a dark gray interior core. Terminal Classic slipped pastes are 
fIne, and most do not exhibit this sandy, granular texture. Tsabak Un slipped paste is also sandy, and these 
thick vessels are often red in color, with gradations to gray. Descriptions for new types are included 
below, along with updated descriptions for the Early and Late Postclassic. Wilfredo Cruz drew all of the 
rim profIles published in this chapter. 
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Slipped Pottery Type Descriptions - Terminal Classic 

Type: Coco Red, Variety Unspecified 
Ceramic Group: Zakpah 
Ware: Unspecified 
Ceramic Complex: Progresso (Sihnal) 
Ceramic Sphere: Rancho 
Established: Cerros (Walker 1990) 
Illustrations: Figure 7.1 
Frequency: Common, regularly present in Terminal Classic lots, but not in high frequencies. 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) bowls - wide mouthed with rounded sides and common slightly 

incurving rims, 2) coarse sandy paste with buff exteriors (7.5YR 6/4) and incompletely fired 
black cores. Pinkish red slip (with variation in color) is highly eroded, sometimes completely 
missing or clinging in a few patches. Slip on exteriors only in this sample. 

Description: This bowl form (with rare olIas) is regularly present but is not a dominant type in 
assemblages. It bears resemblance to two later types of the Early Postclassic, Tsabak Unslipped 
and Zakpah Orange Red, in its coarse sandy baste with buff exterior and incompletely fired black 
core. It is finer than Tsabak and coarser than Zakpah. Forms are not closely related, however, 
with the exception of a single outflaring rim olIa sherd that resembles Tsabak Un slipped olIa 
forms. Zakpah Orange Red has bowl forms but these are thinner and commonly have an inward 
beveled rim that does not resemble bowl rims of Coco Red. Coco Red bowls share the common 
wide mouthed bowl form but much variation is observed in the configuration and execution of 
rims and lips. Two primary rim/lip combinations are most common. These include flattened lip, 
folded rim variations and thickened rim, rounded lip vessels with an exterior indentation. Strictly 
rounded rim or variations of thickened rims are also observed. Censers may also have been made 
from these pastes, as one grooved lip, outflaring example suggests. 

Dark cores are common in heavily sand tempered pastes in later Postclassic pottery. 
Variation in specific rim/lip combinations suggests this form was not mass-produced, or produced 
according to a highly standardized production template. 

Intrasite Distribution: Most Terminal Classic contexts at Caye Coco. 
Intersite Distribution: Unknown. Consultation with Debra Walker revealed that the form and highly 

eroded nature of these sherds resemble a contemporary type known as Sakatan Un slipped that she 
defmed at Cerros (Walker 1990:77-78). The Sakatan published description differs from Coco Red 
in that the distinctive black, incompletely fired cores and sand temper are not present, and 
Sakatan is an unslipped type, whereas slip is sometimes preserved on Coco Red. Similarities in 
bowl form may link these types functionally. Scholars at other sites in northern Belize have not 
reported similar types, and they may represent a highly local vessel of specialized function. 
Walker (1990:77-78) suggests that the fragmentary nature of Sakatan Unslipped may have 
rendered these sherds inconspicuous and difficult to classify at other sites. 

Type: Campbell's Red 
Ceramic Group: Kik 
Ware: Chicben Red 
Ceramic Complex: Sihnal 
Ceramic Sphere: Rancho 
Established: Nohmul (Chase 1982:497) 
Illustrations: Figure 7.2 
Frequency: Common 
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Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) bolstered rim that slopes downward in a concave arc from lip to base 
of rim. Sometimes lower portion of the rim droops downward before returning to vessel body, 
other times it makes a linear right angle, 2) paste is salmon-pink color or buff and it is usually 
homogenous from exterior through the interior core, 3) little visible temper, 4) paste resembles 
slate (Muna Slate) as well as Kik Red ceramics, 5) large incurving rim basin form, 6) rims can be 
slipped on exterior or interior. 

Description: See Walker (1990:62). Slips rarely preserve but pastes are well made. 
Intrasite Distribution: Almost all Terminal Classic contexts. 
Intersite Distribution: Form of vessel, paste, and rims resembles similar basins of the Puuc Slate type in 

the Cehpech complex (Smith 1971:8, 175, Robles 1988:67, Peraza 1993:139). However, the 
bolstered rim styles differentiate Campbell's Red as does the paste color. 

Type: Kik Red 
Ceramic Group: Kik 
Ware: Chichen Red 
Ceramic Complex: Sihnal 
Ceramic Sphere: Rancho 
Established: Nohmul (Chase 1982:495) 
Illustrations: Figure 7.3 
Frequency: Common 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) salmon pink or red brown paste with fine calcite inclusions in temper, 

2) homogenous exterior and interior paste color, 3) red slip (interior and exterior), 4) often eroded 
away. 

Description: See Chase (1982:495), Walker (1990:61). Fragmented state in Caye Coco contexts. Sherds 
can be quite thin. This type forms the most abundant red slipped serving ware of Terminal Classic 
lots at Caye Coco. 

Intrasite Distribution: All Terminal Classic lots. 
Intersite Distribution: Cerros and Nohmul. It is interesting that Chase placed this type within the Chichen 

Red ware group as it is the dominant serving ware category of the Terminal Classic lots at Caye 
Coco. Pastes resemble slates identified at Caye Coco such as Balankanche Red on Slate. This 
pattern suggests important ties to the Chichen Itza sphere. In other Terminal Classic assemblages 
from Northern Belize, Tinaja Red is often the most common red slipped type, but this type 
includes many forms. Achote Black is another ubiquitous type at northern Belize sites (Mock 
1994). Pastes of Kik Red at Caye Coco are nearly identical to examples of Achote Black 
identified at this site. Rims can be rounded or thickened, sag bottom basal break dish forms occur, 
and lips can be rounded or flat with a groove. 

Type: Progresso Slate 
Ceramic Group: Progresso Slate 
Ware: Unspecified 
Ceramic Complex: Progresso (Sihnal) 
Ceramic Sphere: Rancho 
Established: This study 
Illustrations: Examples to be published in forthcoming publications. 
Frequency: Common 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) a variety of forms, smaller vessels probably used for serving with 

aesthetically executed decorative touches on rims, 2) eroded slip or olivelbrown slip - adhering 
slip is fme and has a waxy quality, 3) pastes are very fme, hard and have calcite inclusions in 
temper, 4) interior cores are light brown, dark brown, or black, 5) eroded slip exteriors reveal a 
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brownlbuff smooth soapy or chalky surface with contrasts to darker inner core, 6) surfacing 
suggests special finishing techniques and not incomplete firing as vessels are hard fired and well 
made. 

Description: Variations in rim form are abundant. Outflaring wall dishes, sag bottom dishes, some with 
incised flanges are observed. Rims show that jars, tecomates, and dishes are common. Jars can 
have a direct rim with an exterior beveled lip, or they can have outfiaring rims and thickened lips 
or interior grooves. One vessel pedestal had a squared rim and was externally excised, and a 
squared rim bowl was observed. This type represents an imitation slate ware that was probably 
made in the Progresso area or nearby. Forms and slips emulate Chichen Itza slates (especially 
Ticul), but paste differs. We do have low quantities of Ticul and Muna slate at Progresso, but 
these are not described in this report. 

Intrasite Distribution: Present in moderate amounts in most Terminal Classic deposits. Can be difficult to 
recognize if highly eroded. 

Intersite Distribution: Unknown. At Cerros (Walker 1990:67,78) Muna or Ticul slate are reported, but 
not local imitations. Caye Coco has both imports and this local type. 

Type: Achote Black Slipped 
Ceramic Group: Achote 
Ware: Peten Gloss 
Ceramic Sphere: Tepeu 
Established: Uaxactun (Smith and Gifford 1966:154) 
Illustrations: Figures 7.4, 7.5 
Frequency: Common 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) salmon/pink, red/light brown paste that is homogenous with little 

temper visible though some fine calcite is observed, 2) black slip is present in various states of 
preservation and where it is eroded off a black stain remains on interior or exterior surfaces, 3) 
cylinder and sag bottom dishes, bowls, and plates with ring bases - a variety of forms. 

Description: See Ball (1977:34), Mock (1994:244), Valdez (1987), and Smith and Gifford (1966). 
Vessels are common and are of diverse forms. Paste is similar, in fact nearly identical to Kik Red 
at Caye Coco. Forms observed at Caye Coco include a cylinder vase with a pointed rim and one 
with an outflaring rim, a bowl with a pointed rim, and an outflaring wall sag bottom dish. 

Intrasite Distribution: All Terminal Classic lots. 
Intersite Distribution: See citations above. Ubiquitous throughout northern Belize and into southern 

Quintana Roo. 

Type: Torro Gouged Incised 
Ceramic Group: Achote 
Ware: Peten Gloss 
Ceramic Sphere: Tepeu 
Established: Uaxactun (Smith 1955: 185) 
Illustrations: Figure 7.5 
Frequency: Rare 
Principle Identifying Attributes: See Mock 1994:245. 
Description: See Mock 1994:245, so few examples were recovered at Caye Coco that a description is 

premature. 
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Unslipped Pottery Type Descriptions - Terminal Classic 

Type: Encanto Striated 
Ceramic Group: Encanto 
Ware: Uaxact6n Un slipped 
Ceramic Complex: Chintok 
Established: Becan (Ball 1977: 15) 
Illustrations: Examples to be published in forthcoming publications. 
Frequency: Common 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) grooved folded or thickened rim with depression exteriorly exhibited 

between lip and base of rim ("arrowhead" shape), 2) horizontal striae to neck (thin striae, close 
together, variable), 3) calcite temper, 4) variable paste colors (graylbuff primarily), 5) jar (large 
form). 

Description: Rim is outflaring but variation is observed in the acuteness of neck angle. Some specimens 
(d, e) suggest a longer, straighter neck and larger vessel size while others are shorter and show 
curvature a short distance below the rim (a-c). Heavy use of calcite temper is observed in all 
specimens, which show white calcite flecks on all surfaces. Paste is chalky and soft in its 
erosional state. In this characteristic it differs from later Santa Un slipped (Late Postclassic) to 
which the paste of this wear bears a resemblance. (Santa Un slipped, in contrast, has a 
combination of grit and calcite temper making it harder to the touch). Paste and rimllip style show 
substantial variation. 

Intrasite Distribution: Common, but not in large quantities. Does not numerically dominate lots. Form 
and function are similar to Progresso Striated (Progresso variety, especially, but also Freshwater 
Creek Variety). The distinguishing factors are greater grit mixed in the paste ofProgresso Striated 
and the grooved rim of Encanto. Encanto vessels are probably a smaller vessel than Progresso 
Striated, but metric data are needed to quantify this. Rims of Encanto also appear more gracile 
than those of Progresso. 

Intersite Distribution: Established at Becan (see Ball 1977: 15). 

Type: Piste Striated 
Ceramic Group: Sisal Unslipped 
Ware: Chichen Un slipped 
Ceramic Sphere: Sotuta 
Established: Chichen Itza (Smith 1971:Figure 11) 
Illustrations: Figure 7.6 
Frequency: Common 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) calcite and grit tempered paste, dense and well-made, often reddish 

brown with dark cores (can be buff, brown, or red also), 2) decorative medial ridge on exterior 
below lip - can define angle sloping outward from lip or can emerge from basically a direct 
rim/lip configuration. 3) lips are pointed or flat. Rims are direct or slightly outbevelled to ridge, 
or are slightly everted, and they can have everted flat rims with pointed lips, 4) long or short 
necked large jars - striation begins low on the neck and is scarcely seen on rim sherd. 

Description: See Smith (1971:20, Peraza 1993:268). These large jars are well made and necks and rims 
are thick in comparison to body sherds, which are much thinner. Paste color varies. Type closely 
resembles published variations for Chichen Itza. 

Intrasite Distribution: Found in low but consistent numbers in Terminal Classic lots on Caye Coco and 
Progresso Shore. 
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Intersite Distribution: Defined for ChicMn Itza as one of its primary un slipped groups by Smith (1971). 
This type is recognized throughout sites in northwest Yucatan and Quintana Roo (see Peraza 
1993:268). Examples: Isla Cerritos (Robles 1988), EI Meco (Robles 1986:100), sites on Cozumel 
Island (Connor 1983:259), and Becan (Ball 1977). The common use of this type in the Progresso 
Lagoon area suggests important ties to ChicMn Itza. 

Type: Buyuk Striated 
Ceramic Group: Buyuk 
Ware: Dzul Striated 
Ceramic Complex: Sihnal 
Ceramic Sphere: Rancho 
Established: Nohmul (Chase 1982:509) 
Illustrations: Figure 7.7 
Frequency: Rare 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) salmonlbuff homogenous paste with fine calcite temper - very much 

like slate pastes or Kik Red/Campbell's Red paste, 2) distinctive everted rim form and very short 
neck, 3) deep gouged striations sometimes in patterned bands on vessel body. Rims have everted 
lips toward the exterior or interior. 

Description: See Chase (1982:509), Sidrys (1983:221), Walker (1990:71). 
Intrasite Distribution: Terminal Classic middens at Caye Coco. 
Intersite Distribution: Northern Belize and Quintana Roo (Carlos Peraza, personal communication 2001) 

Type: Progresso Striated 
Ceramic Group: Sisal Unslipped 
Ware: ChicMn Unslipped 
Ceramic Sphere: Sotuta 
Established: This study 
Illustrations: Figure 7.8 
Frequency: Common 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) bolstered rim, 2) horizontal striations to rim (up the neck), 3) calcite 

and grit temper, 4) large size of some vessels (variable). 
Description: The striated outflaring rim basins and ollas are large and abundant. It is the most common 

utilitarian vessel of the Terminal Classic horizon at Progresso. Horizontal striations vary in 
decorative qualities, but are generally shallow and close together. Body sherds show parallel 
striations and cross hatching in a variety of patterns. Body sherds vary in color from red to buff, 
and from gray to black, depending on use-related burning. Body sherds can be hard to distinguish 
from Encanto Striated due to similarities in paste and temper and striation patterns. Progresso 
Striated resembles ChicMn Unslipped Piste Striated vessels (Smith 1971:21, Figure lla, b), 
except that Progresso Striated has horizontal striations all the way up the neck to the rim rather 
than initiating at the shoulder as in Piste. Straight or slightly outcurving necks sometimes are 
long, making the identification of j ar forms difficult (could be basins), but probably all of them 
are ollas with necks of differing heights. 

Intrasite Distribution: Abundant. 
Intersite Distribution: Not known. 
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Type: Freshwater Striated 
Ceramic Group: Sisal Unslipped 
Ware: Chichen Un slipped 
Ceramic Sphere: Sotuta 
Established: This study 
Illustrations: Figure 7.9 
Frequency: Common 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) bolstered rim, 2) unstriated neck, 3) calcite/grit temper, 4) large size 

ollas. 
Description: Thin, striated body sherds are indistinguishable from Progresso Striated. Neck heights vary 

but are probably ollas. Some examples are identical to Piste Striated (Smith 1971:21, Figure 11b) 
and this is probably a locally made version of this type. Except for the striations being absent on 
the neck this type is identical to Progresso Striated and should probably be considered a variety of 
it, rather than a separate type. As such, this description is provisional, and should not be 
considered permanent. Whole vessels were not recovered but would be helpful to determine the 
full variation in vessel forms. 

Intrasite Distribution: Abundant. 
Intersite Distribution: See description for Progresso Striated. 

Type: Progresso Striated, Red Interior Variety 
Ceramic Group: Sisal Unslipped 
Ware: Chichen Un slipped 
Ceramic Sphere: Sotuta 
Established: This study 
Illustrations: None 
Frequency: Rare 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) red washed interior on buff paste. 
Description: Only body sherds have been recovered, and these were from a single context. They are 

otherwise identical to Progresso Striated, although the form is unknown (but probably an olla). 
Intrasite Distribution: Not known. 
Intersite Distribution: Not known. 

Type: Chambel Striated 
Ceramic Group: Chambel 
Ware: Dzul Striated 
Established: Nohmul (Chase 1982:510) 
Illustrations: Figure 7.10, 7.11 
Frequency: Common 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) rolled or everted rims with striations that start at the shoulder, 2) 

calcite temper, easily eroded soft paste, brown, gray, or buff with or without darker cores. 
Description: Rolled rim ollas are common, as are everted rims. More variety is observed in the everted 

rim than the rolled. Necks are generally long, and slightly outcurving, so that large rim sherds 
reveal few striations. See Walker (1990:73-74) for description that closely matches Progresso 
Lagoon sherds of this type. Everted rims may be part of another ceramic type (perhaps Piste 
Striated as defined here at Progresso) that could eventually be defined with a larger sample size. 
Type closely resembles Piste Striated (Smith 1971:21) ofthe Chichen Unslipped ware group in 
form. Piste also has rolled rim un slipped ollas with thin striations originating at the base of the 
neck, and everted rim forms as well. Paste characteristics of Chambel as described by Walker 
(1990) match those documented at Progresso Lagoon in this report in terms of color, calcite 
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temper, and thin striations, and it is in the paste qualities that this form differs from types we have 
called Piste Striated at Progresso. Piste pastes are harder and contain grit, whereas Chambel sherd 
pastes have a much softer quality. 

Intrasite Distribution: Terminal Classic lots. 
Intersite Distribution: Nohmul (Chase 1982) and Cerros (1990). 

Slipped Pottery Type Descriptions - Early Postclassic 

Type: Zakpah Orange Red 
Ceramic Group: Zakpah 
Ware: Unspecified 
Ceramic Complex: Sihnal 
Ceramic Sphere: Rancho 
Established: Cerros (Walker 1990) 
Illustrations: Figure 7.12, 7.13 
Frequency: Abundant 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) buff sandy paste with incompletely flIed gray cores, 2)orange red slip 

that often is eroded completely off of sherds, 3) chalices, inward beveled rim bowls, sag bottom 
outflaring wall dishes (sometimes with basal flanges). 

Description: This type is the most abundant red slipped type in Early Postc1assic lots. It is most 
commonly recognized as eroded slip buff sandy sherds with dark cores. Sherds can be very thin 
bowl fragments or quite thick chalice body fragments. Zakpah sherds flIst appear in low numbers 
in Terminal Classic lots and they linger into Late Postc1assic lots either due to stratigraphic 
intermingling or to developmental processes of this type. It was defined at Cerros, also probably 
represented by Buk phase orange red pottery described at Lamanai by Graham (1987). 

Intrasite Distribution: Abundant in EPC lots, present in other lots. 
Intersite Distribution: Cerros, and Lamanai (Buk phase chalices) as described by Graham (1987). 

Type: Zakbeeb Incised 
Ceramic Group: Zakpah 
Ware: Unspecified 
Ceramic Complex: Sihnal 
Ceramic Sphere: Rancho 
Established: Cerros (Walker 1990) 
Illustrations: None 
Frequency: Common 
Principle Identifying Attributes: See Walker (1990:84). 
Description: See Walker (1990:84). 
Intrasite Distribution: Common 
Intersite Distribution: Cerros, and probably Lamanai (Buk phase chalices) as described by 

Graham (1987). 

Type: Zalal Gouged-Incised 
Ceramic Group: Zakpah 
Ware: Unspecified 
Ceramic Complex: Sihnal 
Ceramic Sphere: Rancho 
Established: Cerros (Walker 1990:84) 
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Illustrations: Not lllustrated 
Frequency: Rare 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) paste and slip identical to Zakpah Orange Red, 2) primarily chalices 

(other forms may be represented by body sherds not identifiable to form), 3) incised/gouged 
design on exterior vessel body. 

Description: For paste and slip, see Zakpah Orange Red. Thought to be an Early Postclassic type. 
Intrasite Distribution: Rare. 
Intersite Distribution: Cerros, and probably Lamanai (Buk phase chalices) as described by 

Graham (1987). 

Unslipped Pottery Type Descriptions - Early Postclassic 

Type: Tsabak Unslipped 
Ceramic Group: Tsabak 
Ware: Unspecified 
Ceramic Complex: Early Facet Kanan 
Ceramic Sphere: Undetermined 
Established: Cerros (Walker 1990:94-95) 
Illustrations: Figure 7.14 
Frequency: Abundant 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) direct or slightly outflaring rim short-necked jars, rims are rounded or 

bluntly pointed, occasional bowls, 2) sandy pastes with dark incompletely fired cores, with pastes 
that range from buff to red to black, and often exhibit these color variations on individual 
specimens; paste is coarse and fragmentation is common, 3) surfaces sometimes crudely 
smoothed. 

Description: Although this ceramic type is coarse, jar forms are generally consistent throughout all 
contexts. Jars represent the numerically abundant unslipped type of the Early Postclassic. 
Occasional folded rim small bowls are found, and rarely (N=I) other bowls. Even broken body 
sherds are easily identified from the coarse sandy characteristics of this form. Surface brushing is 
sometimes noted on specimens, but it does not consistently preserve. 

Intrasite Distribution: All deposits with Early Postclassic ceramics. 
Intersite Distribution: Cerros (Walker 1990:94-95) 

Slipped Pottery Type Descriptions - Late Postclassic 

Type: Payil Red Slipped 
Ceramic Group: Payil 
Ware: Unspecified 
Ceramic Complex: Sihnal 
Ceramic Sphere: Tulum 
Established: Mayapan (Smith 1971) 
Illustrations: See Mock 1997, 1998 
Frequency: Abundant 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) red slip at times very well preserved and glossy/waxy, 2) calcite 

tempered paste with finely ground "dandruff' calcite fleck, and paste is highly fired and sherds 
are hard; paste can be buff, gray, pink, or two toned with gray/buff exteriors and pink interiors. 3) 
A variety of forms are identified including sag bottom basal break dishes, incurving rim bowls, 
small direct rim short necked jars, narrow mouth long neck jars with parenthesis rims and strap 
handles, occasional rolled rim jars, and possible drums. 
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Description: Payil Red is a diverse and abundant type that dominates Late Postclassic lots (ca. 1100-
1450/1500 A.D.) Paste is highly fIred and of fIne quality. Sherd pastes vary from thin, fme 
specimens to thicker, coarser specimens with larger calcite inclusions. Very coarse Payil sherds 
bear similarities to Santa Unslipped, a closely related type. 

Intrasite Distribution: All Late Postclassic contexts. 
Intersite Distribution: Tulum Red (Sanders 1960), Cozumel (Connor 1983, Peraza 1993), El Meco 

(Robles 1986), Mayapan (Smith 1971). Type resembles both Tulum Red and Mama Red ware 
from Mayapan in terms of forms. Some paste variations are quite similar to Mama Red from 
Mayapan and it is difficult to distinguish Payil from Mama Red on the basis of individual sherds. 
Forms are also similar to Mama Red with some modal differences observed. For example, solid 
core feet are more common in published illustrations of Mama Red ceramics and cylindrical 
vented feet are more common in east coast Payil dishes. However, these trends are by no means 
exclusive. This type has been previously described in Belize Postclassic Project reports by 
Mock (1998). 

Unslipped Pottery Type Descriptions - Late Postclassic 

Type: Santa Unslipped 
Ceramic Group: Navula Unslipped 
Ceramic Complex: HocabalTases 
Ceramic Sphere: Mayapan 
Established: Walker (1990), Chase (1982), Navula - Smith (1971) 
Illustrations: See Mock 1997, 1997 
Frequency: Abundant 
Principle Identifying Attributes: 1) calcite and grit temper, 2) hard fIred well-made paste that varies in 

color from gray to pink, and occasionally to black, 3) folded or rolled rim ollas with lots of minor 
variations (with or without strap handles), small direct rim bowls (sometimes with perforated 
vertical lugs), occasional vented feet, although this is rare, 4) exterior surfaces are often smoothed 
with the same clay that forms the paste. 

Description: Identical to descriptions for Navula from Mayapan (Smith 1971), to the extent that it should 
probably just be called Navula. See Smith (1971) for descriptions of this type (and also Robles 
1986, Peraza 1993). We refer to this type as Santa Unslipped following Walker (1990), as it is 
identical to this type defIned at Cerros and Santa Rita, sites in close proximity to Caye Coco, and 
also for the primary reason that we began using this classifIcation before we had the opportunity 
to study northern collections. We now realize how indistinguishable the differences are between 
Navula and Santa. Shirley Mock has previously described this type in our excavation reports 
(Mock 1997,1998). 

Intrasite Distribution: All Late Postclassic lots. 
Intersite Distribution: See description. 
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Figure 7.1 Coco R~d - a) PRl-6G-1274, b) PRl-6D-1273, c) PRl-6:D-1273, d) PRl-6D-1273, e) piU-6D .. 1273, f) PRl-6DIF-1242, g) PRl-6b-
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Figure 7.3 Kik Red - a) PRIO-5-2, b) PRl-6C-1263, c) PRIO-5-32, d) PRl-6C-1263 
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Figure 1.4 Achote Biack - a) 1>IU .. 39B-1194, b) PRl-6C-I094, c) PRI-I099, d) PRl-6D-1244, e) PRl-38-1i21 
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Figure 7.5 a) TOITO Gouged Incised PRl-6C-1155, b) Cubeta Incised PRl-6D-1234, c) Achote Black PRl-3S .. 1232, d) Achote Black PRl-6D-
1035 
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Figure 7.6 ~isal Unslipped and Piste Striated Rim Profiles - a) PRl-39D-'1221, b) PRl-6B-I071, c) piU-38-1236, d) PRl-639B-1l94, e) PRl-
6C-1l55; f):PR1 .. 6DF-1l69 
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Figure 7.7 Buyuk Striated - a) PRl-38-1252, b) PRl-39B-1163, c) PRl-39B-1163 
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Figure 7.10 Chambel Striated - a) PRI-39B-1197, b) PRI-18B-1228, c) PRI-6DF-1169, d) PRI-0-5-28 
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Figure 7.12 Zakpah Orange Red - a) PRI-36-1614, b) PRI-38-1243, c) PRI-39-1129, d) PRI-38-1243, e) PRI-38-1224 
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Figure 1.13 Zakpah Orange Red - a) PRl-39-1197, b) P1U-6C-1263, c) PRl-38-1224, d) PR1-38-1236 
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Figure 7.14 Tsabak Unslipped - a) PRl-6E-1112, b) unprovenienced, c) unprovenienced, d) PRl-6D-1260, e) PRl-38-1243, f) unprovertienced 
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Chapter 8 

The Osteological Traits of Strath Bogue Burials PRIO-Ol and PRIO-03 

Margaret L. Briggs 

Introduction 

I began analysis on my master's thesis at the University of Houston during the summer of 
2001, looking at the skeletal materials from the sites of Caye Coco and Laguna de On. During this time, I 
oversaw the laboratory processing and cataloguing of all these materials, recording information on age, 
sex, and pathology of the burials, whenever possible. This chapter deals with some observations on two 
burials (Burials PRIO-Ol and PRlO-03) recovered from the Strath Bogue site in the 2001 season. 

Burial PRIO-Ol 

Summary 

These are the fragmentary and poorly preserved remains of an individual estimated to have 
been a young adult, of undetermined, but possibly female sex, 20 to 35 years old at time of death. The 
individual displays tabular ere9t cranial modification, and maxillary dental modification in a filed and 
inlaid pattern consistent with Terminal Classic practices. There is extensive evidence of osteomyelitic 
disease consistent with the skeletal expression of a treponemal infection such as yaws. Only two other 
such cases have been identified thus far in the burial population of 73 individuals recovered from Laguna 
de On and Caye Coco, neither one being as severely afflicted as this one. 

Discussion 

The estimate of age at death is based on the light to moderate molar wear, comparatively slight 
calculus buildup on the dentition, and lack of cranial suture fusion. Epiphyseal closure could not be 
estimated, as no epiphyses were recovered; likewise, neither the pubic symphyses nor the preauricular 
surfaces of the pelvis were preserved. 

Determination of the sex of the individual is difficult, as many key sexually dimorphic 
indicators are missing, and the indicators that are present are unfortunately ambiguous. The observable 
cranial traits are female: the recovered fragments of supraorbital margin are thin and relatively sharp, the 
supraorbital ridge is barely expressed, and the nuchal crest is relatively smooth, not prominent. 
Unfortunately, the majority of the mandible, including the mental eminence, and both mastoid processes 
are missing. Only one of the greater sciatic notches of the pelvis was recovered, and it is slightly narrower 
than the female range of the Caye Coco and Laguna de On population. Humeral and femoral 
measurements fall within the female range found in this specific population; measurements of the radii 
and ulnae fall within the male range. (Tibial measurements were not useful for comparison in this 
instance, as both tibiae were significantly remodeled by disease.) 

Approximately 60% of the cranium could be reconstructed from fragments, and it appears that 
the skull was mildly modified in the tabular erect style (Dembo and Imbelloni 1938, Romero 1970). There 
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is a significant depression at lambda, flattening of the occipital and frontal bones, slight parietal bulging, 
and numerous extrasutural bones are found in the lambdoid suture. 

A total of 19 teeth were recovered, three of which - the left maxillary first and second incisors 
(LIl and LI2) and the right maxillary first incisor (RIl) - were filed and inset with a dark brown, coffee
colored mineral that resembles pyrite. This dental modification pattern is identified according to Romero 
(1970) as "0-13." The lower teeth of this individual were not modified, judging from the unaltered 
appearance of the right mandibular first and second incisors (RII and RI2), and the left mandibular 
second incisor (LI2). 

While combining filing and inlay techniques in the same teeth was common among the Maya 
of the Late Classic period (700 - 900 A.D.), the practice of inlaying disappears from the record by the 
Postclassic (1000 - 1500 A.D.), when filing alone predominates (Romero 1970). Of the Laguna de On and 
Caye Coco burials examined thus far, this is the only instance of the 0-13 modification pattern, as well as 
the only recovery of inlaid teeth. 

There may be a diachronic correlation between dental modification and sex, as Romero (1970) 
observed that most of the surviving examples of elaborate inlays and filing patterns from the Late Classic 
are observed in males, but during the Early Postclassic filed teeth are more often found in females (Tiesler 
1999). Despite the fact that differences in practice appear to be preferential by sex, however, it should be 
noted that none are exclusive to either sex (Tiesler 1999). 

Both the right fibula and right tibia of this individual show extensive evidence of osteomyelitis 
and bone regeneration; both tibiae are bowed in the classic "sabre shin" appearance of treponemal 
infection, such as yaws. Some additional involvement is seen in the right humerus, and in the recovered 
fragment of the condylar process of the right mandible. (Other nasal and oral bone that can also be 
diagnostic for this sort of infection was not recovered.) While commonly reported in other Maya burial 
collections, such evidence of treponemal infection is rare in the Laguna de On and Caye Coco population. 
To date, it has been observed in only two other individuals from this collection: Burial LOI-15, a young 
adult male (20-35 years) from Laguna de On's Cemetery 1, and Burial PRI-26, a middle adult male (35-50 
years) from the area designated as East of Cemetery 1 in Caye Coco, both found in Postclassic contexts. 

Burial PRIO-03 

Summary 

These are the incomplete remains of an adult of undetermined sex, possibly male. 

Discussion 

The remains recovered from this burial are so fragmentary and incomplete that analysis is very 
difficult and highly speculative. Approximately 75% of the right femoral shaft could be reconstructed for 
measurement; the midshaft diameters and circumference are robust, falling within the male range of the 
combined Laguna de On and Caye Coco popUlation, while the subtrochanteric diameters are more gracile, 
falling within the indeterminate to female ranges of the population. 

Only one permanent molar was recovered, displaying light to moderate wear consistent with an 
adult. It cannot be determined from these remains whether the individual displayed cranial or dental 
modification. 

No signs of pathology were observed. 
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SECTION THREE - APPENDICES 





Appendix 1 

Archaic Tools from the Fred Smith Site and Caye Coco 





Appendix 1.1 Fred Smith Site (PR11), Surface Collections 

Number Lithic Type Length Width Thickness Burning Patina Thickness Use Edge Angle Notes 

Formal Tools 

1 uniface retouched macro-flake 13.9 7.1 3.6 78 cortex on dorsal 
5 uniface retouched macro-flake [8.9] 5.1 2.3 yes 74 Iprox end 
10 uniface retouched macro-flake 7.9 4.2 2.4 yes Iceland=pted unifacel p 131 + 186 
18 Uniface retouched macro-flake 5.8 4.8 1.6 
7 plano convex uniface [7.0] 6.6 3.7 yes bifacial resharpening, snap break 
9 plano convex uniface 8.6 4.7 2.6 yes grinding damage all around 
12 plano convex uniface [7.0] 5.8 2.2 bifacial resharpening, snap break 
13 plano convex uniface [5.5] 6 2.2 yes 64 snap break 
6 discoidal uniface scrapper 7.1 6.4 3.7 yes 59 1 bifacial resharpening flake 
8 discoidal uniface scrapper 5.7 6 2.5 67,86 bifacialresharpening 
19 Flake wi unifacial retouch 3.9 3.5 1.3 
22 Flake wi unifacial retouch 4 2.1 0.9 
3 biface celt [8.9] 6.6 1.8 47,59 snap break, distal end 
4 biface celt [5.0] 6.4 1.6 0.016 snap break, distal end 
2 expedient biface [6.5] 5.4 2.1 yes 0.048 snap break, distal end 

25 expedient biface 9.8 6.6 3.2 yes "constricted" biface 
14 hammer stone [5.9] [4.7] [2] yes spall with crushing damage 
16 corelbiface 7.3 5 3.1 yes too burnt to tell 
11 bipolar core 7.3 501 3.2 < 0.015 

Non-Formal Tools 

23 ut flake blade [3.8] 3.3 1.2 snap break, distal end 
15 ut macro-flake [6.9] 5.2 3.2 
21 tertiary flake 4.8 4.8 1.2 
24 resharpening flake 3.3 2.2 0.9 yes from a biface 

26 ut tertiary flake 4.4 2.5 0.6 
27 ut tertiaryflake 1.4 1.8 0.4 
28 ut tertiary flake 5.5 3.7 0.8 
29 ut tertiary flake__ __ 3.5 5.7 ,._0.9 ........ 



Appendix 1.1 Fred Smith Site (PR11), Surface Collections 

30 ut tertiary flake 2 3.7 0.6 
31 ut tertiary flake 2.1 3.4 1.1 yes 
32 ut tertiary flake 2.9 3.9 0.8 
33 ut tertiary flake 2.2 2.7 0.7 
34 ut tertiary flake 3 3.4 0.9 yes 
35 ut tertiary flake 3.9 2.4 1 yes 
36 ut tertiary flake 2.4 2 0.3 yes 
37 ut tertiary flake 6.7 5.8 1.1 
38 ut tertiary flake 5.3 3 1 yes broken and repatinated 
39 ut tertiary flake 3.9 4.3 1.1 yes 0.1 
40 ut tertiary flake 5.8 5.6 1.6 yes fire pop~ed beforepatination 
41 ut tertiary flake 4.5 2.3 1.7 yes 
42 ut tertiary flake 6.4 4.8 0.9 
43 ut tertiary flake 2.6 2.4 0.6 yes 
44 ut tertiary flake 3.1 2.7 1.1 
45 ut tertiary flake 3.7 2.5 1 
46 ut tertiary flake 2.6 2.4 0.6 
47 ut tertiary flake 2.6 3.2 0.5 yes 
48 ut tertiary flake 3.8 1.9 1.7 yes 
49 ut tertiary flake 2.8 2.7 0.5 
50 ut tertiary flake 3.1 1.8 0.4 yes 
51 ut tertiary flake 1.5 2.4 0.3 
52 ut tertiary flake 3.3 3.9 0.9 yes 
53 ut tertiary flake 4.4 5.7 1.7 
54 ut tertiary flake 6.3 5.9 1.4 yes 
55 ut tertiary flake 3.1 4.1 0.6 
56 ut tertiary flake 2.4 2 0.4 
57 ut tertiaryflake 6.1 5.6 1.3 
58 ut tertiary flake 4 4.1 1.4 
59 ut tertiary flake 4 4.3 1.8 yes 
60 ut tertiary flake 3.3 5.6 1.2 
61 ut tertiaryflake 3.9 3.2 0.6 
62 ut tertiary flake 2.7 3.3 0.8 yes fire popped before patination 
63 ut tertiary flake 3.5 3.4 0.9 
64 ut tertiary flake 6.1 4.7 0.7 
65 ut tertiary flake 3.7 2.8 0.8 yes I 

66 ut tertiary flake 3.1 6.7 0.7 I 



Appendix 1.1 Fred Smith Site (PR11), Surface Collections 

67 ut tertiary flake 5 3.8 1.2 
68 ut tertiary flake 4.8 6.5 1.8 
69 ut tertiary flake 3.4 1.3 0.6 0.079 
70 ut tertiary flake 6.8 5.1 0.7 yes 0.065 
71 ut tertiary flake 4.3 5.9 3 yes 

72 ut tertiary flake 4.5 5.2 1.9 yes 

73 ut primary flake 7.3 4.4 3.8 0.056 
74 ut primary flake 5 3.2 1.1 
75 ut primary flake 5.4 2.7 1.5 0.068 
76 ut primary flake 5.4 9.1 1.7 yes 

77 ut primary flake 3.2 2.6 1.4 
78 ut primary flake 5.8 7.1 1.9 

79 ut secondary flake 7.1 6.6 2 
80 ut secondary flake 3.8 3.9 0.8 
81 ut secondary flake 3.7 2.6 0.6 yes 
82 ut secondary flake 3.9 4 1.7 
83 ut secondary flake 6.4 4.4 1.3 yes 
84 ut secondary flake 5.4 4.8 1.8 
85 ut secondary flake 5 5.9 1.7 
86 ut secondary flake 6.5 7.1 2.7 
87 ut secondary flake 4.2 5.9 1.5 
88 ut secondary flake 7.1 4.1 1 
89 ut secondary flake 5.3 5.4 1.5 
90 ut secondary flake 4.6 5.2 1.1 
91 ut secondary flake 5.2 7.4 1.8 
93 ut secondary flake 12.9 4.4 3.1 yes 
94 ut secondary flake 11.9 8.7 4.2 
95 ut secondary flake 8.4 6.5 1.5 yes 
96 ut secondary flake 6.9 6.9 2.3 yes 0.079 
97 ut secondary flake 5 5.5 1.4 yes 0.082 
98 ut secondary flake 4.8 4 1.6 yes 
99 ut secondary flake 7.2 5.4 1.8 
100 ut secondary flake 4.3 4 1.2 
101 ut secondary flake 4.1 4 1 _I 
102 ut secondary flake 3.9 3.2 0.9 

• 
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103 ut secondary flake 3.4 2.9 1.2 
104 ut secondary flake 3.6 2.9 0.9 
105 ut secondary flake 4.2 5.4 1.1 yes 
106 ut secondary flake 5.5 6.3 1.7 
107 ut secondary flake 6.3 6.1 1.8 
108 ut secondary flake 4.4 3.8 1.5 
109 ut secondary flake 6 3.3 0.8 
110 ut secondary flake 3.7 4 1 
111 ut secondary flake 3.3 2.5 1.5 
112 ut secondary flake 4.3 5.1 1.4 yes 
113 ut secondary flake 3 2.4 1.3 
114 ut secondary flake 4.3 3.1 1.3 
115 ut secondary flake 5.4 4 1.4 yes 0.052 
116 ut secondary flake 2.6 4.6 0.9 
117 ut secondary flake 4.3 3.9 1.1 
118 ut secondary flake 3.3 4 0.9 0.054 
119 ut secondary flake 4.1 3.5 1.6 0.068 
120 ut secondary flake 4.3 4.2 1.5 
121 ut secondary flake 2.9 2.7 1.1 0.06 
122 ut secondary flake 3.5 3.2 0.6 yes 
123 ut secondary flake 3 4.2 0.5 yes 
124 ut secondary flake 2.3 3.6 1 yes 
125 ut secondary flake 2.5 3.2 0.5 
126 ut secondary flake 1.8 2.3 0.6 
127 ut secondary flake 2 2.4 0.5 yes 
128 ut secondary flake 2.4 2.4 0.4 0.058 
129 ut secondary flake 2.4 1.9 0.3 
130 ut secondary flake 5.3 4.7 1.6 
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Non-Utilized Flakes 

131 Iprimary flake 5.9 11.4 4.1 0.081 
132 Iprimary flake 4.8 4.6 1.8 
134 Iprimary flake 5.9 3.7 1.8 yes 

135 Iprimary flake 5.4 3.5 1.7 yes 

136 Iprimary flake 3.9 6 1.2 yes 
137 Iprimary flake 6 5.2 1.8 yes 

138 Iprimary flake 3.5 4.4 1 
139 Iprimary flake 3.8 4.6 0.7 yes 
140 Iprimary flake 4.6 3 1.2 
141 'primary flake 3.3 3.1 1 yes 
142 primary flake 2.9 5.7 1.6 _ yes __ 

143 secondary flake 5 4.3 0.8 
144 secondary flake 2.6 3.2 0.9 yes fIre damage after patination 
145 secondary flake 3.4 3.5 2 yes fIre damage after patination 
146 secondary flake 6.4 2.4 1.3 yes 
147 secondary flake 3.9 4 1.1 yes 
148 secondary flake 2.5 2.8 0.5 yes 
149 secondary flake 4.8 3.5 1.2 0.062 
150 secondary flake 4.6 2 0.7 
151 secondary flake 4.3 4.5 0.6 
152 secondary flake 3.6 2.6 0.6 yes 
153 secondary flake 3 3.7 0.9 
154 secondary flake 1.9 2.3 0.7 
155 secondary flake 2.9 2.9.8 yes fire damage after patination 
156 secondary flake 3.3 2.4 0.5 
157 secondary flake 3.8 2.9 0.7 yes 
158 secondary flake 3.4 3.3 1.3 yes 
159 secondary flake 5.1 4.2 1.2 yes 
160 secondary flake 3.9 3.6 1.7 
161 secondary flake 3.4 2.5 1 0.055 
162 secondary flake 3 2.9 1.1 
163 secondary flake 2.7 1.9 0.3 yes 
164 secondary flake 1.4 1.8 0.6 



Appendix 1.1 Fred Smith Site (PR11), Surface Collections 

165 secondary flake 2.4 3.2 0.5 yes 
166 secondary flake 2.8 2.7 0.5 yes 
167 secondary flake 1.9 1.6 0.6 yes 
168 secondary flake 1.8 3.1 0.4 yes ftre damage after patination 
169 secondary flake 2.6 1.7 0.5 0.054 
170 secondary flake 1.9 2.8 0.4 yes 
171 secondary flake 1.9 1.8 0.5 yes 
172 secondary flake 1.9 2 0.4 
173 secondary flake 1.9 3.8 0.8 
174 secondary flake 1.4 2 0.5 
175 secondary flake 1.8 "2.9 0.6 
176 secondary flake 1.9 1.4 0.4 
177 secondary flake 1.1 2 0.5 
178 secondary flake 1.2 2 0.2 
179 secondary flake 1.2 1.5 0.5 
180 secondary flake 1.6 2.2 0.8 
181 secondaryJlake __ 3.6 5.5 1.6 

21 tertiary flake 4.8 4.8 1.2 
182 tertiary flake 3.2 4.8 1.3 yes fire damage before patination 
183 tertiary flake 3 3.3 0.8 yes 
184 tertiary flake 8 3.7 1.9 
185 tertiary flake 4.4 6.1 2.4 yes 0.031 
186 tertiary flake 2.6 3.9 0.7 
187 tertiary flake 2.7 2.4 2.2 
188 tertiary flake 5.2 3.6 2 
189 tertiary flake 2.7 4.1 0.5 yes 
190 tertiary flake 5 4.8 1.2 
191 tertiary flake 2.6 4.4 0.8 
192 tertiary flake 4.9 2.4 0.6 
193 tertiary flake 3 2.7 0.6 
194 tertiary flake 3.4 3.4 1.2 yes 
195 tertiary flake 4.6 2.1 0.7 
196 tertiary flake 3.6 3.1 0.7 
197 tertiary flake 3.2 2.4 0.7 
198 tertiary flake 3 1.9 0.8 0.03 
199 tertiary flake 2.6 3.8 0.5 
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200 tertiary flake 1.9 3.6 0.7 yes 
201 tertiary flake 2.4 3.1 0.5 
202 tertiary flake 2.5 3.5 1.2 yes 
203 tertiary flake 2.3 3 0.9 yes 
204 tertiary flake 4 3.7 1 
205 tertiary flake 2.7 2.2 1 
206 tertiary flake 2.8 2 0.6 
207 tertiary flake 3.2 2 0.7 yes 
208 tertiary flake 3.6 3.4 0.8 0.022 
209 tertiary flake 3.6 2.9 0.9 yes 
210 tertiary flake 4.3 3.4 0.5 
211 tertiary flake 2.5 4.1 1.1 
212 tertiary flake 3.9 3.4 0.9 yes 
213 tertiary flake 2.8 2.2 0.7 
214 tertiary flake 2.6 2.9 0.8 
215 tertiary flake 3.3 2.8 0.5 yes ! 

216 tertiary flake 2.3 2.2 0.7 
217 tertiary flake 3.1 2.4 0.3 yes 
218 tertiary flake 3.2 3.2 0.8 
219 tertiary flake 3.2 2.6 0.8 
220 tertiary flake 1.5 2.3 0.1 yes 
221 tertiary flake 1.7 2.9 0.6 
222 tertiary flake 1.9 2.6 0.6 
223 tertiary flake 2.7 3.1 0.7 yes 
224 tertiary flake 2.2 2.4 0.2 
225 tertiary flake 2.2 3.2 0.5 yes 
226 tertiary flake 1.7 2.2 0.4 
227 tertiary flake 3.1 2.9 0.3 yes 
228 tertiary flake 1.6 1.9 0.4 0.016 
229 tertiary flake 2.4 2.7 0.5 yes 
230 tertiary flake 1.6 2 0.3 yes 
231 tertiary flake 2 2.1 0.4 yes 
232 tertiary flake 3 3.1 0.4 
233 tertiary flake 1.9 1.7 0.6 
234 tertiary flake 2.3 2.3 0.5 yes 
235 tertiary flake 1.7 2.3 0.2 
236 tertiary flake 2.2 2.1 0.5 



Appendix 1.1 Fred Smith Site (PR11), Surface Collections 

237 tertiary flake 2.4 1.9 0.5 yes 
238 tertiary flake 2.7 2.4 0.3 0.022 
239 tertiary flake 3.1 2.9 0.8 0.016 
240 tertiary flake 2.9 2 0.8 
241 tertiary flake 1.7 2.8 0.4 
242 tertiary flake 2.8 2.6 0.5 0.016 
243 tertiary flake 1.6 1.9 0.4 < 0.015 
244 tertiary flake 1.8 1.8 0.5 yes 0.04 
245 tertiary flake 2.4 2.3 0.5 
246 tertiary flake 2.3 2.5 0.4 
247 tertiary flake 1.9 2.2 0.5 yes fire damage before patination 
248 tertiary flake 1.6 2.2 0.2 
249 tertiary flake 1.2 1.9 0.4 fire damage after patination 
250 tertiary flake 1.6 2.3 0.3 yes fire popped and repatinated 
251 tertiary flake 1.5 1.4 0.3 
252 tertiary flake 1.7 2.3 0.5 yes 
253 tertiary flake 1.8 1.9 0.5 <0.015 
254 tertiary flake 2 1.8 1.6 yes 
255 tertiary flake 1.9 1.7 0.3 
256 tertiary flake 1.6 1.8 0.6 
257 tertiary flake 1.6 1.7 0.2 
258 tertiary flake 1.8 1.9 0.4 
259 tertiary flake 1.6 2.4 0.3 < 0.015 
260 tertiary flake 2.3 1.5 0.2 yes 
261 tertiary flake 1.1 1.1 0.1 
262 tertiary flake 1.5 1.5 0.3 
263 tertiary flake 2.2 1.3 0.3 yes fire popped and repatinated 
264 tertiary flake 1.8 1.2 0.3 
265 tertiary flake 1.3 1.6 0.4 yes 
266 tertiary flake 2 2.2 0.4 yes 
267 tertiary flake 1.3 1.6 0.4 
268 tertiary flake 2 1 0.3 
269 tertiary flake 1.3 1.7 0.3 yes 
270 tertiary flake 1.2 1.8 1.3 
271 tertiary flake 1.9 1.7 0.2 yes 
272 tertiary flake 2.5 1.4 0.4 
273 tertiary flake 1.1 2 0.2 
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274 tertiary flake 1.8 1.6 0.7 
275 tertiary flake 1.2 1.2 0.3 
276 tertiary flake 1.3 1.3 0.4 
277 tertiary flake 1.5 1.4 0.1 
278 tertiary flake 1.2 1 0.1 yes 
279 tertiary flake 1.7 0.9 0.4 
280 tertiary flake 1.5 1.7 0.3 
281 tertiary flake 0.9 0.9 0.2 
282 tertiary flake 1.2 1.7 0.1 yes 

Shatter 

283 shatter 6.1 3.6 1.6 yes < 0.015 
284 shatter 4.4 2.8 0.9 yes 
285 shatter 7.2 3.1 2.6 
286 shatter 4.6 3.2 2 
287 shatter 4.7 4.5 2 
288 shatter 4.4 2.2 2.3 
289 shatter 3.7 2.5 1.1 
290 shatter 4.5 2.3 1.3 
291 shatter 5.2 3.1 1.5 yes 
292 shatter 2.9 2.4 1.3 yes 0.016 
293 shatter 3.1 3 1.5 yes 
294 shatter 2.8 2 1.5 
295 shatter 3.2 1.8 1.6 yes 
296 shatter 3.5 3.6 1.3 yes 
297 shatter 3.3 2.4 1.2 yes 
298 shatter 3.8 3.2 1.6 yes 
299 shatter 3 1.9 1.2 
300 shatter 3.1 3.2 2.1 
301 shatter 3.5 1.8 1.2 < 0.015 
302 shatter 2.6 1.9 1.3 0.016 
303 shatter 3.8 1.8 1.2 yes 
304 shatter 2.6 1.3 0.4 
305 shatter 2.9 2.3 0.8 
306 shatter 2.4 1.4 0.2 yes 
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307 shatter 1.9 1.4 0.6 yes 
308 shatter 2.1 1.2 0.8 0.048 
309 shatter 2.2 1.4 0.7 
310 shatter 2.5 1.5 0.7 
311 shatter 2.6 2.3 1.9 
312 shatter 2 1.5 0.5 <0.015 
313 shatter 3.5 7.5 7.4 
314 shatter 1.9 0.8 0.5 0.05 
315 shatter 3.5 3 2 < 0.015 
316 shatter 1.4 1.4 0.3 
317 shatter 3.6 1.5 0.9 
318 shatter 2.3 1 0.6 
319 shatter 2 1.8 0.6 
320 shatter 2 1.6 0.3 yes 
321 shatter 3.1 1.2 0.5 
322 shatter 1.5 1.1 0.3 0.016 
323 shatter 1.5 1.2 0.6 
324 shatter 1.1 0.7 0.3 
325 shatter 4.1 2.8 2.4 
326 shatter 3.6 2.8 1.6 yes 0.026 
327 shatter 2 0.9 0.4 
328 shatter 1.5 1.1 0.2 
329 shatter 2.6 3.2 1.9 
330 shatter 0.9 1.1 0.4 < 0.015 
331 shatter 1.4 0.7 0.2 
332 shatter 1.4 0.9 0.2 
333 shatter ,.7 6.6 3.2 

----
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Cores 

334 secondary core 7.4 4.9 5.1 yes 
335 secondary core 11.8 7.1 4.7 
336 secondary core 9.3 6.5 5.4 yes 
337 secondary core 8.5 6.7 5.4 
338 secondary core 8.3 8.2 3.8 
339 secondary core 6 7.8 4.4 
340 secondarycore 10.1 9.9 4.5 
341 secondarycore 9.8 6.2 4.3 
342 secondary core 6.2 4 4 
343 secondary core 5.1 6.6 5.7 yes 
344 secondary core 4.1 7 3.5 
345 secondary core 4.9 4.3 3.5 yes 
346 secondary core 2.4 7 4.3 yes 
347 secondary core 4.8 6.4 4 
348 secondary core 6.1 6.9 4.1 0.015 
349 secondary core 7.9 5.5 5.2 
350 secondary core 3.7 4.8 1.2 
351 secondary core 5.2 5 2.5 yes fire damage beforepatination I 

352 secondary core 3.4 3.1 3.1 yes 
353 secon<iary core 4.7 3.5 2.3 yes 

,~54_ secondaryc(Jre ,10.9. ~ 5.1 3 yes 
............. , . , ..... 

c~ rpruillli-ycore ~-.~-. T5~r4:5=r=1-.8~1 yes 

356 tertiary core 3.6 1.9 0.5 
357 tertiary core 6.8 4.7 3 
358 tertiary core 11 7.5 3.5 

17 core fragment [4.9] [2.8] [2.0] 
20 core fragment [6.2] [2.9] [1.7] yes < 0.015 
92 core fragment [2.9] [5.3] [2.9] 



Appendix 1.2 Fred Smith Site (PR11) Excavations at Subop 1,2 and 4 

Number 

Sop 1 bLot 24 # 1 
Sop 2fLot 31 # 1 
Sop 2 Lot 11 # 1 
Sop 2c Lot 18 # 1 
Sop 2g Lot 42 # 1 
Sop 4 Lot 17 # 1 
Sop 2d Lot 25 # 1 
sop 2b Lot 13 # 1 

Sop 2b Lot 13 # 2 
Sop 1 Lot4Lv 1 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Sop 1 Lot 5 Lv 1 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Lithic Type 

uniface retouched macro-flake 
uniface retouched macro-flake 
uniface retouched macro-flake 
expedient biface 
expedient biface 
uniface retouched macro-flake 
uniface retouched macro-flake 
uniface retouched macro-flake 

Patina 
Length Width Thickness Burning Thickness 

Formal Tools 

yes 
6.9 5.2 2.7 

7.1 6.2 3.8 
6.2 6.5 3.2 
7.3 5.8 1.4 
5.1 5.8 2 
6.4 7.3 4.6 

Non-Formal Tools, Flakes Shatter and Cores 

Polyhedral tertiarycore 7.7 6.1 3.4 

ut tertiary flake 2.2 2.5 0.9 
ut tertiary flake 2.8 1.7 0.6 
tertiary core frag 1.4 4.1 3.1 
tertiaty shatter 1.7 0.8 0.5 yes 
tertiaty shatter 0.061 
tertiaty shatter 1.2 1.1 0.2 

primary flake 4.6 5.2 1.6 _yes 
secondary flake 3.7 2.6 1.2 
tertiary flake 2.1 3.1 0.4 
tertiary flake 3.1 2.9 1 
tertiary flake 2.2 1 0.3 
tertiar;t flake .. __ ... __ _ _1·4_ ~ 0.4 

.... - ---

Use Edge 
Angle 

52,75 
68 

45,58,62 
42,53 

Notes 

wear on both ends, snap break 
cortex on dorsal side, snap break 

cortex on dorsal side 
no wear 

use wear on 3 sides 
snap break 

chapeau de gendarme 

! 

blade frag 

.... 
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7 tertiary flake yes 
8 tertiary core frag 1.1 2.5 2.5 
9 secondary shatter 2.7 3.5 0.8 

Sop 1 Lot 6 LvI 
1 tertiary core 3.7 5.9 1.9 0.094 
2 ut tertiary flake 6.6 5.7 1.2 
3 ut tertiary flake 7.2 2.2 0.7 blade frag 
4 ut secondary flake 4.2 2.6 1.1 
5 ut tertiary flake 2.4 1.4 0.3 
6 ut tertiary flake 2.1 1 0.3 
7 ut tertiary flake 3 1.7 0.3 yes 
8 ut tertiary flake 2.4 2.4 0.6 
9 ut tertiary flake 2.7 1.9 0.4 
10 tertiary flake 3.2 2.7 0.6 
11 tertiary flake 4 2.6 0.6 
12 tertiary flake 3.1 2.8 0.6 
13 primary flake 2.7 2.6 0.7 
14 primary flake 1.2 2.8 0.7 
15 secondary flake 2.5 2.6 0.7 yes 
16 tertiary flake 1.4 1.3 0.3 
17 tertiary flake 3.2 2.3 0.4 
18 tertiary flake 2.7 3.1 0.6 
19 tertiary flake 1.2 1.5 0.4 
20 tertiary flake 2.8 2.1 0.5 
21 tertiary flake 2.6 2.3 0.4 
22 tertiary flake 2 2.6 0.4 
23 tertiary flake 2.2 1.4 0.3 
24 tertiary flake 2 2.5 1.1 
25 tertiary flake 1.5 1.4 0.3 
26 tertiary flake 1.2 1.3 0.4 
27 tertiary flake 2 1 0.7 yes 
28 tertiary flake 1.3 0.9 0.5 
29 tertiary flake 2.1 1.6 0.4 
30 tertiary flake 1.9 2.1 0.4 
31 tertiary flake 2 1.7 0.2 

• 32 tertiary flake 1 0.8 0.2 • 

33 secondary flake 3.3 5 1.8 • 
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34 utsecondar,[shatter 6.3 6.8 2.6 
35 secondary shatter 1.5 2.2 0.5 yes 
36 secondary shatter 1.3 1.9 0.7 yes 
37 tertiary shatter 1.5 2 0.4 yes 
38 ut tertiary core frag 3 2.7 1.7 
39 tertiary flake 1.5 3.1 0.5 yes fire popped pre-patination 
40 terti1:ll}' shatter 1.7 2.1 0.8 
41 tertiary flake 1.1 1.9 0.6 
42 tertiary shatter 1.9 0.8 0.3 
43 secondary shatter 1.3 0.9 0.4 
44 tertiary shatter 2.6 1.4 0.9 yes 
45 secondary shatter 1.5 1.9 0.7 

• 

46 tertiary shatter 1.1 0.9 0.4 • 

47 tertiary shatter 0.9 1.3 0.2 
48 tertiart shatter 1.2 1 0.3 
49 terttiary flake 0.8 1.1 0.2 
50 tertiary shatter 0.7 1.4 0.2 
51 tertiary flake 0.9 1.2 0.1 I 

Sop 1aLot 21 Lv 1 # 1 tertiary flake 2.1 2.9 0.9 yes 
Sop 1b Lot 24 Lv 1 

2 ut tertiary flake 6.1 3.6 1.4 
3 ut tertiary flake 2.5 3.4 0.4 yes 
4 ut tertiary flake 2.1 3.5 0.4 
5 tertiary flake 5.2 4.1 1.3 _yes 
6 tertiary flake 2.3 2.6 0.7 yes 
7 tertiaty shatter 1.6 4.4 3.4 

Sop lc Lot 36 Lv 1 # 1 ut tertiaty flake 2.2 3.6 0.8 
Sop 2 Lot 9 Lv 3 # 1 tertiary flake 3 3.3 1.6 
Sop 2 Lot 11 Lv 4 

2 ut tertiary flake 3 3.7 1 
3 ut tertiary flake 4.2 3.2 0.1 
4 ut tertiary flake 2 2.8 0.5 
5 ut tertiary flake 2.4 2.5 0.9 
6 ut tertiary flake 1.6 1.6 0.2 
7 ut secondary flake 5.3 5.2 1.5 yes 



-~----- -

Appendix 1.2 Fred Smith Site (PRll) Excavations at Subop 1, 2 and 4 

8 tertiary flake 1.8 3.2 0.6 
9 tertiary flake 1.3 1.3 0.1 
10 tertiary flake 1.8 2.8 0.7 
11 tertiary flake 1.7 1.1 0.2 
12 tertiary flake 1.4 1.6 0.1 
13 tertiary flake 1.6 2.6 0.4 yes 
14 tertiary flake 1.5 1.9 0.3 yes 

• 

15 tertiary flake 0.8 0.9 0.2 
16 secondary flake 3.1 4.5 0.5 yes 
17 secondary flake 1.6 2.1 0.4 
18 secondary flake 1.4 2 0.5 
19 secondary flake 2.5 3.7 0.5 ..... 

20 secondary flake 5.3 4.7 1.9 
21 shatter 1.9 1.5 0.7 yes 
22 shatter 2.7 2.1 1.6 yes I 

23 shatter 1.7 1.3 0.6 
24 shatter 3.2 1.5 1.7 
25 shatter 1.7 0.9 0.4 
26 shatter 2.2 1.6 0.8 I 

27 shatter 1.5 0.6 0.2 
28 core 3.2 3.6 3.4 
29 core 4.1 5.2 2.6 

Sop 2a Lot 3 LvI 
1 ut tertiary flake 3.8 3.2 1.1 
2 ut tertiary flake 2.7 3.9 1.5 
3 iprimary flake 2.9 2.6 1.1 yes 
4 secondary flake 4.5 5.4 2.1 
5 tertiary flake 2.9 4.2 1.1 

Sop 2b Lot 13 Lv 1 # 3 tertiary shatter 5 2.3 1.6 yes 
Sop 2b Lot 16 Lv 2 

1 ut tertiary flake 2.3 1.8 1 
2 tertiary shatter 2.6 1.5 1.2 
3 tertiary shatter 4.2 2.4 1.9 yes fire popped pre-patination 

Sop 2c Lot 15 Lv 1 
1 ut tertiary flake 6.4 5 1 
2 tertiary flake 3.1 4.1 0.8 
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3 tertiary flake 2.3 4.6 0.9 
4 tertiary shatter 4.7 2 0.7 yes 
5 secondary shatter 3.3 1.3 0.5 
6 tertiary shatter 1.2 2.2 0.8 

Sop 2c Lot 18 Lv 2 
2 tertiary flake 2.1 2.3 0.3 
3 tertiary flake 2.5 1.5 0.7 
4 Iprimary core frag 7.4 3.1 3.9 

Sop 2d Lot 17 LvI 
1 Iprimary flake 5.3 9.4 4.3 
2 tertiary flake 2.2 2.7 1.1 

Sop 2d Lot 25 Lv 2 
2 ut tertiary flake 3.9 3.1 1 
3 tertiary flake 2.9 2 0.6 

Sop 2e Lot 20 LvI # 1 tertiary flake 3.3 6.3 1 
Sop 2e Lot 22 Lv 2 

1 ut secondary flake 3.3 3 0.9 
2 ut tertiary flake 2.6 2 0.7 
3 tertia.ry flake 2.2 2 0.6 0.065 

Sop 2e Lot 29 Lv 3 
1 ut secondary flake 3.1 2.7 0.7 
2 ut tertiary flake 2 1.5 0.2 
3 ut tertiary flake 2.5 2.4 0.6 
4 ut tertiary flake 2.9 2.4 1 
5 ut tertiary flake 2.3 2.1 0.5 
6 ut tertiary flake 2.1 1.9 0.5 
7 ut tertiary flake 2.2 2.2 0.6 yes 
8 ut tertiary flake 3.1 1.7 0.5 0.018 
9 secondary shatter 5.6 2.8 1.8 yes 
10 primary shatter 2.5 2.3 0.6 
11 tertiary shatter 2.1 1.1 0.5 
12 tertiary shatter 1.2 1.3 0.2 

Sop 2e Lot 30 Lv 3 
1 ut secondary flake 3.4 1.9 0.5 yes fire popped pre-patination 
2 llttertiary t1~ke 

. 
'----- 4.1 3.5 ... '---

0.9 . .. --
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3 ut secondary flake 2.6 4 1.1 
4 secondary flake 2.3 1.6 0.7 
5 tertiary flake 1.1 1.1 0.3 
6 tertiary shatter 2.1 1 0.5 
7 tertiary shatter 1.1 2 0.5 
8 tertiary shatter 1.7 2.2 1 
9 tertiary shatter 1.2 3 0.5 

Sop2eLot22Lv4# 1 tertiary flake 1.9 1.6 0.3 
Sop 2e Lot 32 Lv 4 # 1 ut tertiary flake 4.4 3.7 1.1 
Sop 2fLot 31 Lv 1 

2 ut tertiary flake 3.8 3.5 1 
3 ut tertiary flake 2.7 4.4 1.1 
4 ut tertiary flake 2.9 2.9 0.7 yes 

Sop 2fLot 35 Lv 2 # 1 tertiary flake 2 1.5 0.4 
Sop 2fLot 34 Lv 2 

1 tertiary core frag 6 4.8 2 
2 ut tertiary flake 4 2.6 1 yes fire popped pre-patination 

Sop 2fLot 31 Lv 1 • 

1 secondary shatter 1.3 2.7 0.4 yes , 

2 core 2.8 3.9 2.6 yes 
3 tertiary flake 1.5 1.2 0.1 
4 tertiary flake 2.6 3.9 1.1 
5 tertiary flake 1.7 1.9 0.7 
6 tertiary flake 1.7 2.5 0.7 
7 ut tertiary flake 3.7 3.4 1.1 
8 ut tertiary flake 2.8 1.8 1.6 

Sop 2gLot42 
2 ut tertiary flake 4.2 4.5 1.3 
3 secondary flake 2.4 1.7 0.7 
4 tertiary flake 1.6 1.5 0.6 
5 Iprimary flake 5.8 4.1 2.5 

Sop 2R Lot 40 Lv 1 
1 secondary flake 1.4 1.6 0.4 
2 tertiary flake 1.5 1.4 0.3 
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3 tertiary flake 1.2 1 0.2 
4 tertiary flake 0.9 1.2 0.2 
5 oyster 1.5 0.9 0.3 

Sop 4 Lot 17 Lv 2 # 2 tertiary flake 3.2 1.6 0.6 
Sop 4a Lot 37 Lv 1 

1 ut secondary flake 4.4 5.9 1.3 0.027 
2 ut secondary flake 4.2 6 2.5 
3 Iprimary flake 7.2 3.7 3.3 

Sop 4b Lot 46 Lv 2 
1 ut secondary flake 1.8 4 0.9 
2 ut secondary flake 1.7 3.8 0.7 
3 ut shatter 3.5 3.7 1.7 



Appendix 1.3 Caye Coco (PR1) Excavations at Subop 26 and 40 

Number 

Sop 40h Lot 1319 # 1 
Sop 40h Lot 1319#2 
Sop 40h Lot 1319 # 3 

Sop 26a Lot 1303 Lv 6 # 1 

Sop 40c Lot 1296 Lv 4 # 1 

Sop 40c Lot 1296 Lv 4 # 26 
Sop 26a Lot 1303 Lv 6 # 2 
Sop 26c 1351 # 1 

Sop 40c Lot 1302 # 1 
S0i> 40d I,.ot 1301JtL ____ 

Sop 26a Lot 1297 Lv 5 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7 
Sop26a Lot 1303 Lv 6 

3 
4 
5 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

--------------

Lithic Type 

Iground limestone 
uniface scrapper 
not patinated - biface 

Plano-convex biface 

Unifacial Macro-flake 

hammer stone 
Spall off of Hammer Stone 
Expedient biface (chopper) 

Pointed uniface 
Hammer stone ____ 

Patina 
Length Width Thickness Burning Thickness 

Formal Tools 

10.4 6.7 3.1 
7.6 7.5 2.4 
6.2 4.1 1.9 

6.7 4.3 1.3 

11.5 6 

4.5 6.7 2.5 
5.7 5.7 2.2 
8.1 8 3.6 

3.1 1.6 0.6 
7.5 ~·L 6.8 -- --

Non-Formal Tools, Flakes, Shatter and Cores 

tertiary flake 4.2 3.5 1.9 
retouch flake frag 5.3 2.8 1.4 
ut tertiary flake 2.3 3 0.4 
ut tertiary flake 1.8 2.9 0.6 
shatter 1.2 1.6 0.9 
shatter primary 1.5 0.9 0.9 

primary flake 0.9 1 0.3 

ut tertiary flake 1.5 2.7 0.5 
ut tertiary flake 1.9 1.4 0.3 
ut tertiary flake 1.8 2.6 0.4 
tertiary flake 2.8 2.5 0.4 
secondary flake 1.9 2.5 0.5 yes 
tertiary flake 1.2 1.5 0.3 
shatter tertiary 1.1 1 0.2 
shatter tertiary 2.1 1.4 0.5 0.162 
shatter tertiary 2.6 0.9 0.5 
shatter tertiary 2 0.5 0.2 
shatter tertiary ______ 1.7 ,--1.(j_ -~-'-- _ ...... _--- -

Use Edge 
Angle Notes 

resembles plano-convex 
flaked tools but is ground 

44 

uniface with bifacial 
39-43 retouch 

some attempts at bifacial 
thinning but appears to have 
been discarded 

battering along one edge 

79-81 end of something bigger 

retouch from a uniface 

bifacial use edge on striking 
Iplatform 

-- - -
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Sop 26a Lot 1311 Lv 7 
1 ut terti_aryflake 1.9 2.1 0.4 yes 
2 ut tertiary flake 1.2 1.5 0.2 
3 ut tertiary flake 1.1 2.1 0.3 
4 tertiary flake 2.7 1.9 0.5 
5 tertiary flake 1.9 1.2 0.2 
6 secondary flake 1.4 1.7 0.2 

Sop 26b Lot 1329 Lv 4 #1 ut tertiary flake 2.9 2.9 0.5 
Sop 26b Lot 1330 Lv 5 

1 ut secondary flake 4.8 7.1 1.4 
2 ut primary flake 5.6 3.3 0.7 primary flake blade 
3 ut secondary flake 5.2 6.4 1.5 
4 ut primary flake 3.9 4.3 1.4 
5 ut secondary flake 3.9 5.1 0.8 yes 
6 shatter primary 2.1 1.3 1.2 
7 round stone 4.5 2.6 1.6 

Sop 26b Lot 1340 Lv 6 # 1 secondary flake 2.3 1.4 0.6 
Sop 26b Lot 1342 Lv 6 # 1 shatter primary 1.4 1.1 0.2 
Sop 26b Lot 1344 Lv 6 

1 shatter primary 0.9 0.7 0.4 
2 shatter tertiary 1 0.8 0.8 
3 shatter tertiary 0.9 1.1 0.4 

Sop 26b Lot 1345 Lv 7 
1 shatter secondary 1.8 4 1.1 
2 shatter primary 2.6 1.6 0.8 
3 Iprimary flake 2.7 2.9 0.7 
4 shatter tertiary 1.1 0.7 0.6 

Sop 26b Lot 1346 Lv 7 
1 ut tertiary flake 3.4 1.7 0.7 
2 secondary flake 1.8 2 0.9 
3 round stone 3.7 3.1 1 
4 round stone 3.1 1.3 0.7 
5 round stone 2.9 2 0.9 
6 round stone 2.5 1.6 0.5 
7 round stone 2.5 1.8 0.9 

Sop 26c Lot 1350 Lv 5 

failed attempt at making a 
tool due to impurity in raw 

1 CoreITool 4.4 3 1.1 material 

use edge along striking 

• 

2 ut tertiary flake 2.4 2.6 0.7 Iplatfonn 
3 ut tertiary flake 3.9 4.6 1.8 I 

4 secondary flake 4.8 7.4 2.3 ! 

5 tertiary flake 2.4 2.2 0.4 I 
6 shatter secondary 2.4 3.4 0.7 I 
7 sllatter priIllll1)' 2.4 3.9 2.8 I 



- ------ --~~-

Appendix 1.3 Caye Coco (PR1) Excavations at Subop 26 and 40 

Sop 26c Lot 1351 Lv 6 
2 ut tertiary flake 3.9 2.3 0.8 
3 ut tertiary flake 1.9 3.2 0.7 
4 ut tertiary flake 4.2 2.2 1.1 very coarse material 

many flake scars on dorsal 
5 tertiary flake 3 3.1 0.7 surface 
6 shatter primary 2.5 5.5 0.9 
7 ,prim~ flake 4.4 5.2 1.8 
8 

SoP 26c Lot 1352 Lv 7 
1 ut secondary flake 3.2 1.8 0.9 
2 ut tertiary flake 1.8 1.2 0.1 
3 tertiary flake 3.2 1.8 0.9 
4 shatter secondary 2.4 1.1 1.1 

Sop 40c Lot 1291 
1 ut tertiary flake 4.7 2.6 1.4 0.032 
2 ut secondary flake 3.1 2.8 1.4 

Sop 40c Lot 1296 Lv 4 
2 ut tertiary flake 6.4 7.5 1.9 
3 ut tertiary flake 3.4 2.8 1.1 
4 ut tertiary flake 3.6 2.9 0.7 
5 ut tertiary flake 2.6 2 1 
6 tertiary flake 4.7 3.5 1.1 
7 tertiary flake 2.4 3.6 0.6 
8 tertiary flake 1.9 2.4 0.5 yes 
9 tertiary flake 1.9 2.2 0.3 yes 

. 

10 tertiary flake 2.2 1.9 0.8 yes 
11 tertill!Y flake 2.1 2 0.4 0.017 
12 tertiary flake 2.6 2.2 0.6 
13 tertill!Y flake 2.3 2.7 0.6 I 
14 tertiary flake 1.5 1.8 0.4 I 
15 tertiary flake 1.6 1.9 0.5 
16 tertiary flake 1.6 1.7 0.4 
17 tertiary flake 1.2 1.8 0.4 
18 tertiary flake 1.1 1.4 0.3 
19 shatter primary 1.2 1.8 1.9 
20 shatter tertiary 1.7 2.2 1.2 
21 shatter secondary 1.3 2.1 1.8 
22 shatter secondary 1.4 1.9 0.3 
23 shatter tertiary 1 1.5 0.3 
24 shatter tertiary 0.6 1.1 0.2 yes 
25 shattertertiary ....... _ -

1.6 1.1 
-

0.2 , ... -
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Sop 40c Lot 1302 Lv 5 
2 ut terti_ary flake 3.5 3.4 1.4 
3 ut tertiary flake 1.7 2.2 0.7 
4 ut tertiary flake 2.5 3.6 0.8 
5 secondary flake 2.8 3.2 1.1 
6 shatter secondary 2 2.3 0.7 
7 shatter tertiary 0.8 2.4 0.3 
8 shatter tertiary 1.1 2.4 0.4 
9 shatter secondary 1.1 2.4 0.5 

battering damage on 
Sop 40c Lot 1332 Lv 6 # 1 ut tertiary flake 3.6 2.4 0.8 striking platform 
Sop 40c Lot 1339 

1 ut tertiary flake 2.2 2.1 0.4 yes 
2 tertiary flake 3.6 1.4 0.6 
3 Iprimary flake 2.9 3 1 

Sop 40d Lot 1286 Lv 2 # 1 tertiary flake 4.2 3.9 1.2 yes 0.011 
SoP 40d Lot 1288 Lv 3 # 1 ut primary flake 2.4 2.2 0.5 
Sop 40d Lot 1290 Lv 4 

1 ut tertiary flake 2.4 2 0.5 
2 ut tertiary flake 2.1 2.6 0.4 
3 ut tertiary flake 2.7 1.9 0.6 
4 ut tertiary flake 2.3 2.5 0.8 

battering on the stiking 
5 tertiary flake 2.5 2.1 0.7 yes .platform 
6 secondary flake 2.9 2.6 0.5 
7 tertiary flake 2.8 2.9 0.6 yes 
8 secondary flake 3.6 2.9 1.1 
9 secondary flake 3.3 3.3 0.8 yes 
10 secondary flake 2.2 2.4 0.5 
11 tertiary flake 0.9 1.6 0.4 
12 tertiary flake 0.9 0.9 0.2 
13 shatter primary 1.6 2.8 2.6 
14 shatter tertiary 1.1 2.2 1 
15 shatter primary 1.7 1.8 0.5 
16 shatter primary 0.7 1.5 0.7 
17 shatter secondary 0.8 1.6 0.3 

Sop 40c Lot 1299 Lv 4 # 1 ut tertiary flake 4.4 1.8 1 

large blade with heavy wear 
Sop 40h Lot 1316 Lv 3 # 1 ut tertiary flake 7.5 4.5 1.9 on both sides 
Sop 40h Lot 1319 Lv 4 

4 ut secondary flake 4.7 3.8 0.9 
5 tertiary flake 3.6 4.1 1 
6 tertiary flake 6.1 2.8 1.2 
7 shatter secon<!ary 2.3 1.2 1 
8 tertiary flake 2 1.9 0.2 : 

9 ~f1ake ........ __ 2.1 _ '-----2.9 _ _ 0.7_ , .. _- - .. _- -----..... ---



Appendix 1.3 Caye Coco (PR1) Excavations at Subop 26 and 40 

10 tertiary flake 0.7 1.1 0.4 
11 tertiary flake 1.7 1.8 0.3 
12 tertiary flake 1.3 1.6 0.3 
13 shatter secondary 2.6 2.9 0.6 yes 
14 shatter primary 2 1.8 1 
15 shatter primary 1.9 2.9 1.4 
16 shatter primary 1.5 2.4 1.1 
17 shatterprim!ll}' 1.9 1.3 0.9 
18 shatter secondary 2.5 1.6 1 
19 shatter primary 3.5 3 2.2 
20 shatter secondary 1.7 1.6 1.5 
21 shatter primary 1.7 1.9 0.4 
22 shatter secondary 1.2 1.7 0.7 

Sop 40h Lot 1320 
1 tertiary flake 1.2 2.8 0.6 yes 
2 tertiary flake 1.3 1.3 0.3 
3 tertiary flake 0.8 1.1 0.3 
4 shatter tertiary 1.5 1.3 0.9 yes 
5 shatter tertiary 1 0.8 0.2 yes 
6 shatter secondary 0.8 1.5 0.6 
7 ut tertiary flake 2.1 3.3 0.6 blade fragment 

8 ut tertiary flake 2 2.2 0.6 
9 ut tertiary flake 2.1 2.3 0.4 
10 ut tertiary flake 1.8 2 0.2 
11 ut secondary flake 1.8 1.8 0.6 ! 

12 tertiary flake 4.1 4.7 1.3 
13 tertiary flake 1.7 2.9 0.6 
14 tertiary flake 1.5 2 0.4 
15 shatter 2.9 2.8 0.9 yes 
16 shatter tertiary 1 1.9 0.3 

Sop 40h Lot 1321 Lv 4 
1 ut tertiary flake 2 2.4 0.5 
2 shatter 2.9 2.4 0.7 

Sop 40h Lot 1323 
1 secondary flake 2.2 2.4 0.4 
2 secondary flake 3.1 3.9 1.1 
3 shatter tertiary 2.5 1.8 1.2 

Sop 40h Lot 1324 # 1 shatter 1.3 1.7 0.6 
Sop 40h Lot 1331 Lv 5 # 1 secondary flake 1.2 0.9 0.2 
Sop 40hLot 1343 # 1 shatter 2.8 1.3 1.1 

.. 



Appendix 2 

Lot Log 2000-2001 



Appendix 2.1 Lot Log for Progrosso Shore, PR9, 2000 

Site Op Subop Lot # Level Descriptiou 
Chuk PR9 1 1 1 TopsoiUhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Chuk PR9 lA 2 1 TopsoiUhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Chuk PR9 3 3 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Chuk PR9 3A 4 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Chuk PR9 3A 5 2 lOcm arbitrary level 
Chuk PR9 lA 6 2 lOcm arbitrary level, midden 
Chuk PR9 IB 7 1 TopsoiUhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Chuk PR9 3A 8 3 10cm arbitrary level, floor fill 
Chuk PR9 1A 9 3 10cm arbitrary level, midden 
Chuk PR9 1 10 2 lOcm arbitrary level 
Chuk PR9 3A 11 4 lOcm arbitrary level, fill 
Chuk PR9 3B 12 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Chuk PR9 3C 13 \ Looter's Trench Profile cleanup (N. side of Str) 
Chuk PR9 3A 14 5 North 112 of So. 
Chuk PR9 3D 15 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Chuk PR9 3E 16 1 TopsoiUhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Chuk PR9 3A 17 5 South 112, fill below ballast deposit 
Chuk PR9 3B 18 2 10cm arbitrary level 
Chuk PR9 3A 19 5 Burial #1 (secondary) in NIB comer of Lot 14 
Chuk PR9 3B 20 3 20cm arbitrary level, natural accumulation 
Chuk PR9 3D 21 2 10cm arbitrary level, cobble subsurface of floor 
Chuk PR9 3D 22 3 lOcm arbitrary level 
Chuk PR9 3B 23 4 Level at which excavation was terminated 
Chuk PR9 3D 24 4 Core construction fill 
Chuk PR9 3A 25 6 Dirt construction fill 
Chuk PR9 3A 26 7 Dirt fill between core fill and bedrock 

PR9 VOID 27 
Erlington PR9 7A 28 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Erlington PR9 7B 29 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Erlington PR9 7 30 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Erlington PR9 7A 31 2 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Erlington PR9 7B 32 2 Excavation Terminated, lot not penetrated 
Erlington PR9 7 33 2 Fill 
Erlington PR9 7A 34 3 Ballast-type fill, midden 
Erlington PR9 7B 35 2 SIB comer of So, soil colouration change 
Erlington PR9 7 36 2 Core construction fill 
Edington PR9 7A 37 4 Loose core construction fill 
Chuk PR9 3D 38 5 20cm arbitrary level, subfloor fill 
Chuk PR9 3D 39 6 20cm arbitrary level, plaster fir and assoc'd fill 
Edington PR9 7 40 3 20cm arbitrary level, fill - North 112 of So 
Edington PR9 7A 41 5 20cm arbitrary level, fill 
Edington PR9 8A 42 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 cm arbitrary level 
Erlington PR9 7 43 4 20cm arbitrary level, core fill 
Erlington PR9 7A 44 6 Dirt fill, excavated to bedrock 
Erlington PR9 8A 45 2 lOcm arbitrary level, humus w/ decomposing limestone 
Edington PR9 8A 46 3 Humus to bedrock 
Erlington PR9 7 47 5 20cm arbitrary level 

Edington PR9 7 48 6 
lOcm arbitrary level, plaster/marl deposit, terminated 
after this lot 



Appendix 2.2 Lot Log for A vila, PR9, 2001 

Site/Area Op Subop Level Lot Description 
Avila PR9 If 1 2024 15t arbitrary lOem level 

Avila PR9 2 1 2025 15t arbitrary lOem level 

Avila PR9 Ig 1 2026 15t arbitrary lOem level 

Avila PR9 2 2 2027 2nd arbitrary lOem level 
Avila PR9 If 2028 Soil above the plaster/rock layer 
Avila PR9 Ig 2 2029 2nd arbitrary lOem level 
Avila PR9 2 2030 Fire pit feature 

Avila PR9 Ig 3 2031 3rd arbitrary lOem level- in eastern lX2m section 

Avila PR9 If 3 2032 3rd arbitrary lOem level 

Avila PR9 10 1 2033 15t arbitrary lOem level 

Avila PR9 If 4 2034 4th arbitrary lOem level 
Avila PR9 Ig 2035 Soil above large roeks- in eastern lX2m section 
Avila PR9 2 3 2036 3rd arbitrary lOem level- in N lX2m 

Avila PR9 10 2 2037 2nd arbitrary lOem level 

Avila PR9 10 3 2038 3rd arbitrary 20em level- in lXlm in NW comer 
Avila PR9 10 2039 Probe to bedroek- .4X.4m in NW comer 
Avila PR9 12 1 2040 15t arbitrary lOem level- in W lX1.4m 

Avila PR9 12 1 2041 15t arbitrary lOem level- in E lXlm 
Avila PR9 11 2042 Soil above roeks- in S lX.9m 
Avila PR9 11 1 2043 15t arbitrary lOem level- in N lX1.9m 
Avila PR9 11 2044 Soil above roeks- in N lX1.9m 
Avila PR9 12 2 2045 2nd arbitrary lOem level- in W lX1.4m 

Avila PR9 12 2 2046 2nd arbitrary lOem level- in E lXlm 
Avila PR9 12 2047 Pit feature 
Avila PR9 12 3 2048 3rd arbitrary 10em level- in E lXlm 
Avila PR9 11 2049 Rock layer- in N lX1.9m 

Avila PR9 11 2050 
Soil above bedroek- in N 1X1.9m (except along N edge 
of unit) 

Avila PR9 12 3 2051 3rd arbitrary lOem level- in W 1X1.4m 

Avila PR9 12 4 2052 4tll arbitrary lOem level- in E 1X1m 

Avila PR9 12 4 2053 4th arbitrary lOem level- in W1X1.4m 
Avila PR9 11 2054 Soil above bedrock along N edge of unit 
Avila PR9 12 2055 Pit feature 
Avila PR9 2a 1 2056 15t arbitrary lOem level 

Avila PR9 2b 1 2057 15t arbitrary lOem level 

Avila PR9 13 1 2058 15t arbitrary lOem level 

Avila PR9 14 1 2059 15t arbitrary lOem level 
Avila PR9 19 2060 Pit feature/probe in SE comer of unit 

Avila PR9 13 2 2061 2nd arbitrary lOem level 
Avila PR9 13 3 2062 3rd arbitrarv lOem level 
Avila PR9 13 2063 Soil above bedrock 
Avila PR9 14 2 2064 2nd arbitrary lOem level 



Site/Area Op Subop Level Lot Description 
Avila PR9 14 3 2065 3rd arbitrary lOcm level 
Avila PR9 2a 2066 Burned rock feature in south half of unit 
Avila PR9 2a 2067 Burned rock feature in northeast comer of unit 

Avila PR9 14 4 2068 4th arbitrary lOcm level 

Avila PR9 14 5 2069 15th arbitrary lOcm level 

Avila PR9 2a 2069 Soil above eroded plaster floor and burned rock features 

Avila PR9 lh 1 2071 l5t arbitrary lOcm level 
Avila PR9 2b 2072 Soil above eroded plaster floor 

Avila PR9 lh 2 2073 2nd arbitrary lOcm level 

Avila PR9 lh 3 2074 3rd arbitrary lOcm level 

Avila PR9 2c 2075 
Soil above the top of rock features and flecks of eroded 
Iplaster 

Avila PR9 2d 1 2076 l5t arbitrary lOcm level 

Avila PR9 2d 2 2077 2nd arbitrary lOcm level 
Avila PR9 2 2078 Soil above rocks- lX.8m between wall stones 

Avila PR9 2d 3 2079 3rd arbitrary lOcm level 

Avila PR9 2d 4 2080 4th arbitrary lOcm level 
Avila PR9 2e 2081 Soil above rocks, eroded plaster floor 

Avila PR9 2 2082 
Rock layer and soil between rocks- lX.8m between wall 
stones 

Avila PR9 2 2083 Soil above rocks- lX.8m between wall stones 
Avila PR9 2d 5 2084 5th arbitrary lOcm level 

Avila PR9 2d 6 2085 6th arbitrary lOcm level- in N lXlm 

Avila PR9 2 2086 
Rock layer and soil between rocks- lX.8m between wall 
stones 

Avila PR9 2 2087 Soil above pit features- lX.8m between wall stones 
Avila PR9 2c 2088 Soil above and around rock features 
Avila PR9 2 2089 Greyish-brown pit feature 

Avila PR9 2d 7 2090 7th level- Soil above burial 

Avila PR9 2d 6 2091 6th arbitrary lOcm level- in SW lX.7m 

Avila PR9 2d 7 2092 701 level- Soil above bedrock in SW lX.7m 

Avila PR9 2d 6 2093 6th arbitrary lOcm level- in SE lX.3m 
Avila PR9 2 2094 White SOil/plaster next to pit feature 

Avila PR9 2f 1 2095 l5t arbitrary lOcm level 
Avila PR9 2d 2096 PR9 Burial #2 

Avila PR9 2f 2 2097 2nd arbitrary lOcm level 



Appendix 2.3 Lot Log for Strath Bogue Site, PRI0, 2001 

Group Op Subop Lot # Level Description 
Pat 10 3A 1 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 2A 2 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 5A 3 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 3A 4 2 Remaining humus 
Pat 10 3A 5 3 Naturallculturallayer, orange w/limestone flecking 
Pat 10 2A 6 2 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 5A 7 2 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 3A 8 3 Possible posthole, NIE corner of subop 
Pat 10 2A 9 3 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 5 10 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 3A 11 4 10 em arbitrary level, compact soil 
Pat 10 5A 12 3 NIW corner of unit, hole in bedrock 
Pat 10 1 13 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 4 14 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 1 15 2 10 em arbitrary level, orange-brown soil wI inclusions 
Pat 10 3A 16 5 Southern 112 of Subop 
Pat 10 3A 17 5 Northern 112 of Subop 
Pat 10 1 18 3 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 4 19 2 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 1 20 4 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 5 21 2 Plaster floor 
Pat 10 4 22 3 Southern 112 of Subop, 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 4 23 3 Northern 112 of Subop, 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 3B 24 1 Topsoillhurnus layer, 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 4 25 5 10 em arbitrary level, entire subop 
Pat 10 2B 26 2 10 ern arbitrary level 
Pat 10 4 27 4 10 em arbitrary level, entire subop 
Pat 10 5 28 3 Loose, core construction fill 
Carlos 10 6 29 1 Humus level 
Pat 10 3B 30 2 10 em arbitrary level, entire subop 
Pat 10 3A 31 6 Cobble surface 
Pat 10 5 32 4 Loose, core construction fill 
Pat 10 4 33 6 Aggregate fill 
Pat 10 515B 34 4 Burial #1 in S/W corner of subop 
Carlos 10 7 35 1 Topsoillhurnus layer, 10 em arbitrary level 
Carlos 10 6 36 2 Construction fill, lOcm arbitrary level 
Pat 10 4 37 7 Aggregate fill, 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 5B 38 1 Ext So s of So 5, level excav. to 80cm dbd (plaster flr) 
Carlos 10 6 39 2 Southeast quad of So, btwn wall and unit wall 
Carlos 10 7 40 2 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 5B 41 2 Plaster floor 
Pat 10 4 42 8 Possible tamped earth surface 
Pat 10 4 43 9 10 em arbitrary level 
Carlos 10 7 44 3 10 em arbitrary level 
Carlos 10 6 45 3 10 em arbitrary level, west 112 of So 
Carlos 10 8 46 1 Topsoillhumus layer, 10 em arbitrary level 
Pat 10 3B 47 3 10 em arbitrary level, 112 round platform 



Group Op Subop Lot # Level Description 
Pat 10 3A 48 6 10 cm arbitrary level, other 112 of round platform 
Carlos 10 7 49 4 To bedrock 
Pat 10 4 50 10 10 cm arbitrary level 
Pat 10 4 51 9 Hearth/fire pit feature 
Pat 10 void 52 
Carlos 10 7 53 4 Lrg rocks at S/E corner of So 
Pat 10 3A 54 6 Circular wall 
Pat 10 3B 55 3 Circular wall 
Pat 10 3A 56 6 North 112 of So, west of wall, north of construction 
Pat 10 3A 57 Construction in S/W corner of So 
Pat 10 3B 58 4 Entire unit until bedrock 
Carlos 10 6 59 4 10 cm arbitrary level, west 112 of So 
Carlos 10 8 60 2 10 cm arbitrary level, east 112 of So 
Carlos 10 8 61 2 10 cm arbitrary level, west 112 of So 
Carlos 10 9 62 1 Topsoil/humus 10 cm arbitrary level 
Carlos 10 9 63 2 10 cm arbitrary level 
Carlos 10 9 64 3 10 cm arbitrary level 
Pat 10 4 65 11 To bedrock 
Carlos 10 6 66 5 Northwest quad 
Carlos 10 6 67 5 Southwest quad 
Carlos 10 6 68 2 Northeast quad (cultural level) 
Carlos 10 9 69 4 10 cm arbitrary level 
Carlos 10 9 70 5 Excavated to bedrock 
Pat 10 3A 71 6 Wall section, to bedrock 
Carlos 10 6 72 2 S/E quad, east of wall 
Carlos 10 8 73 3 East section, east of wall 
Pat 10 LPI 74 \ Intact plaster deposit of looter's pit, 156cm dbd 
Pat 10 LP1 75 \ Intact ballast fill deposit in looter's pit 
Carlos 10 8 76 3 West section of So, west of wall 
Pat 10 5B 77 3 Area surroundingBurial #1, Lot 32 
Pat 10 LPI 78 \ Intact marl/aggregate fill deposit 
Carlos 10 8 79 2 N/S running wall in midsection of So 
Carlos 10 6 80 3 NE quad of plaster floor, East of wall 
Carlos 10 6 81 3 SE quad, plaster cut, East of wall 
Carlos 10 8 82 4 East of N/S running wall, Eastern 20-30cm 
Carlos 10 6 83 3 Wall, from level of inner floor 
Pat 10 LP1 84 \ Intact aggregate-dirt fill deposit 
Pat 10 5/5B 85 5 20 cm arbitrary level 
Carlos 10 6 86 6 10 cm arbitrary level, NW Quad 
Carlos 10 6 87 4 SE quad, parallel to Eastern So wall 
Pat 10 5C 88 3 Burial #2 (originally in SE corner of So 5) 
Pat 10 5C 89 1 Initial 20 cm arbitrary level 
Pat 10 5C 90 2 Plaster floor and associated fill 
Carlos 10 8 91 4 Construction fill, lOcm arbitrary level 
Pat 10 5 92 5 Burial #3 
Pat 10 5C 93 3 Top of crypt, btwn rocks of Burial #2 
Carlos 10 6 94 6 10 cm arbitrary level, SW quad 
Carlos 10 6 95 6 10 cm arbitrary level, NE quad 
Pat 10 5 96 5 Ceramic deposit (cache #1) 
Pat 10 5 97 5 Ceramic deposit (cache #2) 
Carlos 10 6 98 7 Plaster floor across entire unit 



Appendix 3 

Artifact Illustrations from the 2001 Season 



Appendix 3.1.1 Lithics from Strath Bogue - a)PRlO-6-29, b)PRlO-6-29 

a) 

b) 



Appendix 3.1.2 Lithics from Strath Bogue - a) PRlO-5A-2, b) PRlO-4-27, c) PRlO-5-21 

a) 

b) 

c) 



Appendix 3.1.3 Lithics from Strath Bogue - a) PRlO-5-21, b) PRlO-5-21 

a) 

b) 



Appendix 3.1.4 Lithics from Strath Bogue - a) PRlO-5-surface, b) PRlO-5-1O 

a) 

b) 



Appendix 3.1.5 Lithics from Strath Bogue - a) PRlO-5-1O, b) PRlO-6-29 

a) 

b) 



Appendix 3.1.6 Lithics from Strath Bogue - a) PRlO-9-70, b) PRlO-6-29 

a) 

b) 



Appendix 3.1.7 Lithics from Strath Bogue - a) PRlO-6-29, b) Hammerstone PRlO-5-surface 

a) 

b) 



Appendix 3.1.8 Lithics from Strath Bogue - a) PRlO-surface, b) PRlO-5-1O 

a) 

b) 



Appendix 3.2.1 Lithic projectile points from Avila and Edington - a) PR9-surface, b )PR9-1H-
2074, c) PR9-3-TP3, d) PR9-3-TP3, e) PR9-3-TP3, f) PR9-3-TP3, g)PR9-1H-2073, h) PR9-2C-
2080, i) PR9-1F-2024, j) PR9-1F-2024, k) PR9-2-2027, 1) PR9-2-2027, m) PR9-2-2025 

a) b) 
c) 

d) e) f) 

g) h) 
i) 

j) k) I) 

m) 

i 
! 



Appendix 3.2.2 Lithic projectile points from Avila and Edington - a) PR9-4-TP4, 
b)PR9-4-TP4, c) PR9-3-TP3, d) PR9-1H-2074, e) PR9-3-TP3, f) PR9-1-TPl, g) PR9-5-
TP5, h) PR9-5-TP5, i) Obsidian PR9-6-TP6,j) Obsidian PR9-6-TP6, k) Obsidian PR9-6-
TP6, 1) PR9-2f-2097, m) PR9-1H-2071 

b) 
a) 

l\1~ 
c) 

e) d) 

" ~8 
.; 

,.' . / 
~.... .. , 

;:.:::.; ,.- :.~ ~ , 

f) g) b) 

I) m) 



Appendix 3.3.1 Selected lithics from cache, Test Program, Subop 4 



Appendix 3.3.2 Selected lithics from cache, Test Program, Subop 4 



Appendix 3.3.3 Selected lithics from cache, Test Program, Subop 4 



Appendix 3.4 Obsidian prismatic blades and exhausted core, a)PRlO-3B-24, b) PRlO-1-18, 
c) PRlO-1-15, d) PRlO-5A-7, e) PR9-1H-2073, t) PRlO-5-28 

a) b) 

all 
c) 

d) e) 

t) 



Appendix 3.5 Groundstone, a) PRlO-5-1evels 1&2, b)PRlO-surface, c) PRlO-4-22 



Appendix 3.6.1 Selected ceramics from Subop 38 midden 

a) b) 

d) 

e) 



Appendix 3.6.2 Selected ceramics from Subop 38 midden 

lli8 .~.; :.':-.· .. t. ~ ~ 
eroded orange black red 

slip slip slip 

8) 

, 
b) c) 

e) 

d) 



Appendix 3.7 Selected ceramics 

b) 

a) 

~ eroded 

~ redslip 

\\ml orange slip 

II black slip 

c) 



Appendix 3.8 Spindle whorls and modified ceramics, spindle whorls a) PRlO-4-27, b) PRlO-5A-
7, c) PRlO-6-83, sherd disk d) PRlO-5-21, net weights e) PRlO-3-22, f) PRlO-5-1O, g) PRl
S038, h) PRI-S038 

a) 
c) 

b) 

-
d) 

e) 

g) h) 



Appendix 3.9 Shell artifacts a) PRl-38-1149, b) PRl-59D-1218, c) PRl-30G-1072, d) PRl-
30JK-111O, e) PRlO-5-85/92 

O
· 

f. ~:. : . ~ 
\ : 

a) 

e) 

b) 
c) d) 



Appendix 3.10 Deer antler tools a) PR9-4-TP4, b) PR1O-9-62 

a) 

~l 
W 
I I 

\!(I!) 

b) 



Appendix 3.11 Copper axe, PR9-ST15 





Appendix 4 

Inventory of 2001 Strath Bogue Artifacts by Provenience 



Appendix 4: Inventory of 2001 Strath Bogue Artifacts by Provenience 

Provenience Material Quantity Description 
Looter's Pit Ceramics 30 Sherds (not analyzed) 
Looter's Pit Ceramics 8 Sherds (not analyzed) 
Looter's Pit, Lot 78 Ground Stone 1 Mini Metate Fragment 
Looter's Pit, Lot 79 Ceramics 33 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 1, Levell, Lot 13 Ceramic 4 Fragments 
So. 1, Levell, Lot 13 Lithics 6 Tools 
So. 1, Levell, Lot 13 Lithics 19 Flakes 
So. 1, Levell, Lot 13 Lithics 18 Tools and Cores 
So. 1, Levell, Lot 13 Lithics 24 Not Analyzed 
So. 1, Level 2, Lot 15 Ceramic 18 Fragments 
So. 1, Level 2, Lot 15 Lithics 10 Not Analyzed 
So. 1, Level 2, Lot 15 Lithics 8 Tools and Cores 
So. 1, Level 2, Lot 15 Lithics 7 Tools 
So. 1, Level 2, Lot 15 Lithics 6 Not Analyzed 
So. 1, Level 2, Lot 15 Lithics 47 Not Analyzed 
So. 1, Level 2, Lot 15 Lithics 26 Flakes 
So. 1, Level 2, Lot 15 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 1, Level 3, Lot 18 Ceramic 52 Fragments 
So. 1, Level 3, Lot 18 Lithics 41 Tools 
So. 1, Level 3, Lot 18 Lithics 133 Not Analyzed 
So. 1, Level 3, Lot 18 Lithics 33 Flakes 
So. 1, Level 3, Lot 18 Lithics 3 Tools/Cores 
So. 1, Level 3, Lot 18 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 1, Levcl 4, Lot 20 Ceramic 23 Fragments 
So. 1, Level 4, Lot 20 Ceramic 1 Fragments 
So. 1, Level 4, Lot 20 Lithics 6 Tools 
So. 1, Level 4, Lot 20 Lithics 36 Tools 
So. 1, Level 4, Lot 20 Lithics 7 Not Analyzed 
So. 1, Level 4, Lot 20 Lithics 18 Flakes 
So. 2a, Level 1, Lot 2 Sllecial Find 3 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So.2a,Levell,Lot3 Ceramics 34 Sherds 
So. 2a, Levell, Lot 3 Lithics 11 Tools/Cores 
So. 2a, Levell, Lot 3 Lithics 40 Tools 
So.2a,Levell,Lot3 Lithics 28 Flakes (unanalyzed) 
So. 2a, Level 2, Lot 6 Ceramics 126 Sherds 
So.2a,LeveI2,Lot6 Lithics 24 Tools/Cores 
So.2a,LeveI2,Lot6 Lithics 3 Tools 
So.2a,LeveI2,Lot6 Lithics 31 Flakes 
So. 2a, Level 2, Lot 75 Lithics 10 Tools 
So.2a,LeveI2,Lot9 Ceramics 2 Sherds 
So.2a,LeveI3,Lot6 Lithics 193 Flakes 
So. 2a, Level 3, Lot 9 Ceramics 62 Sherds 
So. 2a, Level 3,Lot9 Lithics 14 Tools 
So. 2a,Level 3,Lot9 Lithics 192 Flakes (unanalyzed) 
So. 2a, Str. 1, Looter's Pit, L< Lithics 2 Other lithic fragments 
So.3a Charcoal Soil 2 Sample 
So.3a,Levell,Lotl Ceramics 2 Sherds 
So.3a,Levell,Lotl Lithics 11 Flakes 
So. 3a, Level 2, Lot 4 Lithics 3 Flakes 



Appendix 4: Inventory of 2001 Strath Bogue Artifacts by Provenience 
Provenience Material Quantity Description 

So.3a,LeveI3,Lot5 Ceramics 11 Sherds 
So. 3a,Level 3, Lot 5 Lithics 37 Flakes 
So. 3a,Level 3,Lot5 Lithics 19 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 3a, Level 3, Lot 57 Ceramics 15 Sherds 
So. 3a,Level 3, Lot 57 Lithlcs 24 Flakes 
So.3a,LeveI3,Lot57 Lithics 9 Tools 
So.3a,LeveI3,Lot57 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 3a,Level 3, Lot 57 Special Find 1 Obsidian 
So. 3a, Level 3, Lot 9 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 3a, Level 4, Lot 11 Ceramics 16 Sherds 
So. 3a, Level 4, Lot 11 Lithics 2 Flakes 
So. 3a, Level 4, Lot 11 Lithics 18 Flakes 
So. 3a, Level 4, Lot 11 Special Find 3 Vidisneous Rock 
So. 3a, Level 4, Lot 48 Ceramics 13 Sherds 
So.3a,LeveI4,Lot48 Lithics 7 Flakes 
So. 3a, Level 4, Lot 48 Lithics 7 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 3a, Level 4, Lot 58 Lithics 1 Tool 
So. 3a, Level 5, Lot 16 Ceramics 2 Sherds 
So. 3a,Level 5, Lot 16 Lithics 1 Flake (not analyzed) 
So. 3a,LeveI5,Lot 17 Ceramics 17 Sherds 
So. 3a,LeveI5,Lot 17 Lithics 15 Flakes 
So. 3a,LeveI5,Lot 17 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So.3a,LeveI6,Lot48 Ceramics 3 Undiagnostic sherds (tiny) 
So. 3a,Level 6, Lot 48 Lithics 2 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 3a,Level 6, Lot 48 Lithics 3 Tools 
So.3a,LeveI6,Lot54 Ceramics 1 Sherds 
So. 3a,Level 6, Lot 54 Lithics 4 Flakes 
So.3a,LeveI6,Lot54 Lithics 7 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 3a,Level 6, Lot 56 Ceramics 2 Sherds 
So.3a,LeveI6,Lot56 Lithics 9 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So.3a,LeveI6,Lot56 Lithics 3 Tools 
So. 3a, Level 7, Lot 71 Lithics 7 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 3a, wall, Level 6, Lot 54 Ceramics 3 Sherds 
So. 3a, wall, Level 6, Lot 54 Lithics 3 Tools 
So.3b,Levell,Lot24 Ceramics 12 Sherds 
So.3b,Levell,Lot24 Lithlcs 3 Lithic Tools 
So.3b,Levell,Lot24 Lithics 25 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So.3b,Levell,Lot24 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So.3b,Levell,Lot24 Lithics 2 Flakes 
So. 3b, Level 2, Lot 26 Ceramics 3 Sherds 
So.3b,LeveI2,Lot26 Lithics 7 Lithic Tools 
So. 3b, Level 2, Lot 26 Lithics 19 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 3b,Levcl 3, Lot 30 Ceramics 9 Sherds 
So. 3b,Level 3, Lot 30 Ceramics 10 Sherds 
So. 3b,Levcl 3, Lot 30 Lithics 3 Lithic Tools 
So. 3b,Level 3, Lot 30 Lithics 10 Lithic Tools 
So. 3b,Level 3, Lot 30 Lithics 7 Lithic Tools 
So.3b,LeveI3,Lot30 Lithics 10 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So.3b,LeveI3,Lot30 Lithics 2 Flakes 
So. 3b,Level 3, Lot 30 Lithics 7 Flakes (not analyzed) 
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So.3b,LeveI3,Lot30 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 3b,Level 3, Lot 55 Lithics 11 Lithic Tools 
So. 3b,Level 3, Lot 55 Ceramics 15 Sherds 
So. 3b, Level 4, Lot 47 Ceramics 5 Sherds 
So.3b,LeveI4,Lot47 Ceramics 11 Sherds 
So. 3b, Level 4, Lot 47 Lithics 7 Lithic Tools 
So. 3b, Level 4, Lot 47 Lithics 2 Lithic Tools 
So. 3b, Level 4, Lot 47 Lithics 8 Flakes 
So. 3b, Level 4, Lot 58 Ceramics 10 Sherds 
So. 3b, Level 4, Lot 58 Lithics 5 Lithic Tools (unanalyzed) 
So. 3b, Level 4, Lot 58 Lithics 35 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 4, Level 1, Lot 1 Faunal 9 Fragments 
So. 4, Levell, Lot 14 Ceramics 163 Fragments 
So. 4, Levell, Lot 14 Lithic Tools 3 Analyzed 
So. 4, Levell, Lot 14 Lithics 21 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Levcl 1, Lot 14 Lithics 26 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Level 1, Lot 14 Lithics Core 1 Whole 
So. 4, Level 1, Lot 14 Lythic Tools 13 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Level 1, Lot 14 Lythic Tools 22 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Levell, Lot 14 Special Find 1 Lithic Tool 
So. 4, Level 1, Lot 27 Lythic Tools 18 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Level 10, Lot 50 Ceramics 3 Fragments 
So. 4, Levcl 10, Lot 50 Ceramics 5 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 10, Lot 50 Lithic Tools 1 Analyzed 
So. 4, Level 10, Lot 50 Lithics 2 Whole 
So. 4, Level 2, Lot 19 Ceramics 1 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 2, Lot 19 Ceramics 98 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 2, Lot 19 Lithic Tools 15 Analyzed 
So. 4, Level 2, Lot 19 Lithics 25 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 14 Lythic Tools 14 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 22 Ceramics 77 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 22 Lithic Tools 2 Analyzed 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 22 Lithics 7 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 22 Lythic Tool 1 Whole 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 22 Special Find 1 Groundstone Mano 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 22 Special Find 3 Obsidian 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 22 Special Find 1 Net Weight 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 23 Ceramics 96 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 23 Lithics 17 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 23 Lythic Tools 12 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 23 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 4, Level 3, Lot 23 Special Find 1 Biface Fragment 
So. 4, Level 3, Surface, Lot ~ Ceramics 11 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 3, Surface, Lot ~ Lithic 1 Fialce 
So. 4, Level 4, Lot 27 Ceramics 49 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 4, Lot 27 Lithics 16 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Level 4, Lot 27 Special Find 1 Lithic Tool Fragments 
So. 4, Level 4, Lot 27 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 4, Level 4, Lot 27 Special Find 1 Bead 
So. 4, Level 4, Lot 32 Lithics 42 Whole, Fragments 
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So. 4, Levcl 4, Lot 32 Lythic Tools 6 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Levcl 5, Lot 25 Ceramics 3 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 5, Lot 25 Ceramics 2 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 5, Lot 25 Lithics 2 Whole 
So. 4, Level 5, Lot 25 Lythic Tools 2 Whole 
So. 4, Level 5, Lot 25 Lythic Tools 3 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Levcl 6, Lot 33 Ceramics 28 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 6, Lot 33 Lithic Tools 2 Analyzed 
So. 4, Level 6, Lot 33 Lithics 1 Whole 
So. 4, Level 6, Lot 33 Lythic Tools 5 Whole 
So. 4, Level 7, Lot 3 Lithics 12 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Levcl 7, Lot 37 Ceramics 89 Fragments 
So. 4, Levcl 7, Lot 37 Lithic Tools 10 Analyzed 
So. 4, Level 7, Lot 37 Lithics 9 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Levcl 8, Lot 42 Ceramics 53 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 8, Lot 42 Lithic Tools 12 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Level 8, Lot 42 Lithics 13 Whole, Fragments 
So. 4, Levcl 9, Lot 43 Ceramics 50 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 9, Lot 43 Lithic Tools 5 Analyzed 
So. 4, Level 9, Lot 43 Lithics 9 Whole 
So. 4, Level 9,Lot5l Ceramics 5 Fragments 
So. 4, Level 9,Lot5l Lithic 1 Fragment 
So. 4, Level 9/10, Lot 51 Charcoal Soil 2 Fire feature, sample #5 
So. 4, Surface 64, Lot 14 Lithics 9 Analyzed 
So. 4, Surface Collection Ceramics 15 Fragments 
So. 4, Surface Collection, Lo Lithics 17 Whole, Fragments 
So. 5 & 5b, Level 3/4, Lot 34 Lithic 6 Other Lithics (unanalyzed) 
So. 5 & 5b, Level 3/4, Lot 34 Lithic 1 Other Lithics (unanalyzed) 
So. 5 & 5b, Level 5, Lot 85 Dirty Ceramics 136 Unanalyzed 
So. 5 & 5b, Level 5, Lot 85 Lithics 17 Not Analyzed 
So. 5 & 5b, Level 5, Lot 85 Lithics 17 Not Analy_zed 
So. 5 & 5b, Level 5, Lot 85 Lithics 4 Tools 
So. 5 & 5b, Level 5, Lot 85 Lithics 36 Tools 
So. 5, Levell & 2, Lot 10 & Ground Stone 1 Mano Fragment 
So. 5, Levell & 4, mixed, L Ceramic 354 Analyzed sherds 
So. 5, Levell, Lot 10 Ceramic 3 Sherds (non diagnostic) 
So. 5, Levell, Lot 10 Lithic 67 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Levell, Lot 10 Lithic 11 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Levell, Lot 10 Lithic 3 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Levell, Lot 10 Lithic 72 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Levell, Lot 10 Lithic Tools 5 Analyzed 
So. 5, Levell, Lot 10 Lithic Tools 9 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 1, Lot 10 Lithic Tools 44 Analyzed 
So. 5, Levell, Lot 10 Lithic Tools 3 Analyzed 
So. 5, Levell, Lot 10 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 5, Levell, Lot 10 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 5, Levell, Lot 10 Special Find 1 Net Weight 
So. 5, Levell, Lot 24 Special Find 2 Lithic Bifaces 
So. 5, Levell, Surface, Lot 2 Ceramic 15 Sherds 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 10 Special Find 1 Modified Ceramic 
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So. 5, Level 2, Lot 162 Special Find 1 Bare Tool 
So.5,LeveI2,Lot21 Ceramic 159 Analyzed sherds 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 21 Ceramic 250 Analyzed sherds 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 21 Lithic 1 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 21 Lithic 38 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 21 Lithic 45 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 21 Lithic 1 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 21 Lithic Tools 4 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 2,Lot21 Lithic Tools 6 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 21 Lithic Tools 36 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 21 Lithic Tools 8 Analyzed 
So. 5, Levcl 2, Lot 21 Lithic Tools 23 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 21 Lithic Tools 7 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 2,Lot21 Lithic Tools 1 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 21 Lithic Tools 3 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 7 Lithics 8 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 7 Special Find 1 Figure Fragment 
So. 5, Level 3, Lot 28 Ceramic 23 Drawn and analyzed sherds 
So. 5, Level 3, Lot 28 Ceramic 183 Analyzed sherds 
So. 5, Level 3, Lot 28 Ceramic 96 Analyzed sherds 
So. 5, Levcl 3, Lot 28 Ground Stone 1 Metate Fragment 
So. 5, Level 3, Lot 28 Lithic 63 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 3, Lot 28 Lithic 7 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 3, Lot 28 Lithic Tools 21 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 3, Lot 28 Lithic Tools 27 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 3, Lot 28 Lithic Tools 3 Cores 
So. 5, Level 3, Lot 28 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 5, Level 3, Lot 29 Ceramic 150 Analyzed sherds 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 32 Ceramic 113 Analyzed sherds 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 32 Ceramic 173 Analyzed sherds 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 32 Ceramics 104 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 32 Ceramics 95 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 32 Dirty Ceramics 205 Fragments 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 32 Lithic 36 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 32 Lithic 43 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 32 Lithic 9 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 32 Lithic Tools 14 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 32 Lithic Tools 36 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 34 Lithic 3 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 34 Lithic 3 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 34 Lithic Cores 6 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 4, Lot 34 Lithic Tools 15 Analyzed 
So.5,LeveI4,Str.5,Lot32 Lithic Tools 3 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 5, Burial #1, Lo Ceramic 62 Sherds 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 28 Ceramic 72 Analyzed sherds 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 67 Lithics 4 Lithics (not analyzed) 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 85 Dirty Ceramics 34 Unanalyzed 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 85 Lithics 12 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 92 Ceramics 31 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 92 Dirty Ceramics 32 Unanalyzed 
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So. 5, Level 5, Lot 92 Lithic 1 Core (not analyzed) 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 92 Lithic 5 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 92 Lithic Tools 14 Analyzed 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 92 Lithics 8 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 96 Dirty Ceramics 38 Unanalyzed 
So.5,LeveI5,Lot96 Lithics 1 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 97 Ceramics 89 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 5, Levcl 5, Lot 97 Ceramics 10 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 97 Charcoal 1 Sample from ceramic concentr 
So. 5, Level 5, Lot 97 Lithics 12 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 5, Level 5, Lots 85/92 Special Find 1 Conch Shell Vessel 
So. 5, Lot 10 Ground Stone 1 ManoFlakes 
So. 5, Lot 96 Dirty Ceramics 7 Unanalyzed 
So. 5, Surface Collection Lithic Tool 1 Analyzed 
So. 5/5b, Level 3/4, Lot 34, I Ceramics 13 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 5/5b, Level 3/4, Lot 34, I Ceramics 63 Sherds 
So. 5/5b, Level 4/3, Lot 34 Ceramics 10 Sherds 
So. 5a, Levell, Lot 2 Ceramic 121 Fragments 
So.5a,Level1,Lot2 Special Find 1 Lithic Tool Fragments 
So.5a,Level1,Lot5 Lithics 18 Tools 
So.5a,Level1,Lot5 Lithics 58 Not Analyzed 
So.5a,LeveI2,Lot7 Ceramic 22 Fragments 
So. 5a,Level 2, Lot 7 Ceramic 328 Fragments 
So.5a,LeveI2,Lot7 Ceramic 20 Fragments 
So.5a,LeveI2,Lot7 Lithics 12 Tools 
So. 5a, Level 2, Lot 7 Lithics 73 Tools and Cores 
So. 5a,Level 2, Lot 7 Lithics 59 Not Analyzed 
So. 5a, Level 2, Lot 7 Lithics 7 Not Analyzed 
So. 5a, Level 2, Lot 7 Lithics 7 Tools and Cores 
So. 5a, Level 2, Lot 7 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 5a, Level 2, Lot 7 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 5a, Level 2, Lot 7 Special Find 4 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So.5a,LeveI2,Lot7 Special Find 1 Modified Ceramic 
So. 5a, Level 3, Lot 12 Ceramic 4 Fragments 
So. 5a,Level 3, Lot 12 Lithics 7 Not Analyzed 
So.5a,LeveI3,Lot12 Lithics 10 Tools and Cores 
So. 5b, Levell, Lot 38 Ceramic 297 Sherds 
So.5b,Level1,Lot38 Lithic 16 Tools 
So. 5b, Levell, Lot 38 Lithic 28 Flakes 
So. 5b, Levell, Lot 38 Lithic 5 Shatter 
So.5b,Level1,Lot38 Lithic 31 Other Lithics (unanalyzed) 
So. 5b, Levell, Lot 38 Lithic 14 Core/Tools 
So.5b,Level1,Lot39 Lithic 2 Cores 
So. 5b, Level 2, Lot 41 Ceramic 223 Sherds 
So. 5b,Level 2, Lot 41 Ceramics 4 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 5b, Level 2, Lot 41 Lithic 1 Tool 
So. 5b,Level 2, Lot 41 Lithic 24 Flakes/Shatter (unanalyzed) 
So.5b,LeveI2,Lot41 Lithic 22 Core Tools (unanalyzed) 
So. 5b,Level 3, Lot 34 Lithic 9 Other Lithics (unanalyzed) 
So. 5b,Level 3, Lot 77 Ceramics 76 Sherds (not analyzed) 
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So. 5b,Level 3, Lot 77 Dirty Ceramics 40 Unanalyzed 
So.5b,LeveI3,Lot77 Lithic 2 Flakes 
So.5b,LeveI3,Lot77 Lithic 5 Tools 
So. 5b, Level 3, Lot 77 Lithic 12 Coreffools (unanalyzed) 
So. 5b, Level 3/4, Lot 34 Lithic 1 Core 
So. 5b,Level 3/4, Lot 34 Lithic 2 Flake/Shatter 
So.5b,LeveI3/4,Lot34 Lithic 1 Lithic Tool 
So. 5b, Level 3/4, Lot 34, Bu Ceramics 9 Sherds 
So. 5b, Level 3/4, Lot 35 Lithic 3 Flakes 
So. 5c, Levell, Lot 89 Dirty Ceramics 63 Unanalyzed 
So. 5c, Levell, Lot 89 Dirty Ceramics 84 Fragments 
So.5c,LeveI2,Lot90 Dirty Ceramics 18 Unanalyzed 
So. 5c,Level 2, Lot 90 Dirty Ceramics 70 Fragments 
So. 5c,Level 3, Lot 93 Dirty_ Ceramics 6 Unanalyzed 
So. 5c, Level 3, Lot 93 Dirty Ceramics 54 Fragments 
So. 5c, Level 3, Lot 93 Lithics 12 Not Analyzed 
So. 5c,Level 8, Lot 88 Special Find 24 Ceramic 
So. 6, Level 1, Lot 29 Ceramics 156 Sherds 
So. 6, Levell, Lot 29 Ceramics 263 Sherds 
So. 6, Level 1, Lot 29 Lithics 13 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 1, Lot 29 Lithics Flakes 
So. 6, Levell, Lot 29 Lithics 2 Tools 
So. 6, Levell, Lot 29 Lithics 6 Tools 
So. 6, Levell, Lot 29 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 6, Level 1, Lot 29 Special Find 1 Bifacial Tool 
So. 6, Level 1, Lot 29 Special Find 5 Lithic Tool Fragments 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 36 Ceramics 72 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 36 Ceramics 64 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 36 Lithics 4 Tools 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 36 Lithics 3 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 36 Lithics 24 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 36 Lithics 8 Flakes/Shatter 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 36 Lithics 4 Tools 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 36 Special Find 3 Lithic Tool Fragments 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 39 Ceramics 42 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 39 Ceramics 4 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 39 Ceramics 94 Rim & body sherds 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 39 Lithics 4 Tools 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 39 Lithics 3 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 39 Lithics 1 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 39 Lithics 1 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 39 Lithics 3 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 39 Lithics 1 Tools 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 39 Lithics 2 Tools 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 39 Lithics 6 Tools 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 68 Ceramics 101 Sherds 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 68 Ground Stone 1 Metate Flakes 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 68 Lithics 1 Tools 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 68 Lithics 1 Tool 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 68 Lithics 9 Flakes 
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So. 6, Level 2, Lot 72 Ceramics 198 Rim & body sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 72 Ceramics 3 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 72 Lithics 10 Tools 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 72 Lithics 1 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 72 Lithics 5 Tools 
So. 6, Level 2, Lot 72 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 45 Ceramics 12 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 45 Ceramics 53 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 45 Ceramics 112 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 45 Lithics 6 Tools 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 45 Lithics 5 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 45 Lithics 14 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 45 Lithics 4 Tools 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 45 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So.6,LeveI3,Lot8 Lithics 4 Flakes/Shatter 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 8 Lithics 7 Tools 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 80 Ceramics 13 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 81 Ceramics 16 Sherds (not ana!yzed) 
So.6,LeveI3,Lot81 Ceramics 5 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 81 Lithics 7 Core and Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 83 Dirty Ceramics 147 Fragments 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 83 Lithics 58 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 3, Lot 83 Special Find 1 Spindelwhorl 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 59 Ceramics 1 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 59 Ceramics 46 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 59 Ceramics 106 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 59 Ground Stone 1 Metate Flakes 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 59 Lithics 3 Tools 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 59 Lithics 6 Tools 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 59 Lithics 10 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 59 Lithics 20 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 59 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 84 Lithics 4 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 87 Ceramics 8 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 95 Dirty Ceramics 6 Fragments 
So. 6, Level 4, Lot 95 Lithics 2 Lithics (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 5, Lot 66 Ceramics 6 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 5, Lot 66 Ceramics 7 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 5, Lot 66 Lithics 1 Tools 
So. 6, Level 5, Lot 67 Ceramics 5 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 5, Lot 67 Dirty Ceramics 4 Fragments 
So. 6, Level 5, Lot 67 Lithics 2 Tools 
So. 6, Level 6, Lot 86 Ceramics 11 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 6, Level 6, Lot 86 Lithics 1 Flakes 
So. 6, Level 6, Lot 86 Lithics 13 Tools/Cores 
So. 6, Level 6, Lot 94 Dirty Ceramics 61 Fragments 
So. 6, Level 6, Lot 94 Lithics 14 Lithics (not analyzed) 
So.6,Str.6,LeveI5,Lot67 Lithics 1 CorelFlakes 
So. 6, Surface Lithics 5 Tools 
So. 6, SUlface, Lot 29 Lithics 7 Flakes 
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So. 7, Levell, Lot 35 Ceramic 45 Sherds 
So. 7, Levell, Lot 35 Lithic 3 Tools 
So. 7, Levell, Lot 35 Lithic 23 Flakes 
So. 7, Levell, Lot 35 Lithic 7 Lithic Tools 
So. 7, Level 2, Lot 40 Ceramic 52 Sherds 
So. 7, Level 2, Lot 40 Lithic 9 Shatter 
So. 7, Level 2, Lot 40 Lithic 11 CoresfTools 
So. 7, Level 2, Lot 40 Lithic 1 Tool 
So. 7, Level 2, Lot 40 Lithic 10 Flakes/Shatter 
So. 7, Level 2, Lot 40 Lithic 1 Lithic Tool 
So. 7, Level 3, Lot 44 Ceramic 2 Sherds 
So. 7, Level 3, Lot 44 Lithic 5 Flakes 
So. 7, Level 3, Lot 44 Lithic 9 Tools 
So. 7, Level 3, Lot 44 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 7, Level 4, Lot 49 Ceramic 3 Sherds 
So. 7, Level 4, Lot 49 Lithic 1 Tool 
So. 8, Levell, Lot 46 Ceramic 407 Sherds 
So. 8, Levell, Lot 46 Lithic 6 Flakes 
So. 8, Levell, Lot 46 Lithic 16 Flakes 
So. 8, Levell, Lot 46 Lithic 4 Tools 
So. 8, Levell, Lot 46 Lithic 8 Tools 
So. 8, Levell, Lot 46 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 
So. 8, Levell, Lot 46 Special Find 1 Biface Fragment 
So. 8, Levell, Lot 61 w Ceramic 5 Sherds (small from concentration) 
So. 8, Levell, Lot 76 Ceramic 60 Sherds 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 60 Ceramic 160 Sherds 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 60 Lithic 32 Shatter 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 60 Lithic 32 Flakes 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 60 Lithic 12 Tools/Cores 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 60 Lithic 1 Tool 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 61 Ceramics 74 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 61 Ground Stone 1 Mano Fragment 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 61 Lithic 2 Flakes 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 61 Lithic 3 Tools 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 61 Lithic 12 Tools/Core 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot61w Ceramics 57 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 79 Ceramics 7 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 79 Lithic 2 Flakes 
So. 8, Level 2, Lot 79 Lithic 8 Tools 
So. 8, Level 3, Lot 61-w Special Find 1 Lithical Fragment 
So. 8, Level 3, Lot 73 Ceramics 65 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 8, Level 3, Lot 73 Lithic 18 Flakes 
So. 8, Level 3, Lot 73 Lithic 5 Tools 
So. 8, Level 3, Lot 76 Ground Stone 1 Mano Fragment 
So. 8, Level 3, Lot 76 Lithic 5 Tools/Cores 
So. 8, Level 3, Lot 76 Lithic 8 Tools 
So. 8, Level 3, Lot 76 Lithic 5 Cores 
So. 8, Level 3, Lot 76 Lithics 38 Not Analyzed 
So. 8, Level 4, Lot91 Ceramics 9 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 8, Level 4, Lot 91 Ceramics 48 Sherds (not analyzed) 
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So. 8, Level 4, Lot 91 Lithic 7 Cores 
So. 8, Level 4, Lot 91 Lithic 19 Tools/Cores 
So. 8, Level 4, Lot 91 Lithic 17 Tools 
So. 8, Level 4, Lot 91 Lithic 5 Tools 
So. 8, Level 4, Lot 91 Lithics 24 Flakes and Shatter 
So. 8, Level 4, Lot 91 Lithics 2 Not Analyzed 
So. 8, Level 4, Lot 91 Lithics 5 Cores (not analyzed) 
So. 8, Level 4, Lot 91 Lithics 27 Flakes (not analyzed) 
So. 8, Level 4, Lot 91 Special Find 1 Biface Fragment 
So. 8, Level 5, Lot 82 Ceramics 108 Sherds (not analyzed) 
So. 8, Level 5, Lot 82 Lithic 34 Flakes 
So. 8, Level 5, Lot 82 Lithic 28 Tools/Cores 
So. 8, Level 5, Lot 82 Lithics 9 Cores (not analyzed) 
So. 8, Level 5, Lot 82 Lithics Tools 10 Dirty, Unanalyzed 
So. 8, Level 5, Lot 82 Soil Sample 1 Soil sample 
So. 8, Level 5, Lot 82 Special Find 1 Groundstone 
So. 9, Levell, Lot 62 Ceramic 10 Fragments 
So. 9, Level 1, Lot 62 Lithics 8 Flakes 
So. 9, Level 2, Lot 63 Ceramic 119 Fragments 
So. 9, Level 2, Lot 63 Lithics 8 Tools and Cores 
So. 9, Level 2, Lot 63 Lithics 66 Not Analyzed 
So. 9, Level 3, Lot 64 Ceramic 3 Fragments 
So. 9, Level 3, Lot 64 Ceramic 122 Fragments 
So. 9, Level 3, Lot 64 Lithics 7 Tools 
So. 9, Level 3, Lot 64 Lithics 6 Tools 
So. 9, Level 3, Lot 64 Lithics 3 Flakes 
So. 9, Level 3, Lot 64 Lithics 9 Flakes and Shatter 
So. 9, Level 4, Lot 69 Ceramic 18 Fragments 
So. 9, Level 4, Lot 69 Lithics 1 Tools 
So. 9, Level 4, Lot 69 Lithics 9 Flakes and Shatter 
So. 9, Level 5, Lot 70 Ceramic 4 Fragments 
So. 9, Level 5, Lot 70 Special Find 1 Unifacial Tool 
Str. 1, Looter's Backdirt Ceramic 71 Fragments 
Str. 1, Looter's Backdirt Lithic 24 Tools 
Str. 1, Looter's Backdirt Lithics 12 Not Analyzed 
Str. 1, Looter's Pit, Lot 84 Ground Stone 2 Fragments 
Looter's Pit, Lot 74 Lithic 1 Not Analyzed 
Looter's Pit, Lot 74 Lithic 3 Tools 
Looter's Pit, Lot 79 Lithic 1 Flake 
Str. 1, Lot 79 Lithic 4 Tools 
Looter's Pit, Lot 79 Lithic 1 Flakes 
Looter's Pit, Lot 79 Lithic 24 Tools and Cores 
Looter's Pit, Lot 84 Lithic 7 Not Analyzed 
Looter's Pit, Lot 84 Lithic 37 Tools 
Str. 1, Surface Collection Special Find 1 Bark Beater Fragment 
Str. 1, Surface Ceramic 20 Fragments 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 21 Soil Sample 2 Soil sample 
So. 5, Level 2, Lot 21 Lithic 61 Not Analyzed 
So. 5, Lot 5, Surface Lithic Tools 11 Analyzed 



Appendix 4: Inventory of 2001 Strath Bogue Artifacts by Provenience 
Provenience Material Quantity Description 

Str. 5, Surface Ceramic 30 Fragments 
Str. 5, Surface Lithic 7 Not Analyzed 
Str. 5, Surface Lithic 1 Not Analyzed 
Str. 5, Surface Special Find 2 Lithic Tools 
Surface Plazac Special Find 1 Stemmed Biface Whole 
Surface, Str. 5 Special Find 1 Obsidian Blade Fragment 

west of road surface Ceramic 15 Fragments 
Lithic Tools 25 Analyzed 
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