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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Working under Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) permits LSCKNWR
022113, LSCKNWR060614 and LSCKNWRO060315 issued by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), staff and students of the Laboratory of Southeastern Archaeology (LSA),
Department of Anthropology, University of Florida, conducted archaeological survey and test
excavations at several sites in the Lower Suwannee and Cedar Keys National Wildlife Refuges
in Levy County, Florida from August, 2013 through May, 2016. Building on efforts of the
Lower Suwannee Archaeological Survey (LSAS) since 2009, the work reported here expands
knowledge about a variety of National Register-eligible sites on the Refuges. Notable results
include: (1) evidence for ritual activities at Shell Mound (8LV42) and its connection to the
nearby Dennis Creek Mound (8LV41); (2) additional details on the now-destroyed Palmetto
Mound (8LV2) and other sites on Hog Island (8LV56-58, 60); (3) the first documentation of
shellworks at Komar (8LV290); (4) preliminary documentation of a fish trap and shell rings at
Richards Island (8LV137); (5) characterization of a shell-ring village at Raleigh Island
(8LV293), a late-period locus of shell-bead production; and (6) additional stratigraphic data
from Clam Beach (8LV66a) on North Key, one of the offshore islands. These and scores of
other archaeological sites on the Refuges with demonstrable research potential are currently
impacted by shoreline erosion and other destructive forces. Continued investigations for both
research and preservation purposes are warranted.

Fieldwork at Shell Mound reported here involved the excavation of five test units
totaling 16 square meters in plan at three locations along the inside slope of the arcuate ridge.
This effort brings the number of test units excavated at Shell Mound to 14 for a total area of
41 square meters. Testing in 2015 added 21 features to the existing inventory of 30, most
consisting of large pit features with fill indicative of ritual feasts timed to summer solstices. In
addition, survey of the peninsula east of Shell Mound was extended ~250 m to the largely
destroyed Dennis Creek Mound (8LV41), from which the first profiles and radiometric dates
were obtained.

Reconnaissance of the hammocks of Hog Island provided subsurface samples from
four recorded shell-bearing sites (8LVV56-58, 60), each containing pottery sherds and other
remains dating from the Early Woodland through Mississippian periods (ca. AD 200-1300)
but absent of components coeval with ritual feasts at Shell Mound (ca. AD 400-650).
Additional testing at Palmetto Mound (8LV2) resulted in further documentation of looting as
well as an intact profile to corroborate a prior age estimate of ca. 400 BC for the initiation of
mortuary mounding. All other radiometric dates for Palmetto Mound either pre- or postdate
the era of Shell Mound feasting.

A program of shovel testing and two 1 x 2-m test units at Komar (8LV290) provide the
first subsurface views of a 60-m-diameter shell ring and associated shell ridges 600 m south of
Shell Mound. Midden and features exposed in test units match the composition and age of
Shell Mound but lack the large pits filled with the debris of ritual feasts. Drone-mounted
LiDAR reveals structural features of the shell ring and ridges indicative of different activity
areas, including possibly ramp access to the water.



The upland spine of Richards Island (8LV137) was surveyed by the LSAS in 2009 and
then tested with 1 x 2-m units in 2014 at two locations of low-relief shell rings. The occupations
of both rings postdated the abandonment of Shell Mound at ca. AD 650; one at the south end
of the island was reoccupied much later (ca. AD 1150-1250) and involved the production of
shell beads. In addition to testing the shell rings, staff of the LSAS documented a series of tidal
pools enclosed by oyster shell sea walls that arguably were built at the time of Shell Mound to
supply feasts with fish, notably mullet. Testing of a small hammock just to the north of the
tidal pools attests to possible processing activities associated with fish harvests.

Discovered in the course of reconnaissance work in response to the 2010 Deepwater
Horizon oil spill, a complex of 37 shell rings on Raleigh Island (8LV293) is among the most
significant sites on the Refuge. In form, age, and content, the Raleigh Island complex is
unprecedented in the greater Southeast. Field research on this site as part of a dissertation
project is ongoing under a separate ARPA permit (LSNWR102518); reported here are the
results of shovel testing and initial 1 x 2-m test excavations conducted in October 2013. What
makes the Raleigh Island complex so significant is the clarity of its above-ground shell
architecture combined with a pervasive and abundant record of shell-bead production. Because
the space and material assemblages of individual rings can be assumed to reflect the activities
of individual households, opportunity exists to compare shell-bead making across households
as a means to determine how production was organized to meet regional demand for these
ritually valued items.

One 1 x 2-m test unit excavated in 2015 at Clam Beach (8LV66a) on North Key adds
to a small but informative inventory of well stratified shell middens with interspersed living
surfaces and possible storm-surge deposits. Spanning more than 4,000 years of coastal
dwelling, the stratigraphic sequences of offshore islands offer some of the best data on
fluctuations in sea level and human interventions to change.

Reported here are the details of each of these foregoing field projects and the laboratory
efforts to classify and quantify all recovered materials, a catalog of which is provided in
Appendix A. Included in the final chapter of this report are recommendations for future work
at sites in the Refuges.
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CHAPTER 1
OVERVIEW AND RESEARCH ORIENTATION

Kenneth E. Sassaman

Launched in 2009, the Lower Suwannee Archaeological Survey (LSAS) is an ongoing effort
to document and interpret the record of indigenous coastal dwelling on the northern Gulf Coast
of Florida over the past 5,000 years (Sassaman et al. 2011, 2015, 2017). Under the direction of
Kenneth E. Sassaman, the LSAS is administered through the Laboratory of Southeastern
Archaeology (LSA), Department of Anthropology, University of Florida. The project area
consists of a 42-km-stretch of Gulf coastal terrain situated between the towns of Cedar Key, to
the south, and Horseshoe Beach, to the north (Figure 1-1). This expanse bounds the Lower
Suwannee and Cedar Keys National Wildlife Refuges, under jurisdiction of U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS). Refuge land comprises the bulk of the study area and thus the
LSAS must be permitted by USFWS for access to sites and opportunities for subsurface testing.
The work reported here was conducted under Archaeological Resources Protection Act
(ARPA) permits LSCKNWRO022113, LSCKNWR060614 and LSCKNWR060315. The LSAS
also operated under a five-year ARPA permit (LSCKNWRO070114) for mapping sites in the
refuges through June 30, 2019.

The overall research design and rationale of the LSAS is outlined in detail in earlier
reports (Sassaman et al. 2011, 2015a) and need not be repeated here. Nonetheless, some of its
core objectives bear reiteration. Since its inception, the LSAS has been responsive to the
physical reality of a rapidly disappearing archaeological record. Many sites in the study area
are actively eroding along shorelines from tidal action, boat wake, storm surge, and the
multifaceted effects of rising sea. Lost to this deteriorating record of coastal history is an
archive of how people dealt with sea-level rise and attendant changes since at least 5,000 years
ago, when the coastline was within a few kilometers of its current position. Thus, an enduring
objective of the LSAS has been to collect data on how humans dealt with changes in sea level
in the past before this archive is lost. This entails salvage operations when necessary (e.g.,
Sassaman et al. 2015b), but more commonly reconnaissance work on landforms that are
vulnerable to inundation in this century.

Equally important to the LSAS is the research orientation of discretionary projects.
These entail graduate student thesis and dissertation research, as well as project-wide inquiry
into particular problems, much of it driven by newfound observations at key sites, such as Shell
Mound (8LV42). Graduate student projects completed to date include a geoarchaeological
study of Horseshoe Cove (McFadden 2015, 2016); zooarchaeological investigations into
seasonality of human settlement (Palmiotto 2015, 2016); analyses of archaeological shell to
infer the practice of oyster mariculture (Jenkins 2016, 2017); documentation and analysis of
the cemetery at Palmetto Mound (Donop 2017); study of the ritual uses of birds at Shell Mound
(Goodwin 2017; Goodwin et al. 2020); and survey of land east of Shell Mound, where a small
mortuary mound was sited (Boucher 2017). Shell Mound is itself the focus of inquiry into the
social gatherings that account for an assemblage of large pits with abundant vertebrate fauna
and sherds of large cooking vessels (Sassaman et al. 2020). An intensified maritime economy
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Figure 1-1. LiDAR-generated base map of study area showing the five survey tracts established at the
outset of the project in 2009 (Sassaman et al. 2011) and locations of all sites on record.

2



Overview and Research Orientation 3

is evident in the scale of fish, turtle, and bird acquisition, and we have reason to suspect these
events of mass consumption were enabled by technologies of mass capture, such as fish traps,
the subject of yet another Ph.D. project (Mahar 2019).

Irrespective of the orientation of particular research projects, chronological control over
the archaeological and environmental variation of the study area is an ongoing goal. Eighty-
six AMS age estimates have come from LSAS investigations since 2009. Coupled with the
inventory of dates from work north and south of the study area (Pluckhahn et al. 2015; Wallis
et al. 2015), the chronology of human settlement is coming into sharp focus (Figure 1-2). It
remains the case that the extant terrestrial record in the study area is limited to occupations of
the past 5,000 years. Older coastal sites would have been seaward of the present coastline, and
exploration of inundated mid-Holocene landforms has provided ample proof of coastal
dwelling long before sea level reached its modern range (Faught 2004). We note this to
underscore that the archaeological record of the Lower Suwannee is truncated at the early end.
The extant terrestrial record includes no components predating 5,000 years ago. In fact, the
earliest period of settlement represented by several sites in the study area dates to ~4,500 years
ago, during the Late Archaic period.

Occupation thereafter waxed and waned. We have no evidence of sites dating from
~3,500-2,900 years ago, and only limited evidence over the ensuing millennium. But by about
AD 200, roughly 1,800 year ago, centers of settlement and ceremonialism appear at Crystal
River to the south (Pluckhahn et al. 2015; Pluckhahn and Thompson 2018) and Garden Patch
to the north (Wallis et al. 2015). Several other civic-ceremonial centers in the study area may
date this early, but the best known of them, Shell Mound, was initiated about two centuries
later and thrived as the other two started to decline (Figure 1-2). All three centers were
abandoned after AD 650, at the inception of the (late) Weeden Island period, when the “civic”
was separated from the “ceremonial.” One new center, Roberts Island (Pluckhahn and
Thompson 2018), was established shortly later (ca. AD 750), but it seems to be the exception
to the rule of smaller-scale, dispersed settlement, even as mortuary practices at cemeteries like
Palmetto Mound intensified.

What followed at the turn of the first millennium is unclear, but the study area contains
some intriguing sites dating from AD 1050-1300, the era when the Mississippian polities of
the Midwest and Southeast flourished. Despite the reach of Mississippian chiefs, direct
evidence of their influence in the study area has not been observed. Equidistant between the
Safety Harbor societies of Tampa Bay and the Fort Walton societies of the Florida Panhandle,
Weeden Island inhabitants of the study area may have been able to remain autonomous, as
apparently did their interior counterparts of Suwannee Valley Culture. And yet, at Raleigh
Island, immediately north of Shell Mound, a complex arrangement of shell rings and ridges
dating from ca. AD 900-1200 is accompanied by abundant debris from shell-bead
manufacture. Terry Barbour (Barbour et al. 2019) is looking into the possibility that shell beads
were crafted for distribution to Mississippian polities far from the coast, such as Moundville
in Alabama and Etowah in Georgia, where they were consumed in large quantities. Included
in this report are the results of initial testing and mapping at Raleigh Island.
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Figure 1-2. Summed probability distribution of all nonshell AMS assays for sites in the greater study
area (bottom), and the summed probability distributions of nonshell assays from coastal civic-
ceremonial centers (top three): Crystal River/Roberts Island, Shell Mound, and Garden Patch.

Emerging evidence for extralocal connections after the turn of the first millennium is
no surprise for a culture history structured by vast social networks. Among the oldest sites in
the study area are sherds of soapstone vessels from geological sources no closer than the greater
Atlanta area. The influences of Hopewell exchange appear at the outset of the Swift Creek era,
materialized in deposits of sumptuary goods. Ceramic vessels of this same era were displaced
far from sources of manufacture and emplaced in mortuary mounds (Wallis 2011). After large
settlements affiliated with such mounds were abandoned, cemeteries received even larger
numbers of nonlocal vessels, and even nonlocal persons (Donop 2017). Indeed, coastal
communities seem to have always been connected to others, notably those of the interior
Southeast, and it is to the coast that many people traveled regularly, much as they do today.
Among the lessons learned over the past decade of the LSAS is that the culture history of the
study area extends far beyond the boundaries we have imposed on it.
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As our sense of culture history expands we also strive to understand environmental
changes that inflected the lives of coastal people. These too have extralocal, even global
influences, but ultimately we need local, fine-grained paleoenvironmental data to relate
changes to the scale of actual human experience (e.g., McFadden 2016). Coasts are intrinsically
dynamic, so we have to be able to distinguish between the rhythms of nature that coastal
dwellers came to understand from being in the world—such as tides, seasonal weather, and
occasional storms—from events that contribute to structural change, such as the “overstep”
events that geologist have documented in the study area (Wright et al. 2005). We are not
convinced that global- or continental-scale generalizations about climate change and sea-level
rise are sufficient to account for changes in human settlement, subsistence, or other land-use
practices. Local physiography and hydrology demand local-scale reconstructions. Owing to
the low-gradient relief of near-shore topography, for example, marsh aggradation in the study
area has the potential to keep pace with rising sea. Evidently, people did too. In general, coastal
communities were adept at relocating settlements as needed. Arguably, trends in the magnitude
and frequency of eventful change were regular enough over multiple generations to become
entrenched in practices that effectively mitigated the impact of change, through relocation or
otherwise (e.g., Sassaman 2016).

But trends do become erratic and sometimes reverse. Over the entire span of coastal
dwelling, the trend of sea-level change was not unidirectional, nor were the magnitude and
frequency of overstep events all that repetitious. Indeed, the period of 3,400-2,700 cal B.P.
was presumably an era of regressive sea, part of a broader trend for global cooling (Kidder
2006). We do not have direct evidence of a regressive sea in local geological deposits
(McFadden 2015), but we do observe a hiatus in settlement, tacit evidence for regional
abandonment. When settlement once again became common on terrestrial landforms of the
study area, sea-level was again on the rise, in fits and starts, but for the next half-millennium,
cultural developments appear to have materialized somewhat independently of the rhythms of
coastal waters. This is the time of accentuated involvement with communities of the interior
Southeast, those more directly influenced by the Hopewell religions of the Midwest. What we
find interesting about these developments—aside from the usual questions about ritual and
society—is the convergence of belief systems of an interior continental legacy with the
material realities of coastal biomes.

We do not know if the people who began to establish civic-ceremonial centers on the
coast after AD 200 descended from indigenous, coastal people, but if so, their lives would have
been significantly different than those of their ancestors. For the first time settlement was
tethered to these centers, terraformed places of mounds, ridges, and plazas. In the study area,
after AD 400, Shell Mound would join the ranks of centers regionwide, but in a unique way,
one that perhaps indexed the ancestral past of the nearby cemetery at Palmetto Mound and the
Late Archaic cemeteries that preceded it. More than just homage to this past, Shell Mound rose
as a center of large social gatherings, a place where scores or hundreds of visitors consumed
large quantities of oysters, fish, turtle, birds, and deer. So great was the demand for coastal
feasts that local people engaged in a variety of projects to enhance or at least sustain
production. They deployed techniques of oyster mariculture at subtidal reefs (Jenkins 2016),
and they built a fish trap along the marsh of Richards Island, 2.5 km to the south, to capture
large quantities of mullet, among other fish (Chapter 5). Moreover, they were not terribly
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constrained by distance to acquire special resources: they paddled over 10 km to the offshore
islands of Seahorse Key, North Key, and Snake Key to harvest sea turtles and fledging sea
birds. These latter resources, along with the mullet, were taken in the summer (Sassaman et al.
2020), and we think likely around the summer solstice of late June, when the sun stood still for
a few days before reversing its annual migration and heading south.

We are building the case for a ritual economy at Shell Mound that was itself eventful,
much like environmental change, and thus integral to the structure of belief about the world. It
follows that events go far beyond they events themselves to inflect the everyday lives of those
who resided at Shell Mound and those who gathered there periodically. This has been our logic
in studying Shell Mound. As this brief overture has suggested, implicated in this logic is a vast
web of connections and a deep sense of history, which then implicates a large suite of
archaeological resources beyond Shell Mound itself. In the chapters of this report we provide
details on the latest contributions to this ongoing effort from fieldwork at several sites in the
study area, synopses of which follow below.

SITES AND LANDFORMS OF 2014-2016 INVESTIGATIONS

Fieldwork of the LSAS from 2014 to 2016 entailed three different types of projects.
Reconnaissance survey and testing at Raleigh Island, Richards Island, Hog Island, and Komar
was designed and implemented for a dissertation project that was abandoned in 2017. The
results of this work are reported here by several authors. The second project was the Lower
Suwannee Archaeological Field School, which was conducted over five weeks each in the
summers of 2014 and 2015. Results of the 2014 field school were issued earlier (Sassaman et
al. 2015a); this report includes the latest results, from the 2015 field school, which again
centered on Shell Mound but included additional work at North Key. Finally, various problem-
oriented projects (at Richards Island, Palmetto Mound, and Dennis Creek Mound) entailed
subsurface testing that is likewise reported herein. The locations of all sites and landforms of
this report are provided in Figure 1-3.

Shell Mound (8LV42) and Dennis Creek Mound (8LV41)

Shell Mound (8LV42) has been the subject of intermittent investigation by the LSAS
since 2012 and results of work through 2014 have been issued in two reports (Sassaman et al.
2013, 2015a). As noted earlier, Shell Mound is one of several civic-ceremonial centers of the
first millennium AD in the greater study area, but it differs from the others in several ways.
One notable distinction is that Shell Mound does not have a mortuary facility on site per se;
however, across 500 m of intertidal water to the west lies Palmetto Mound (8LV2), a cemetery
that was initiated centuries, if not millennia before Shell Mound emerged as a center of large-
scale social gatherings. Testing in the summer of 2014 revealed the infrastructure of social
gatherings at Shell Mound: large pits and large pots associated with abundant mullet, jack,
drum, sea turtle, juvenile birds, and other taxa. We assume that these events were related to
mortuary practices at Palmetto Mound, whose placement at the distal end of the arm of a
parabolic dune has a legacy extending back to Late Archaic times (Sassaman 2016).
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Figure 1-3. Portions of U.S.G.S. topographic quads showing locations of sites on record in the Shell
Mound and Cedar Key tracts of the study area, with those reported herein shaded in black.
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Provided in Chapter 2 of this report are the results of field work at Shell Mound during
the summer of 2015. Over the course of five weeks, field school students excavated five more
test units: three in the area of large pits exposed in 2014 on the inside slope of the north ridge;
one along the inside slope to the west, which likewise revealed many large pits; and one on the
inside slope of the south ridge. The latter unit helped to substantiate the inference that the south
ridge is entirely anthropogenic, consisting largely of redeposited shell midden, presumably
from the north ridge, which is underlain by dune sand.

In addition to the results of field school, Chapter 2 provides the results of survey
conducted by Anthony Boucher of the dune arm east of Shell Mound. Located some 250 m
along the dune arm is the remnant of 8LV41, which we now refer to as Dennis Creek Mound.
This largely destroyed sand-and-shell mound was trenched in the early 20" century by C. B.
Moore (1902:349), who was not impressed by its limited material culture and fragmented
human remains. Additional impacts have all but destroyed the mound, but Boucher was able
to locate and document one small remnant of intact strata. Age estimates place its construction
at around AD 550 and its was made from a combination of repurposed midden, presumably
from Shell Mound, as well as sand from the substrate that was mixed with oyster shell to create
a matrix not unlike that documented by Donop (2017) at Palmetto Mound. Also reported in
Chapter 2 are the results of Boucher’s survey of the terrain between Dennis Creek Mound and
Shell Mound, which proved to be devoid of contemporaneous deposits but is instead the
location of earlier, small-scale deposits. This new evidence adds to the argument that Shell
Mound has a history that goes well beyond the mound itself.

Hog Island (8LV56-58, 60) and Palmetto Mound (8LV2)

The island on which Palmetto Mound was sited also houses several recorded
archaeological sites (8LV56-60), all along the western margin of the island, facing Gulf
waters. In 2013 Micah Monés conducted shovel testing of these sites to better characterize
their boundaries and content. The results of his efforts are reported in Chapter 3 by Mark
Donop and Monés. In addition, Donop summarizes his final phase of testing at Palmetto
Mound, which consisted of a small trench and a test unit in the remnant of the western aspect
of the mound. The results of this work affirm the age and stratigraphic structure of the original
portion of Palmetto Mound, which predates Shell Mound by several centuries.

Komar (8LV290)

About 600 m south of Shell Mound on a hammock surrounded by salt marsh is a
complex of shell mounds and ridges known as Komar (8LV290). Monés excavated shovel tests
and two 1 x 2-m units at Komar in 2014. The results of this work are reported in Chapter 4 by
Jessica Jenkins, Ken Sassaman, and Trevor Duke. Although these initial tests are hardly
sufficient to characterize what is arguably a landscape more complex than Shell Mound, all
indications thus far suggest that Komar was coeval with Shell Mound and thus likely integral
to the large-scale social gatherings that took place there. Clearly Komar warrants larger-scale
investigations. It remains to be seen if Komar, like Shell Mound, was a locus for processing
large quantities of food in big pits and big pots, and if it has its own mortuary facilities.
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Richards Island (8LV137)

Richards Island (8LV137), about 2.5 km south of Shell Mound, was the locus of
intensive habitation during the Weeden Island period, and possibly earlier. A shovel test survey
of the entire island was conducted in 2009-2010 (Monés 2011). In addition to thick organic
midden across much of the spine of this relict dune, rings of shell were observed at the northern
and southern ends of the landform. Monés returned to Richards Island in 2014 to excavate a 1
X 2-m unit in each of these two rings. The results of this effort are reported in Chapter 5.
Radiometric dates confirm that both rings post-date Shell Mound, in the case of the northern
ring by only a short period of time; in the case of the southern ring, by about three or four
centuries.

In addition to sites along the relict dune, Richards Island houses the remains of a fish
trap in the salt marsh fronting Gulf waters. Brought to our attention by a seasonal resident of
Cedar Key, among others, the oyster shell seawall and impounded tidal pools of this trap were
mapped in 2015 (Sassaman and Mahar 2015) and a single auger sunk into the seawall last year.
The results of this preliminary work, reported in Chapter 5, support the assertion that the wall
is indeed anthropogenic and that it was constructed at about AD 550, the same time of
terraforming at Shell Mound. An ephemeral midden on the hammock immediately north of the
trap corroborates this age estimate, although the relationship between the two is uncertain.
Much more needs to be done to document the design and use of the fish trap, but for now we
are confident that it is indeed a human construction, that it was built and used to provision
large-scale gatherings at Shell Mound, that the primary target was mullet, and that they were
taken in summer, specifically at the time of summer solstice (~June 21).

Raleigh Island (8LV293)

North of Shell Mound, across 1.75 km of intertidal water, is Raleigh Island, itself the
remnant arm of a parabolic dune. Although two sites were recorded in the late 1970s by UF
archaeologists (Borremans and Moseley 1990:34), not until 2010, in the wake of the Deepwater
Horizon oil spill, was the extent and complexity of one of the sites (8LV293) revealed.
Working under contract with USFWS to assess potential oil-spill impacts, Monés and Asa
Randall observed an array of shell rings, ridges, and other terraforming across a ~500-m-long
stretch of this landform. Shovel testing commenced a few years later and in 2014 Monés led a
team that excavated three 1 x 2-m units, one each in the eastern, western, and central portions
of the landform. An initial campaign of mapping took place in early 2015, followed by a second
round earlier this year. About two-thirds of this terraformed landscape was mapped before we
partnered with a UF colleague with drone-mounted LIDAR. The results of mapping reveal a
series of interconnected rings, several isolated rings, and at least one rectangular construction
with high shell walls. We were surprised to learn that the bulk of the terraforming dates to the
11" and 12" centuries AD, although an earlier, Swift Creek component exists at the west end
of the landform. Also unexpected was the density of debris from the manufacture of shell
beads, items with histories going back millennia and central to the political economies of
Mississippian chiefdoms of the greater Southeast and Midwest.
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In Chapter 6 Terry Barbour reports what we know about 8L.\V293 from this preliminary
work. With plans to expand on this effort for his dissertation, Barbour is focused on shell bead
production and the relationship of these local communities of producers to the consumers of
the Mississippian world. Assemblages of shell bead manufacturing debris at Raleigh Island
have at least one counterpart in the study area, at Richards Island, with 12"-century age
estimates to match. Having noted that, nothing matches the complexity and density of
shellworks at Raleigh Island, a truly remarkable place.

Clam Beach on North Key (8LV66a)

Investigations of the offshore islands south and west of Cedar Key has been the project
of Ginessa Mahar since the summer of 2014. The results of her efforts that year on North Key
and Seahorse Key are reported elsewhere (Mahar 2015a, 2015b). In Chapter 7 Mahar provides
the method and results of an additional 1 x 2-m unit at Clam Beach (8LV66a) on North Key.
These results add to a growing inventory of well-stratified middens along the margins of
offshore islands, with components ranging from the Late Archaic through Weeden Island
periods. None of the individual sequences are continuous, but taken together they provide a
more-or-less continuous record of offshore activities over the past 4,200 years, save for the
missing centuries noted earlier. As such, offshore islands are our best barometers for changing
water levels, salinity, and other environmental variables. Although we do not have purchase
on possible habitation of these islands—for lack of survey in the interior portions—the biome
of these landforms was conducive to bird rookeries, sea turtle nesting, and large marine
gastropods. We suspect that many of the juvenile birds and sea turtles consumed at Shell
Mound came from these islands, some 10 km distant. They were also likely sources for the
lightning whelks used to make shell beads at Raleigh Island.

CONCLUSION

After ten years of intermittent field investigations and lab work, the Lower Suwannee
Archaeological Survey (LSAS) is well positioned to both synthesize the culture history of the
study area and to identify gaps in our knowledge of this history. Shell Mound has rightfully
been the focus of much of this work, but other sites in the greater area factor into our model of
a ritual economy (Sassaman et al. 2019), one motivated by the ancestry of Palmetto Mound
and underwritten by the economic potential of the Richards Island fish trap, offshore islands,
and the farmed oysters of subtidal reefs. The LSAS will continue to investigate this ever-
expanding archaeological record with reconnaissance, problem-oriented projects, and, as
needed, rescue operations. We trust that the results to date warrant continued support by
USFWS and other agencies to inventory and investigate a record of coastal dwelling that will
be largely inundated by the end of this century.
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CHAPTER 2
SHELL MOUND (8LV42) AND DENNIS CREEK MOUND (8LV41)

Kenneth E. Sassaman, Anthony Boucher, Jessica A. Jenkins, Joshua M. Goodwin,
Ginessa J. Mahar, Meggan E. Blessing, and Terry E. Barbour

The civic-ceremonial center known as Shell Mound (8LV42) has been the subject of
investigations by the Lower Suwannee Archaeological Survey (LSAS) since 2012. Located
~8.5 km north of the town of Cedar Key, Shell Mound is an arcuate ridge of largely oyster
shell that was emplaced on the arm of a relict dune around AD 550 after a 150-year period of
occupation and ritual activity on the dune arm and another two centuries of prior occupation
at lower elevation. When the site achieved its final form and was abandoned around AD 650,
Shell Mound was 180 x 170 m in plan and nearly 7 m tall, enclosing a 60-m-diameter central
area (i.e., plaza) devoid of shell. The only controlled excavations of Shell Mound prior to LSAS
investigations was a single sounding at the summit of the ridge (Bullen and Dolan 1960). Test
excavations by the LSAS between 2012 and 2014 were designed to be extensive, rather than
intensive, in order to characterize the subsurface content and integrity of both the ridge and the
plaza (Sassaman et al. 2013, 2015a). Added in 2015 were five additional test units at three
locations along the interior perimeter of the arcuate ridge. In addition, survey in 2016 along
the relict dune arm northeast of Shell Mound elucidated the nature of peripheral deposits,
including an isolated construction known now as Dennis Creek Mound (8L\V41). This chapter
provides the results of the 2015 efforts at Shell Mound, and the 2016 efforts at Dennis Creek
Mound and the intervening space.

PRIOR INVESTIGATIONS

Details of prior investigations at Shell Mound can be found in the inaugural report of
the LSAS (Sassaman et al. 2011), and in two technical reports of testing from 2012-2014
(Sassaman et al. 2013, 2015a). In addition, three Masters theses involving Shell Mound have
been issued in the past two years, providing additional information on oyster mariculture
(Jenkins 2016), ritual uses of birds (Goodwin 2017), and a survey of the peninsula connecting
Shell Mound to Dennis Creek Mound (Boucher 2017), the latter results of which are reported
in this chapter as well. In the paragraphs that follow, we summarize prior investigations to
provide context for the work reported here.

The initial test excavations of Shell Mound by personnel of the LSAS involved two 1
X 2-m units on the outer southern perimeter of the C-shaped ridge (Test Units 1 and 2) and one
1 x 1-m unit in the plaza-like interior (Test Unit 3) (Figure 2-1). We learned from testing of
the south ridge that this portion of Shell Mound consists largely of oysters, but that it is
underlain by an organic midden radiocarbon dated to the late Early Woodland period (cal AD
200-350), about two centuries before the overlying oyster shell of the ridge was emplaced. We
also observed but did not fully understand at the time that stratigraphy of the shell was reversed,
meaning that older shell was emplaced on top of younger shell. We would later observe reverse
stratigraphy in two other locations of the ridge.

11
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Figure 2-1. LiDAR-generated topographic map of Shell Mound (8LV42), showing the locations of all
test units excavated to date.

An initial test unit in the interior of the ridge (Test Unit 3) revealed a thin and shallow
midden dating to cal AD 650-700, the latest age estimate of any archaeological sample from
the site. As modest as it was, this small test verified that the open interior of Shell Mound was
not a target of shell mining, as we first suspected, but instead true to its original form. Historic
accounts and photographs corroborated this assessment.

Investigations in June of 2013 expanded on testing in the open interior (Test Units 4
and 5) and on the outside perimeter of the ridge, this time on the western margin (Test Unit 6).
Exposed in the units in the open interior was a shallow midden with an assemblage of pottery
and other artifacts consistent with the age estimate of midden in TU3. A series of postholes in
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these additional units lent some credibility to the hypothesis that the open interior was the locus
of domestic architecture, but, unfortunately, evidence for a complete or even partial house plan
was not observed.

The results of excavation of TU6 generally duplicated the basal strata of TU1 on the
south side of Shell Mound, although TUG6 lacked the overlying shell strata of the latter unit,
evidently because it was more peripheral to the ridge. A third unit on the outside periphery of
Shell Mound (TU9) excavated the following year likewise revealed a basal stratum dating from
ca. AD 200-350. The overlying shell midden of this unit was more like TU1 than TUG in its
thickness and density of vertebrate fauna, but it was not as well stratified as TU1 due to a series
of postdepositional disturbances.

Testing of the ridge proper commenced in 2014 with a 2 x 2-m unit (TU8) that
penetrated 2.4 m of archaeological deposits. Observed at the base of the unit was dune sand,
our first indication that topographic relief on the northern ridge of Shell Mound was not entirely
anthropogenic. A ~80-cm-thick organic midden formed on the top of dune sands and included
sand-tempered pottery of the Deptford and Swift Creek traditions. One age estimate on
charcoal from this stratum is a bit later than the basal strata of outside perimeter units (ca. AD
430-605), but still relatively early in the history of Shell Mound.

The 1.6 m of stratified shell midden overlying the basal midden in TU8 began to
accumulate ca. AD 545-645. Roughly halfway up this column we observed a stratigraphic
break that proved to be indicative of reverse stratigraphy. Charcoal at the base of this upper
portion of the shell column returned an age estimate of ca. AD 405-550. Although this could
have resulted from a recent disturbance, our observation of reverse stratigraphy in TU1,
reported in 2015, and TU11, reported here, support the notion that at around AD 550, the
inhabitants of Shell Mound excavated, displaced, and re-emplaced extant shell midden on the
top of the dune arm and along the ridge to the south, whose relief appears to be completely of
human agency.

Finally, our work in 2014 included a 2 x 2-m test unit (TU7) on the southern side slope
of the dune arm, facing the open interior of Shell Mound. The results of this test were
surprising. Not only did we come to understand that the northern ridge of Shell Mound
consisted largely of dune sand, we encountered an assemblage of large pits with no precedent
in our prior testing. Contained in these pits were assemblages of vertebrate fauna indicative of
large-scale consumption events and multiple lines of evidence suggest these events took place
in the summer, arguably during summer solstices, ~June 21. Our efforts in 2015, reported here,
attempted to substantiate this assertion with larger samples, including from one other location
on the interior slope of the dune arm. It is to these investigations that we now turn.

2015 TEST EXCAVATIONS

In keeping with our strategy to sample broadly from Shell Mound’s diverse deposits,
testing in 2015 included units emplaced in parts of the site hitherto unexamined, as well as
further testing in the location of TU7, where large pits were dug into dune sand and backfilled
with abundant vertebrate fauna, pottery, and other materials. We begin with this latter aspect
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Figure 2-3. LiDAR-generated topographic map of Shell Mound (8LV42), with detail of interior slope
of the north ridge and locations of North Block and TU12.

of 2015 investigations, in the area designated “North Block” in Figure 2-3. This is followed by
the results of Test Unit 12, also on the inside slope of the dune arm, southwest of the North
Block, and Test Unit 11, on the inside slope of the south ridge.

North Block

The test unit excavated into the inside slope of the north ridge in 2014, TU7, provided
our first indication that topographic relief of Shell Mound owes as much to Ice Age winds as
it does anthropogenic forces. Beneath a thin veneer of humus, the substrate of TU7 consisted
of a thick mantle of dune sands. Into these sands were dug pits of various sizes and shapes—
some exceeding one cubic meter in volume—that were back-filled with so much organic matter
that their dark fill today stands in sharp contrast to the yellow-brown, inorganic dune sand of
the substrate (Figure 2-4). Because back-filled pits in TU7 were so numerous and dense, the
upper 30-40 cm of most profiles are relatively homogenous, resembling midden but without
consistent bedding or stratigraphy. Shell proved to be a minor addition to pit fill, but most
provided appreciable quantities of vertebrate fauna, pottery sherds, and other materials, as well
as charcoal for radiometric dating.

Typical level excavation in this portion of the site proved frustrating as regards feature
detection. Traces of the tops of pit features presented themselves occasionally through the
upper three or four levels but with so much overlap and generally homogenous organic fill,
visual discrimination among them was difficult at best. With depth, hemispherical pits began
to reveal themselves against yellow-brown substrate but sometimes not until close to the
bottom, where plan dimensions were smaller. One pit feature from TU7, however, was a
cylinder about 1.0 m wide and 1.3 m deep (Figure 2-5). With straight vertical walls, the plan
dimensions of Feature 25 did not shrink with depth. We are fortunate to have encountered
Feature 25 in the corner of the unit, where two adjoining walls offered good perspective on the
cross-sectional geometry of this feature. We came to understand quickly that no matter the
purpose for digging such a deep, straight-sided hole, it could not have been left open long
before it would have collapsed; the dune sands of the substrate are inherently unstable for lack
of organic matter and pedological structure. Because Feature 25 was stratified, it is possible
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Figure 2-4. Photo of north wall profile of Test Unit 7 (8LV42) excavated in 2014 (Sassaman et al.
2015a). Organically-enriched fill of pits of various shapes and sizes converge in the upper portions of
profiles, indicative of repeated use of the location for pit digging. Profile is ~2.0 m wide and ~1.35 m
deep.

that fill of the cylinder was removed occasionally and back-filled quickly each time but over a
long expanse of repeated use. Since the time we reported the results of the 2014 field school
we have supplemented the sole AMS assay of 1530 + 30 B.P. on charcoal from the basal
stratum of Feature 25 with two others from superior strata, as shown in Figure 2-5. The
resulting age estimates of 1500 + 30 B.P. and 1560 + 30 B.P. are statistically coeval with the
basal date, indicating, as we suspected, that the fill of Feature 25 was emplaced quickly after
the hole was dug and thus represents a more-or-less single depositional event.

The analysis of Feature 25 pit fill gave us some insight into the seasonal timing and
scale of this event. Notably, the bones of juvenile white ibises indicated a summer season of
capture, more specifically, mid- to late June (Goodwin 2017). Fish made up the majority of
vertebrate remains, and among them the bones of mullet were most common, along with jack,
drum, sheepshead, sea catfish, and other taxa. Included too were moderate amounts of bone
from sea turtles and white-tailed deer. Additional lines of evidence pointed to the plausible
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Figure 2-5. Scaled drawing and photograph of the east profile of Test Unit 7 (8LV42), showing age
estimates of charcoal from three strata of the pit fill of Feature 25.

hypothesis that feasts at Shell Mound were timed to the summer solstices and that they entailed
use of offshore resources, as well as technology of mass capture. A possible fish trap at
Richards Island (see Chapter 5) could have been the means by which mullet and other fish
were collected en masse.

Fill from Feature 25 and other pits in TU7 provided strong evidence for at least one
special event at Shell Mound but we needed additional evidence to determine if summer
solstice feasts were routine. Thus, one of the goals of the 2015 field school was to expand
testing in the area of TU7 to locate additional pits. Because Feature 25 occupied the southeast
corner of TU7, our expansion began by emplacing another 2 x 2-m unit (Test Unit 10 [TU10])
off of this corner. Later, as results warranted, a 1 x 2-m unit (Test Unit 13 [TU13]) was
emplaced adjacent and parallel to the west wall of TU10, and another (Test Unit 14 [TU14])
was emplaced adjacent and parallel to the north wall of TU10. Counting TU7, the resulting
block consisted of 16 m? of excavation distributed among four contiguous units.

Our methods of excavating these additional units generally followed those used in 2014
with one major adjustment: instead of using a common datum to determine depth, we switched
to measurements below the proximate surface. The slope of the ground in this portion of the
site is steep enough to confound normal level excavation. With a differential of 35 cm between
the upslope and downslope surfaces of TU7, level excavation crosscut strata that ran roughly
parallel with the slope. This exacerbated the difficulty in detecting features in plan and led to
the strategy of trenching within the unit to search for feature outlines in three dimensions. By
switching to levels that conformed to the slope of the test units we hoped to be able to better
detect features before they were compromised by digging.
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Our modification proved fruitful but still the density of pit features and relatively
homogenous upper stratum required the use of subunit trenches to improve clarity. Figure 2-6
shows the location of five 50-cm-wide trenches that were started at about 30 cm below surface
(cmbs) in TU10 and 40 cmbs in TUs 13 and 14. In all units the upper 20 cm was removed as a
single level (Level A); thereafter excavation proceeded in 10-cm levels, including within
trenches (Figure 2-7). All fill from levels was passed through 1/4-inch screens and all
recovered artifacts, vertebrate fauna, and non-oyster shell bagged with provenience
information. As encountered and defined, features were assigned a number and then generally
sectioned and sampled for both 1/8-inch water screening and flotation. Details on levels and
features were recorded on forms and in photographs and scaled drawings.

Shown in Figures 2-8 through 2-11 are photographs and drawings of the four profiles
of the North Block. Descriptions of the strata mapped are provided in Table 2-1, and artifact
inventories are given in Tables 2-2 and 2-3.

Test Unit 7 : :
(excavated) : Trench S
20 cm @ i i Test Unit 14
Trench 3
Trench 4 Trench 1
E Trench 2 '
Test Unit 13 § { Test Unit 10

Figure 2-6. Schematic plan of the 2015 test units of the North Block (8LV42), showing locations of
trenches excavated into unit floors.
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Figure 2-7. View facing southwest of excavation in progress in Test Units 10 (foreground) and 13
(background), showing location of Trench 1 in TU10.

As with TU7, the profiles of units excavated in 2015 are dominated by the organic fill
of large pits, both cylindrical and hemispherical. Stratum | in all profiles consists of the same
surface horizon observed in 2014. Although this stratum resembles a plowzone in its thickness
and relatively uniform composition, we have no independent evidence to support this inference
and instead attribute this upper stratum to pedogenesis and perhaps some soil creep from
upslope. Revealed in the profiles of 2015 units that was not observed in 2014 is a thin stratum
of yellow-brown sand beneath Stratum I. What is identified in the profiles as Stratum Il is
almost certainly substrate of the dune sands that was dug up and deposited by those who
excavated pits. This stratum is expressed the clearest along the north and east profiles of the
block. In the south profile this stratum is discontinuous and darker in color and is thus
designated Stratum I1A; along the west wall it is absent altogether. Even though the displaced
sands of Strata Il and 1A vary in thickness, they provide a reasonably good measure of the
depth of the surface into which pits were dug, roughly 25-30 cm below the present surface.

Individual pit features begin to present themselves in profile below the presumed buried
surface, although in many places another 20-25 cm of organically enriched sands (Stratum I11)
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Figure 2-8. Photograph and scaled drawing of the profile of the north wall of Test Unit 14, with
backfill of Test Unit 7 to the west, Shell Mound (8LV42).
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Figure 2-9. Photograph and scaled drawing of the profile of the east walls of Test Units 14 and 10,
Shell Mound (8LV42).
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Figure 2-10. Photograph and scaled drawing of the profile of the south walls of Test Units 10 and 13,
Shell Mound (8LV42).
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Figure 2-11. Photograph and scaled drawing of the profile of the west wall of Test Unit 13, with
backfill of Test Unit 7 to the north, Shell Mound (8LV42).
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Table 2-1. Stratigraphic Units of Test Units 10, 13, and 14, Shell Mound (8LV42).

Max. Depth

Stratum (cmbs) Munsell Color  Description

| 25 10YR2/1-4/2 Black to dark grayish brown fine sand with surface root mat,
moderate number of hardwood roots, and trace of crushed and
whole shell, mostly bivalve.

1l 36 10YR3/2-5/6 Very dark grayish brown to light yellowish-brown fine sand
lacking shell; on north and east profiles expressed as surface
deposit of substrate (Stratum 1V) sands, likely from digging pits.

A 35 10YR3/2-4/2 Very dark grayish brown to dark grayish brown fine sand lacking
shell; stratigraphic equivalent of Stratum 11 on south profile.

11 66 10YR3/3 Dark brown, fine sand lacking shell.

v 138+ 10YR6/6 Brownish yellow fine sand lacking shell (sterile dune sands).

Feature 32 74 10YR3/2 Very dark, grayish brown find sandy loam with traces of crushed
shell and small roots.

Feature 34 100 10YR2/1 Black fine sand with moderate amount of shell (1430 + 30 BP).

Feature 35 | 10YR2/1-2/2 Black to very dark brown fine sand lacking shell.

67
Feature 3511 10YR3/2 Very dark grayish brown fine sand with trace oyster shell.
99
Feature 35 111 10YR2/1-3/2 Black to v. dark grayish fine sand with trace oyster shell (1570 +
115 30 BP).
Feature 35 IV 10YR3/2-3/3 Black to very dark grayish brown fine sand lacking shell.
144
Feature 35 V 10YR3/2-3/3 Black to very dark grayish brown fine sand lacking shell and with
140 lighter-colored mottles
Feature 35 VI 10YR3/1-3/2 Very dark gray to very dark grayish brown fine sand lacking
93 shell.
Feature 36 10YR2/1 Black fine sand with trace of crushed shell.
70
Feature 37 10YR3/3 Dark brown fine sand with sparse oyster shell.
80
Feature 44 10YR2/1 Black fine sand with trace of whole and crushed shell (1440 + 30
118 BP).

reflects the amalgamation of intersecting pits, as noted earlier. Beneath that stratum, in the
absence of pits, lies the sterile substrate, Stratum IV. Besides the six large pit features that were
intercepted by walls of TUs 10, 13, and 14, a few large animal burrows penetrated Stratum IV,
We should note that in the west and north profiles of the North Block is seen the backfill of
the southeast quadrant of TU7, which was removed in 2015 to facilitate excavation.

Artifacts recovered from the North Block are described in a later section of this chapter.
For now the inventory of Tables 2-2 and 2-3 provides some sense of the density and diversity
of materials across levels and in features. It is to these latter contexts that we now turn.
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Table 2-2. Inventory of Materials Recovered from TUs 10, 13, and 14 by Level, Shell Mound (8LV42).

Pottery Modified Vert. Misc.
Sherds Flaked Stone Shell Misc. Shell Fauna Rock  Historic

TU10 ct  wi(g) ct  wi(g) ct  wt(g) ct wt(g)  wt(g)  wi(g)  wt(g)

A 134 288.1 1 19.2 2 864 437 47711 1712 362.98 949.9

B 95 317.2 8 145 133 540.6 62.9 251.9° 2.1

C(Trl) 39 1238 15 56.3 132 300.3 101.1 3.1

C (No Sec) 16 20.1 7 326 79 244.8 70.9 2.4

C (So Sec) 101 415.0 10 21.9 76 419.8 176.0

D (Trl ZA) 15 31.8 4 1.6 38 82.2 34.9

D (Trl ZB) 19 59.3 3 134 24.3

D (Tr1 ZC) 1 28.4 2 2.2 9 85.2 30.9

D (Tr2) 25 98.3 5 137 5.3

D (Tr3) 1 1.4 1 0.4 9 18.4 1.8

E (Trl ZA) 7 52.3 1 0.3 1 16.3 21.5°¢

E (Trl ZB) 1 5.4 5 14 4.1

E (Tr2) 6 34.0 25

E (Tr3) 1 0.4 0.1

F (Tr2) 14 161.9 8 11.9 13.3

F (Tr3) 0.1

G (Tr2) 9 21.8 3 6.2 45.6 7.1

NE Ped 6 441 4 2.3 4 8.2 37.3

NW Ped 2 20.5 3 2.3 6.8

SW Ped 3 43 7 225 12 81.7 57.6

Unit Cleanup 13 127.6 3 261 1 304 5 238.0 51.1 0.5 1.2

TU10/14 Ped 20 127.7 4 1.9 15 62.9 93.6¢ 119.2
Subtotal 527 1,983.0 94 250.7 4 1331 950 6,853.6 1,012.9 741.6 958.7
TU13

A 62 191.8 6 227 231  1,474.7 98.9 58.0¢ 96.0

B 96 309.0 21 27.0 1 481 247 1,298.8 257.7 4.6

C(Tr4) 15 53.5 7 10.9 7 168.6 45.4

C (No Ped) 16 96.8 1 9.9 65.7

C (So Ped) 9 47.3 7 516 1 743 3 2.9 10.3 12.0

D (Tr4) 7 65.2 4 0.7 10 32.6 34.9

D (So Ped) 10 52.4 2 288 2 87.0 9.8 0.7

E (Trd) 4 15.6 6 6.9 15 160.1 29.4

F (Tr4) 5 26.0 4 9.8 5 22.4 65.9 49

G (Tr4) 1 1.3 1 0.6 8.4
Subtotal 225 858.9 58 159.0 2 1224 521 3,257.0 626.4 70.0 106.2
TU14

A 67 167.4 2 1.2 4 131.9 229  2,201.7 72.2 104.1 92.7

B 36 88.0 8 135 1 284 40 279.3 20.8 108.1°

C 131 4654 25 224 285 1,235.0 91.8 11.7

D (Tr5) 9 47.8 1 0.2 12 101.5 68.7

D (West Ped) 4 7.9 2 15 13.0 388.99

E (Tr5) 2 1.2 1 0.9 27.9

Ped Cleanup 4.1
Subtotal 249  777.7 38 38.8 5 160.3 567 3,818.4 2985 504.7 200.8
Total 1001 3,619.6 190 4485 11 4158 2,038 13,929.0 1,937.8 1,316.3 1,265.7

2includes one hammerstone, 125.0 g; Pincludes one hammerstone, 251.9 g; tincludes one worked bone, 3.2 g;
dincludes one bone pin, 5.6 g; ¢includes one piece limestone groundstone, 65.2; fone piece limestone
groundstone, 108.1; %ne piece limestone groundstone, 388.9.
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Table 2-3. Inventory of Materials Recovered from Features in North Block, Shell Mound (8LV42).

Other Gastro- >1/8" >1/8”

Pottery Flaked Modified Oyster Bivalve  pod Vert. Botan-  Misc.
Sherds Stone Shell Shell Shell Shell Fauna icals Rock
ct wi(g) ct wt(g) ct wi(g) wt(g) wi(g) wt(g) wi(g) wt(g) wt(g)
Feature 31 33 1532 5 291 420.3 49.3 10.2 1944 347 1.0
Feature 32 16 75.1 4 1.6 1725 28.9 2.0 151.4 5.9
Feature 33 13 126.9 1 654 3,449.8 13.0 115 9.6 0.6 0.2
Feature 34 78 3450 17 272 1 546 139106 983.0 15652 15449 934 15.3
Feature 35 128 614.2 81 115.6 2,188.6 262.9 123.0 1,953.0 139.8 1,219.22
Feature 36 49 1927 10 146 1,076.0 258.7 178.4  304.0 27.7 1.8
Feature 37 4 98 6 9.9 699.6 0.5 75.0 130.3 116 0.1
Feature 38 13 575 2 1.1 1,081.4 16.5 53.2 286.2 13.9 0.9

Feature 38/44 6 453 1 6.1 1 402 754.7 14.6 1749  218.7 147
Feature 44 98 6039 19 244 1 449 13,300.0 3270 1,298.2 2,649.2 138.9 24.6
Feature 45 11 443 5 7.7 384.9 23.2 53.9 184.1 16.0 9.6

Total 449 2,267.9 150 2373 4 205.1 37,4384 1,977.6 35455 7.6258 497.2 1,272.7

gincludes one limestone groundstone, 1,182.2 g; and one piece of mica, 0.4 ¢

North Block Features

Ten features from TUs 10, 13, and 14 were added to the inventory of 12 features from
TU7. All but two of these 22 total features are shown in Figure 2-12, which is a composite plan
of features detected between about 20-50 cmbs. Feature 30/30A from TU7 was not detected
until about 70 cmbs, and Feature 38 in TU13 was likely a misreading of the dimensions of
what eventually was designated Feature 44, although it could very well consist of a separate
pit that went undetected.

Feature 31. A hemispherical pit roughly 1.0 m in diameter and 45 cm deep was first
detected at about 21 cmbs in TU10. Its intersection with pits to the south (Feature 36) and north
(Features 44 and 45) made it difficult to define and excavate until it was sectioned by Trench
1. There are no decent photographs of this feature in plan or profile, but reasonably detailed
drawings of both views in the portion exposed in Trench 1, from which a bulk sample was
taken. The fill of the feature consisted of black to very dark brown (10YR2/1-2) fine sandy
loam with a moderate amount of oyster shell, particularly on the southern edge, where it
intercepted or was intercepted by Feature 36. The vast majority of 33 sherds from Feature 31
are limestone-tempered plain, along with a small number of sand-tempered and assorted-
temper plains sherds, and one Dunns Creek Red rim sherd. Additional artifacts include a few
chert flakes and shatter. A moderate amount of vertebrate fauna was accompanied by
unmodified crown conch and a Mercenaria shell.

Feature 32. Detected first in the plan of Trench 1 at about 45 cmbs (Figure 2-13),
Feature 32 is a hemispherical pit estimated at 1.0 m in diameter and ~70 cm deep. It was
intercepted on both the south and north aspects by two other pits (Features 35 and 37) and was
thus not well defined in east profile of TU10. In fact, the profile of this wall (Figure 2-9)
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Test Unit 7

Test Unit 14

Test
Unit Test Unit 10
13

Figure 2-12. Composite plan drawing of features of the North Block between 20 and 50 cmbs. Dashed

lines mark ambiguity or diffusion of feature boundaries. Shaded features are small, shell-filled cylinders
(post holes?).

does not express any portion of Feature 32 despite a plan view that suggests it extended well
into the east wall. A red cedar root in the center of the feature at ~60 cmbs likely contributed
to its poor definition. The very dark brown (10YR2/2) fine sandy loam of this feature exposed
in plan in Trench 1 was removed for 1/8-inch water screening. Contained in the fill was a
modest amount of oyster shell and vertebrate fauna, along with a piece of Mercenaria shell.
Pottery sherds were not numerous but included both limestone- and assorted-tempered plain
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sherds, and one sand-tempered simple-stamped rim sherd.
Three chert flakes a small piece of chert biface round out
the assemblage.

Feature 33. Trench 1 bisected a 20-cm-wide column of
oyster shell with no discernable pit fill distinct in color or
texture from the surrounding matrix (Figure 2-14).
Excavation of the adjacent level floor to ca. 35 cmbs
exposed a cluster of sherds at the top of the oyster cluster,
again with no discernable pit fill. The column extended to
at least 60 cmbs, but a few stray oyster shells take it possibly
to 65 cmbs. In form Feature 33 resembles the shell-filled
cylinder in TU7 designated Feature 23 although the former
is a bit larger in plan than the latter. Feature 33 is distinct
from Feature 23 and the related Feature 17 in having a
cluster of sherds at the top of the shell-filled column, all of
which are limestone-tempered plain. Also recovered from

Figure 2-13. Photograph of plan
view of Feature 32 in Trench 1 (45
cmbs). Photo board is 30 cm wide.

Feature 33 was a crown conch hammer, two fragments of other marine gastropod shell, four
small chert flakes, and a minute amount of vertebrate fauna. Charcoal from Feature 33 returned
an AMS age estimate of 1600 + 30 BP (cal AD 395-540). We suspect but cannot substantiate
that this feature and the other two shell-filled cylinders observed in TU7 are marking the
locations of posts that were removed and backfilled with shell, or possibly shell that was used
as chinking that simply fell into holes as posts were removed or rotted in place. We note that
the three shell-filled cylinders assume a more-of-less straight line running northwest-southeast

across the North Block.

Figure 2-14. Photograph facing south (left) and drawings of plan and profile of Feature 33, North Block,

Shell Mound (8LV42).
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Feature 34. In the northeast corner of the North Block, in TU14, a large feature was
intercepted by Trench 5 and designated Feature 34 at 40 cmbs. After examining various
profiles and plans, including those afforded by a pedestal in the northeast corner (Figure 2-15),
the shape of Feature 34 could not be entirely resolved although the bulk of the recovered fill is
is from a cylinder estimated to be about 80 cm in diameter and with a maximum depth of 88
cmbs. In the east profile of Trench 5 a portion of this feature expressed a concentration of
oyster shell in very dark brown (10YR2/2) sandy loam. Assuming this ~30 x 30 x 30-cm
concentration to be a separate feature, it was removed as Feature 34A. Upon excavation of the
south half of Feature 34 it became apparent that the shell and dark earth was part of a layer that

Figure 2-15. Photographs and drawings of Feature 34 in northeast corner of North Block: upper left is
composite plan view showing pedestal (40 cmbs); upper right is profile of north wall of pedestal (40-
88 cmbs); middle right is profile of east wall of pedestal (40-80 cmbs); bottom photographs of pedestal
facing northeast before (left) and after (right) basal portion of Feature 34 was removed.



Shell Mound (8LV42) and Dennis Creek Mound (8LV41) 29

dipped down in an easterly direction, towards the east wall of TU14. In hindsight, the dipping
shell stratum and its expression in the east profile of Trench 1 (Feature 34A) is possibly part
of a large hemispherical pit that extended into both the north and east walls of TU14. The east
profile of TU14 (Figure 2-9) shows the outline of this presumed hemispherical pit, while the
north profile (Figure 2-8) shows what may be the margins of a both a cylindrical and
hemispherical pit (Note that in both profiles this feature is labeled Feature 34 although it likely
represents portions of two intersecting pits). In any event, once the initial shell concentration
was removed from the pedestal (Feature 34A) and the south half of Feature 34 was sectioned
to leave the pedestal seen in Figure 2-15, it became apparent that a cylindrical pit roughly 80
cm in dimeter could be distinguished from the matrix that extended into the north and east
walls of TU14.

Besides the oyster shell of this pit fill, Feature 34 contained a moderate amount of
marine gastropod shell, Mercenaria, and marsh clam. Vertebrate faunal remains were abundant
and included the same taxa of Feature 25 from TU?7, including elements of juvenile white
ibises. Abundant pottery sherds are dominated by plain limestone-tempered wares and lesser
counts of spicule- and sand-tempered sherds, all plain. A small assemblage of chert flakes and
shatter was also recovered. Charcoal from the fill of Feature 34 returned an AMS age estimate
of 1430 * 30 BP (cal AD 575-655), putting it at the later end of the Shell Mound sequence.

Feature 35. Located in the southeast corner of the North Block, in TU10, was a
cylindrical pit up to 2.0 m in diameter and at least 1.9 m deep. Like Feature 34, Feature 35 was
observed at about 40 cmbs and then pedestalled for excavation (Figure 2-16). And like Feature
25 in TU7, the fill of Feature 35 was stratified. Strata were removed in sequence for bulk
sampling down to about ~140 cmbs, where the water table had risen after a few days of heavy
rains. Hand excavation into the submerged base of the feature proceeded to ~188 cmbs but was
suspended at that point to avoid the collapse of the south and east walls of the unit. The base
of Feature 35 was never reached although we suspect it was not much deeper as the pit fill
began to lighten in color. The profiles of Feature 35 in the south (Figure 2-10) and east (Figure
2-9) walls of TU10 confirm that this was a massive cylinder even though the profiles of the
pedestalled feature (Figure 2-16) suggest it was conoidal in shape. Evidently only the northeast
margin of Feature 35 had an insloping margin, shown most clearly in the contrast between
Stratum Il (basal pit fill) and Stratum IV, the underlying sterile substrate. It is possible that
Feature 35 consisted of a cylindrical pit inside a conoidal pit, or vice versa.

Most of the matrix of Feature 35 consisted of fine sandy loam of varying dark color
with only modest numbers of oyster shells and even lesser numbers of shells of other bivalves
and marine gastropods. Pottery sherds were abundant. Dominant among the sherds are those
of limestone-tempered plain wares, along with fewer numbers of sand-tempered plain sherds
and one spicule-tempered plain sherd. One of the larger sand-tempered sherds is a check-
stamped rim with stamping on a slightly everted lip. This sherd bears strong resemblance to a
rim sherd found at the base of TU1 on the outside margin of the south ridge (Sassaman et al.
2013:41). These sherds are almost certainly Deptford in age (ca. 500 BC-AD 200) and thus
predate the large-scale pit activities at Shell Mound by at least two centuries.
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Figure 2-16. Photograph of pedestalled Feature 35 in TU10 and drawing of south and east walls of
pedestal, Shell Mound (8LV42). Top of pedestal ~40 cmbs; bottom of pedestal ~138 cmbs.
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Chert flakes and shatter was also common throughout the pit fill of Feature 35; no
formal flaked stone tools were recovered. Recovered at ~80m cmbs in the fill of Feature 35
was a large cobble of porous limestone with irregular facets of either pounding or grinding. A
small fleck of mica was also recovered at about this same depth.

A large assemblage of vertebrate fauna from Feature 35 includes the same array of taxa
as Features 25 and 34 from the North Block, including more elements of juvenile white ibises.
Among all the large features from which vertebrate fauna like this was recovered, Feature 35
has the greatest integrity and least amount of potential contamination from other features.
Charcoal from the fill of Feature 35 returned an AMS age estimate of 1570 + 30 BP (cal AD
415-560), making it among the oldest of the large pits excavated to date.

Feature 36. A small portion of Feature 36 was exposed in the south wall of Trench 1
in TU10 but it was not until Trench 4 was removed from TU13 that we could observe its
relationship to Feature 31, which it intercepts in its northwest quadrant. A portion of Feature
36 was recovered in bulk from its western margins. The only clear profile of this feature is
what was recorded on the south wall of TUs 10 and 13 (Figure 2-10). Judging from this profile
alone we estimate that Feature 36 was a hemispherical pit approximately 1.3 m in diameter
and at least 0.65 m in depth. This same profile shows that Feature 36 was disturbed by an
animal burrow (likely a gopher tortoise) along its southwest quadrant. The otherwise black
(10YR2/1) fine sandy loam of its matrix contains a low frequency of oyster shell, mostly
crushed, along with traces of other bivalve and gastropod shell. Vertebrate fauna occur in
moderate frequencies. A moderate number of sherds from feature fill is again dominated by
limestone-tempered plain, along with some sand-tempered and assorted-tempered plain, and
one spicule-tempered plain. Ten flakes and shatter of chert complete the artifact assemblage of
this sample.

Feature 37. A hemispherical pit estimated at 1.2 m in diameter and 0.65 m deep was
not adequately defined in the field and in fact was recorded in two different locations of the
North Block. Extant records of Feature 37 are inadequate to resolve this confusion but for the
purpose of this report the pit profile seen in the east wall of TUs 10 and 14 (Figure 2.9) is
designated Feature 37. The plan of this feature shown in Figure 2-12 is an extrapolation of the
profile geometry. The materials of Feature 37 listed in Table 2-3 are from a relatively small
bulk sample taken between 63 and 80 cmbs in the central location of this extrapolated plan. It
is thus likely to be a reliable sample of the basal fill of this feature although we are reluctant to
rely on this sample for analytical purposes due to lingering ambiguities. Having noted that, the
fill of Feature 37 consists of dark brown (10YR3/3) fine sandy loam with sparse oyster and
gastropod shell, a few limestone-tempered plain sherds, chert flakes and shatter, and a modest
amount of vertebrate fauna.
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Feature 38. Another problematical
feature is Feature 38, which is likely a
marginal portion of Feature 44, at least as
it was expressed in the north profile of
Trench 4 in TU13 (Figure 2-17). Table 2-
3 shows that a bulk sample was recorded
as “Feature 38” and another as “Feature
38/44.” After the first sample was removed
from the hemisphere shown in Figure 2-17
it became apparent that a much larger
feature, Feature 44, extended to the north
and west of this profile. To better define
the margins of Feature 44, a second bulk
sample was removed from the north  Figure 2-17. Photograph of the north wall of Trench
pedestal of TU13 (Feature 38/44). Neither 4 in TU13, showing profile of Feature 38,_ Shell
of these two samples are terribly useful for ~ Mound (8LV42). Photo board is 30 cm wide.
analytical purposes because we cannot be
certain that they come from the fill of a single pit. Fortunately, neither sample produced
anything out of stride with the pit fill of better-documented features in the North Block.

Feature 44. As just discussed with respect to Feature 38, Trench 4 in TU13 intercepted
the southern edge of a large hemispherical pit that eventually came to be known as Feature 44.
The best profile perspective in Feature 44 is seen in the west wall of TU13 (Figure 2-11). The
the north of this profile is the backfill of TU7, which marks the location of Features 25 and
30A. Feature 44 intersects with both of these features; in hindsight, what was recorded as
Feature 30A in 2014 (Sassaman et al. 2015:52) is likely to be the northeast margin of what was
defined as Feature 44 in 2015. Feature 25 from TU?7 intersects with Feature 44 along its
northern margins. The sequence of pit digging is uncertain. As shown in the plan of Figure 2-
12, Features 25 and 44 are roughly the same size and with similar fill; it is possible a portion
of the Feature 25 sample from 2014 includes fill from Feature 44. It is also possible that some
of the fill recovered in 2015 as Feature 44 was from Feature 25. The strategy of sampling
Feature 44 reduced this possible error by provided a three-dimensional perspective from the
north pedestal of TU13. Once the entire pedestal was removed and we prepared the west wall
of TU13 for profiling, it became evident that our samples of Feature 44 have good integrity.
They come from a hemispherical pit at least 1.4 m in diameter and ~1.1 m deep.

The relatively homogenous black (10YR2/1) fine sandy loam of Feature 44 contained
a moderate amount of whole and crushed oyster shell along with a bit of Mercenaria and
abundant crown conch shell, one of which was modified and used as a hammer. Vertebrate
fauna are abundant and consist of taxa that are very similar to those of Feature 25, notably in
the relatively high frequency of elements from juvenile white ibises. Whereas this may cause
further concern about mixing between these features, we note that a sample of the abundant
charcoal from Feature 44 returned an AMS age estimate of 1440 £+ 30 BP (cal AD 570-655),
which is 60 radiocarbon years later than the latest age estimate for Feature 25. Coupled with
the apparent difference in shape, Features 25 and 44 would appear to be pits that were dug
decades apart and backfilled by very similar faunal assemblages.
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The pottery of these two feature is likewise similar although Feature 44 lacks the
spicule-tempered sherds of serving vessels seen in Feature 25. Limestone-tempered plain
sherds dominate the Feature 44 assemblage but also well represented are assorted-tempered
sherds, about which we have more to say in the section below on material culture. The usual
handful of chert flakes and shatter complete the Feature 44 artifact assemblage.

Feature 45. The western pedestal of TU10 contained a small portion of a pit feature
whose bulk was intercepted by Features 25 and 44, and possibly Feature 31. The remnant of
Feature 45 shown in the plan of Figure 2-12 provided a bulk sample ranging from 85 to 119
cmbs. The original size and shape of the feature could not be determined but judging from the
arc of the plan view and the depth of the bulk sample, a large cylinder shape is likely. Materials
recovered from the bulk sample are similar to those from other features. A small amount of
crown conch, Mercenria, and lightning whelk joins a modest amount of oyster shell and
vertebrate fauna. All pottery from Feature 45 was limestone-tempered plain save for one crumb
sherd with sand temper.

Summary

The expansion of TU7 into what we now call the North Block resulted in the
documentation of ten new features, all but one being a cylindrical or hemispherical pit at least
80 cm in diameter at the plane of detection. Seen in the east profile of the North Block (Figure
2-9) is a thin stratum of brownish yellow fine sand (Stratum I1) that provides our best mark for
the surface from which pits were dug, roughly 30 cmbs. Even subtracting this depth from the
estimated depth of pits in the North Block, some are at least 1.0 m deep. Three large and deep
pits in the test units of 2015 (Features 34, 35, 44) duplicate the scale and composition of Feature
25, notably in the presence of juvenile ibis bones and other indicators of summer activity.
Inventories of the vertebrate faunal remains from large pits are provided in a later section of
this chapter. For now we note that the results of additional testing in this area confirm that the
inside side slope of the dune arm on which Shell Mound was constructed was the locus of
intensive pit-digging and in-filling activity. The small shell-filled cylinder documented in
TU10 adds another example of possible postholes to the two uncovered in TU7. Whereas these
features may signal the presence of some sort of in-ground post structure, we have no
independent evidence to support this inference.

Artifacts recovered from level excavation and features of the North Block fit within a
relatively narrow range of variation; the vast majority of pottery sherds are plain and among
those limestone-tempered sherds prevail. AMS age estimates taken from charcoal on North
Block pits fall within a 170-year radiocarbon range (1600-1430 BP), or roughly 250 calibrated
years (AD 395-655). The results of testing in another location of the dune side slope, to which
we now turn, duplicate the results of North Block testing.

Test Unit 12
Asingle 2 x 2-m unit designated Test Unit 12 (TU12) was emplaced on the inside slope

of the north ridge, roughly 50 m southwest of the North Block (Figure 2.3). Subsurface
reconnaissance in this location with a four-inch bucker auger revealed organically enriched
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sand with shell, vertebrate fauna, and artifacts reminiscent of the North Block. TU12 was sited
in a location between three auger holes that revealed at least 80 cm of “midden.” Like the North
Block, the surface of TU12 was sloped at about 15 percent (rise of 3 m over 20 m distance
from edge of interior plaza). Because we had no prior stratigraphic testing in this part of the
site, excavation in TU12 proceeded using a common local datum (NW corner) to gauge depth
of level excavation and point plots (cm below datum [cmbd]). To minimize the crosscutting of
levels against slope, TU12 was divided into east (downslope) and west (upslope) halves
starting at 40 cmbd, the top of Level C. Unlike the trenching of North Block, TU12 involved
only one trench, running east-west in the south-central portion of the unit, and it was not started
until level excavation across the unit reached 110 cmbs (Figure 2-18). Excavation of the 50-
cm x 2-m trench thereafter proceeded in 10-cm increments starting with Level A (110-120
cmbd) and terminating at Level E (150-160 cmbd). Feature recording and sampling ensued
thereafter as the pedestals left by the trench were dismantled as feature outlines dictated. Ten
pit features were recorded in TU12, six of which consist of large pits like those of the North
Block.

Shown in Figures 2-19 through 2-22 are photographs and drawings of the four profiles
of the TU12. Descriptions of the strata mapped are provided in Table 2-4, and artifact
inventories of levels and features are given in Table 2-5 and 2-6, respectively.

Figure 2-18. View facing southwest of the excavation of Test Unit 12, Shell Mound (8LV42). Students
excavating first level of 50-cm-wide trench at 110 cmbd.
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Figure 2-19. Photograph and scale drawing of the north profile of Test Unit 12, 8LV42.
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Figure 2-20. Photograph and scale drawing of the east profile of Test Unit 12, 8LV42.



Shell Mound (8LV42) and Dennis Creek Mound (8LV41)

37

Figure 2-21. Photograph and scale drawing of the south profile of Test Unit 12, 8LV42.
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Figure 2-22. Photograph and scale drawing of the west profile of Test Unit 12, 8LV42.
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Table 2-4. Stratigraphic Units of Test Unit 12, Shell Mound (8LV42).

Max. Depth

Stratum (cmbd) Munsell Color  Description

| 53 10YR2/1 Black fine sand with crushed shell many small roots.

1l 80 10YR2/2 Very dark brown fine sand with moderate amount of generally
while shell, mostly oyster.

A 90 10YR3/1 Very dark gray fine sand with less shell than Stratum 1l moving
eastward, downslope.

1l 99 10YR2/2 Very dark brown fine sand with abundant, generally bedded
whole oyster shell and occasional crown conch and lightning
whelk.

1A 94 10YR2/2 Very dark brown fine sand with much less shell than Stratum 111

v 68 10YR3/1 Very dark gray fine sand with abundant, generally bedded whole
oyster shell.

\% 120 10YR3/1 Dark gray fine sand with much less shell than Stratum 111 and
slightly less than Stratum IV.

Vi 115 10YR3/1 Very dark gray fine sand with lens of oyster shell.

VIl -F. 40 164 10YR3/1 Very dark gray fine sand with moderate amount of non-bedded
oyster shell.

VIII - F. 46 140 10YR3/1 Very dark gray fine sand with dark gray (10YR4/1) mottles and
moderate to minor amounts of non-bedded oyster shell and
abundant vertebrate fauna.

VIIA -F. 46 165 10YR2/1 Black fine sand with moderate to minor amounts of oyster shell
and abundant vertebrate fauna (1590 + 30 BP).

IX-F.39 180+ 10YR2/1 Black fine sand with moderate amount of whole and crushed
oyster shell and abundant vertebrate fauna and large sherds.
Extended below water table at ~180 cmbd (1460 + 30 BP).

X-F.39 140 10YR4/1 Dark gray very fine sand and ash and particulate charcoal and
grayish brown (10YR5/2) mottles throughout.

XI-F. 39 140 10YR5/4 Yellowish brown fine sand; substrate redeposited into Feature 39.

XIl-F. 42 137 10YR3/2 Very dark grayish brown fine sand with moderate amount of
oyster shell.

X1 168 10YR4/2 Dark grayish brown fine sand with minor amount of oyster shell.
XV 157 10YRA4/3 Brown fine sand with dark brown (10YR3/3) mottles and trace of
oyster shell.

XV 180 10YR6/6 Brownish yellow fine sand lacking shell; sterile dune sands.
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Table 2-5. Inventory of Materials Recovered from Test Unit 12 by Level, Shell Mound (8LV42).

Pottery Modified Vert. Misc.
Sherds Flaked Stone Shell Misc. Shell Fauna Rock Historic

Level ct  wi(g) ct  wi(g) ct  wi(g) ct wit(g) wit(g) wi(g) wi(g)

A 326 551.7 9 22.3 2 61.8 137 2,336.6 171.5 321.9 687.2

B 340 641.2 2 4.2 11 3725 255 5,059.3 402.7 440.0 578.0

C (West) 150 428.9 3 8.8 10 469.2 251 52519 3120 53.6 7.6

C (East) 259 4916 1 0.5 4 139.2 133 2,257.0  228.2 160.8 189.0

D (East) 176  368.7 5 11.9 4 2089 190 4,295.9 3304 79.4 435

D (West) 116 3834 6 353 10 4164 140 3,159.4  400.6 262.3°

E (West) 98 346.6 9 33.3 8 3743 168 5,373.0 507.4 81.2

E (East) 109 308.2 4 4.3 9 459.2 129 4,780.3 303.9 27.0 38.7

F (West) 133 611.0 17 42.5 8 3928 120 3,549.9 541.9 84.5

F (East) 113 629.0 6 7.1 5 1805 158 4,137.4 544.6 307.4

G (West) 157 1,025.0 30 105.8 11 4921 155 3,065.4  739.2 333.0¢

G (East) 88  275.0 5 18.6 6 326.7 90 2,222.8  318.8 13.3

H (West) 128  556.7 34  69.8 11 4209 120 1,647.4 7027 100.04

H (East) 181  589.9 32 619 9 417.2 161 3,595.0 724.0 503.8

I (West) 175 1,324.8 38 1823 4 1473 159 2,164.4 709.6 48.8

| Base (West) 32 368.0 1 1.4 1 28.7 12 259.9 24.8 0.8

| (East) 161 818.4 38 100.8 5 2746 105 1,588.4 589.2 397.3¢

A(Trl) 80 406.2 6 189.6 4 160.9 49 1,178.0 348.0 2.7

B (Trl) 82 845.9 10 16.2 2 93.3 93 1,730.7 541.4 11.3

C(Tr1) 40 345.1 8 191.1 2 1127 56 1,246.4 345.7 115

D (Trl) 54 337.7 3 13.7 5 2324 54 1,287.4 422.1 4.8

E (Trl) 20 237.6 2 3.8 5 1324 26 471.2 95.9 22.6

Trl Cleanup 33 254.7 3 15.6 3 176 25 532.7 155.1 6.2

So Ped 1 1.1 2 33.6 13.3

Wt-Cen Ped 32 187.2 12 17.1 2 1233 69 1,017.9 0.6 56.3

Wt Wall Clean 5 697.6

Unit Cleanup 57 285.9 14 23.1 7 318.7 73 1,588.7 416.9 50.2 0.6
Total 3,146 13,3159 298 1,181.0 148 6,5320 2930 63,830.6 9,8905 3,380.7 15446

dincludes one limestone hammerstone, 33.5 g; Pincludes one limestone hammerstone, 37.9 g; one sandstone
hammerstone 37.9; cincludes one hematite hammerstone, 100.6; %includes one limestone hammerstone, 98.0 g;
¢includes one sandstone abrader, 6.5 g

Table 2-6. Inventory of Materials Recovered from Features in Test Unit 12, Shell Mound (8LV42).

Other  Gastro- >1/8” >1/8”
Pottery Flaked Modified Oyster Bivalve  pod Vert.  Botan- Misc.
Sherds Stone Shell Shell Shell Shell Fauna icals Rock
ct wt(g) ct wt(g) ct wi(g) wt(g) wi(g) wi(g) wt(g)  wt(g) wt(9)
Feature 39 350 2,173.1 183 197.8 19 794.1 57,498.6 35474 7,682.0 3,348.9 168.4 385.22
Feature 39/42 17 81.5 24 216 4 117.6 3,076.1 228.3 369.7 242.1 7.7 7.4
Feature 39/46 25 206.7 50 7.3 1 65.6 4,841.7 201.1 459.4 209.6 9.6 7.4
Feature 40 55 198.0 18 7.0 4,311.8 376.4 376.7 4375 8.3 21.3
Feature 41 24 75.7 26 22.6 1 0.1 4,872.7 129.6 193.2 243.8 6.8 2.2
Feature 42 74 638.7 37 353 1 34.8 9,526.0 140.0 328.1 588.2 13.0 111.9°
Feature 46 50 169.1 67 202.7 4 158.2 15,761.6 413.8 1,006.8 659.6 30.1 1,167.0°
Feature 47 41 84.8 9 428 1 0.1 10,380.5 328.3 838.4 633.9 9.4 71.1
Feature 48 180.7 0.5 1.9 11.4 0.1 5.0
Feature 49 2 0.3 22.0 0.8 0.3 2.0 0.1
Feature 50 45 15 0.1
Feature 51 1,816.3 77.9 9.2 33.3 0.2
Total 636 3,627.57 416 5374 31 1,170.8 112,2925 5,444.1 11,265.7 6,411.8 253.8 1,778.5

dincludes one piece of groundstone 239.4 g; Pincludes one limestone hammerstone, 105.1 g; one sandstone hammerstone
37.9; Cincludes three limestone hammerstones, 823.3g, 118.6 g, 221.3 g
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The profiles of TU12 are dominated by the organically enriched backfill of large pits.
The pervasiveness of pits in TU12 was so great that autochthonous substrate was not observed
anywhere in plan until nearly 80 cmbs. In comparison, sterile, autochthonous substrate in the
North Block appeared in certain places as shallow as 30 cmbs. The density of large pits
between these two locations is roughly the same: 6 large pits in 4 m? of TU12 is 1.5 pits/m?;
16 large pits in 12 m? of the North Block is 1.33 pits/m2. Accounting for the difference in
profiles more than density is the size of features. One especially large pit in TU12 alone
accounts for more than half each of the west and south profiles. The actual dimensions of
Feature 39 are impossible to determine but it was at least 2 m in diameter and over 1.8 m deep.
As with Feature 35 in the North Block, excavation to the bottom of Feature 39 was precluded
by a higher-than-average water table, following a multiday period of heavy rainfall. No matter
the impediments to fully documenting the size and shape of Feature 39, it was massive by any
standards, and, as we describe below, it produced a large assemblage of artifacts, shell,
charcoal, and vertebrate fauna. Other large pits in TU12 (Features 40, 41, 42, 46, 47)
approximate the scale of hemispherical pits in the North Block although the profiles of those
in TU12 are more conical than they are hemispherical. None of the TU12 pits have cylindrical
profiles.

As seen in Table 2-5, level excavation in TU12 produced an abundance of artifacts,
shell, and bone. As might be expected with levels consisting largely of the fill of pits that could
not be distinguished, the frequency of materials does not diminish with depth from the
presumed buried surface from which pits emanated (~20-30 cmbs). Indeed, the uptick in
artifacts and bone in Levels H and I (90-110 cmbd) coincides with the basal fill of most of the
large pits. It was at this depth that the conical bases of some pits could be recognized against
the emerging light-colored substrate. The single trench of TU12 was started at this depth and
greatly assisted in the definition of several pits that extended at least another 20 cm deeper.
Figure 2-23 shows the location of this trench relative to the composite planview of all features
documented in TU12.

Test Unit 12 Features

The ten features identified in TU12 consist of six large pits and four small features that
are possibly postholes. The dashed semicircle in the northeast quadrant of TU12, where
posthole-like features are concentrated, marks the area of disturbance from the root system of
a large tree. Eight additional posthole-like features were observed in this area but each of these
proved to be relict root casts of a large tree

Feature 39. The largest pit feature uncovered to date at Shell Mound is Feature 39. As
seen in the south (Figure 2-21) and west (Figure 2-22) profiles of TU12, Feature 39 could not
be delineated from other pit features until deep in the unit. The trench that intersected Feature
39 was instrumental in isolating an intact portion of the base of this feature and provided in the
south pedestal that remained an excellent opportunity to sample it in bulk (Figure 2-24).
Whereas the basal half of Feature 39 was more-or-less well defined by trench profiles, the fill
of the upper half blends seamlessly into surrounding matrix, the presumed fill of other pit
features. The bedded shell stratum of this upper half of TU12 (Stratum I11) is not much help in
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Figure 2-23. Composite plan drawing of features of Test Unit 12 at 110 cmbd. Dashed lines mark
ambiguity or diffusion of feature boundaries.

delineating features as it seems to crosscut the upward projected margins for features observed
below. Ultimately we cannot provide accurate estimates of pit dimensions in most cases. Still,
a reasonable minimum estimate for Feature 39 is that it is at least 2-m wide at the top and at
least 180 cm deep. Figure 2-25 provides our best projection for the outline of Feature 39.
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Figure 2-24. View facing grid south of the trench across Test Unit 12 starting at 110 cmbd that exposed
the basal portion of Feature 39 (top) and allowed this portion to be removed for bulk samples (bottom).
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Figure 2-25. View facing southwest of the west and south profiles of Test Unit 12, showing the
projected outline of the basal portion of Feature 39 after excavation. Water table on this day (August
14, 2015) was ~170 cm below the surface of the southwest corner of TU12.

The pit fill of Feature 39 was much like that of other large pits at Shell Mound, if not
more dense with artifacts, bone, and charcoal than any sampled to date. The fill of Feature 39
was heterogeneous enough to infer bedding planes among some of its matrix. This is notably
the case with a lens of dark gray ashy sand (Stratum X, south profile) and a lens of redeposited
yellowish-brown substrate (Stratum XI, west profile), both dipping toward the center of this
conical pit. A close-up of the latter lens in Figure 2-26 shows it to be underlain by organic
matrix with a large rim sherd oriented at the same downward angle.

As noted earlier, the basal portion of Feature 39 pedestalled in the southwest quadrant
of TU12 provided good opportunity to sample unambiguous pit fill. The same rains that caused
groundwater to infiltrate the base of the feature flooded the interior open “plaza” of Shell
Mound with as much as 60 cm of water. Taking advantage of the opportunity to water screen
pit fill on site, we established a station at the edge of the plaza and used 5-gallon buckets to
pour water over matrix in 1/8-inch hardware cloth. Bulk samples for flotation was also
recovered from the pedestalled portion of Feature 39.
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Figure 2-26. Close-up view facing west of large rim sherd in Feature 39 pit fill overlain by brownish-
yellow sand of the substrate.

Pottery was abundant in the sampled fill of Feature 39. Of the 350 sherds >1/4-inch in
size, over 90 percent are limestone-tempered and about 44 percent of these are crumb sherds.
All of the 179 sherds large enough to determine surface treatment were plain, 28 of which are
rims. Assorted-tempered (n = 7), sand-tempered (n = 21), and spicule-tempered sherds (n = 4)
are distinct minorities; all such sherds large enough to identify were plain (n = 15).

The assemblage of 183 flaked stone items from Feature 39 consist 164 chert flakes, 17
pieces of chert shatter, and fragments of two small chert flake cores. Miscellaneous rock
includes a variety of small clasts of limestone, sandstone, and mudstone, and a larger clast
(239.4 g) with facets of grinding.
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Feature 39 produced a large assemblage of vertebrate faunal remains >1/8 inch (3.3
kg), the analysis of which bolsters the inference that the fill of large pits at Shell Mound
accumulated during summer feasting events. Wood charcoal was also abundant (168.4 g), a
sample of which from the southeast corner of the base of Feature 39 returned an AMS age
estimate of 1460 + 30 BP (cal AD 550-650).

Sampled fill of Feature 39 includes over 57 kg of whole and crushed oyster shell , along
with 3.5 kg of other bivalve, mostly Mercenaria and scallop, and 7.6 kg of gastropod shell,
including taxa like queen conch, pear whelk and tulip shell that do not occur all the frequently
at Shell Mound. Lightning whelk shell is present too as more than a trace and one of these
shells was modified to be used as a hammer. Sixteen of the crown conch shells were likewise
modified and used as hammers. Two shell beads were also recovered.

Feature 40. A conical pit at least 1.2 m in diameter near its top and just as deep from
the proximate surface (127 cmbs or 164 cmbd) was first observed at the east end of the trench,
a little more than 20 cm above its base. This is unfortunate because the profile of Feature 40 in
the east wall of TU12 (Figure 2-20) shows a symmetrical cone extending upwards to at least
65 cmbs (~100 cmbd). Other than a lens of oyster shell in very dark gray fine sand (Stratum
V1) near this upper limit, the fill of Feature 40 was a relatively homogenous very dark gray
fine sand with a moderate amount of nonbedded oyster shell. The basal portion of this feature
was collected for 1/8-inch waterscreening and flotation.

The assemblage of artifacts, bone, and shell from Feature 40 are much like those from
other pit features. All but four sherds are limestone-tempered plain; four sand-tempered plain
sherds the exceptions. Eighteen chert flakes and shatter are accompanied by a handful of small
limestone and sandstone clasts. Modest amounts of bivalve shell, including scallop, and
gastropod shell are eclipsed by over 4 kg of oyster shell. None of the shell bears evidence of
modification for use as a tool or an ornament. Vertebrate fauna was just as numerous and
diverse as it is in other pits although it is hard to judge relative density without volumetric
controls. Sufficient charcoal was recovered from Feature 40 to obtain a radiometric age
estimates although that has yet to be done.

Feature 41. Intercepted by Feature 40 was another conical pit exposed in the trench
that was designated Feature 41. The only plan record of Feature 41 is seen in Figure 2-23 at
the top of the trench (110 cmbd). The base of Feature 41 was observed in the south profile of
the excavated trench, roughly 155 cmbd. What amounts to the southwest quad of this feature
was removed in bulk for 1/8-inch waterscreening and flotation. This portion was essentially
sandwiched between Features 40 and 42. The fill of the remnant consisted of very dark gray
fine sand with oyster shell, much like Feature 40. A small amount of scallop shell likewise
compares favorably with the assemblage from Feature 40. Two plain spicule-tempered sherds
accompany the usually dominant limestone-tempered plain sherds. Chert flakes and shatter and
one shell bead complete the artifact assemblage. Vertebrate fauna relative to oyster shell is less
in Feature 41 than Feature 40.

Feature 42. Not until excavation in TU12 was completed did the profile of Feature 42
become apparent in the south wall of the unit (Figure 2-21). The trench bisected Feature 42 in
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what we estimate to be the center of the feature but the fill of intercepting features, notably
Feature 39, made it impossible to isolate its fill for sampling until the trench was completed.
The portion of Feature 42 in the south pedestal left by the trench was sampled for 1/8-inch
waterscreening and flotation. Oyster shell was again the dominant shell recovered, followed
by fewer bivalves other other taxa, including scallop, and gastropods. One crown conch shell
was modified and used as a hammer. Pottery sherds are almost all limestone-tempered, all of
which are plain, with trace amounts of assorted- and sand-tempered plain sherds. Among the
usual chert flakes and shatter was a bifacial preform with the tip removed. Also recovered was
a limestone hammerstone. Vertebrate fauna occurred at moderate frequency.

Feature 46. Another large conical pit is Feature 46, in the northwest quadrant of TU12.
Intersected on its southern margins by Feature 39, Feature 46 had enough of its northern profile
intact to estimate its diameter near the top at ~1.2 m and a depth of at least 1.4 cm below the
surface. The plan of Feature 42 was first recognized at about 110 cmbd as the western portion
of the north pedestal was scraped clean following trench excavation (Figure 2-27). Upon
defining the feature in plan, it was bisected east-west and the south half removed for 1/8-inch
waterscreening. The resulting profile in Figure 2-27 shows the basal 30 cm of pit fill. In the
north profile of TU12 (Figure 2-19), this fill is identified as Stratum VIIIA, to distinguish it
from the superior Stratum VII1. Both of these strata are considered part of Feature 46, the latter
being the center of the fill consisting of very dark gray fine sand with abundant oyster shell,
the former an underlying black fine sand with lesser shell, but both with abundant vertebrate
fauna. It is not altogether clear in this basal stratum continued into the adjacent west wall,
where it meets with Feature 39. It does, however, dip below the otherwise sterile substrate to
about 165 cmbd in the northwest corner of the unit. Despite the complexity of the west profile
and this corner, the pedestalled portion of Feature 46 in Figure 2-27 provided secure context
for analytical samples. Charcoal from this portion returned an AMS age estimate of 1590 + 30
(cal AD 400-545), making it the oldest of the six large pits that have so far been dated
radiometrically.

The recovered fill of Feature 46 had a moderate amount of oyster shell overall, and
appreciable numbers of shells from Mercenaria, moon snail, lightning whelk, and especially
crown conch, four of which were modified and used as hammers. Absent from Feature 46 fill
are scallop shells. Vertebrate faunal remains are the usual taxa of large pits, including bones
of juvenile white ibises.

As with other features, the majority of pottery sherds from Feature 46 are from
limestone-tempered plain vessels. Spicule-, assorted-, and sand-tempered wares are
represented by single sherds each, the latter with a check-stamped surface. A good number of
chert flakes (n = 34) and shatter (n = 33) are accompanied by three limestone hammerstones.

Feature 47. The last of the large pits, Feature 47, does not intersect any of the walls of
TU12 but was detected in the north wall of the trench and mapped in plan at 110 cmbd (Figure
2-27). Lacking full profiles we can only speculate on the geometry of the upper half of this
feature, which was truncated by level excavation. We can, however, estimate its depth at 140
cmbd, which is about 120 cmbs in the center of the unit. The eastern edge of the basal portion
bisected by the trench suffered from collapse of the pedestal before it was sampled.
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Figure 2-27. Planview of Features 46, 47, and 48, and profiles of section of Features 46 and 48, Test
Unit 12, Shell Mound (8LV42).

Nonetheless, most of the basal portion of this feature, like Feature 46, was removed for 1/8-
inch waterscreening and flotation. It was not been dated radiometrically although charcoal
samples from this basal fill are available.

Oyster again dominated pit fill, followed by much fewer bivalves of other taxa,
including scallop, and crown conch. A single bead is the only shell that was modified for a tool
or ornament. Pottery is exclusively limestone-tempered plain sherds. A small number of chert
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flakes and shatter was accompanied by small clasts of limestone, sandstone, and mudstone.
Vertebrate fauna were recovered at moderate frequency.

Features 48-51. Four features in TU12 are possible postholes. None of these is terribly
convincing given better examples of postholes elsewhere at Shell Mound (e.g., TU1) and other
nearby sites in the study area (e.g., Raleigh Island). We are doubly suspicious of the status of
those in TU12 because the entire northeast corner of the unit—where these features are
concentrated—was compromised by the root system of a large tree (demarcated in Figure 2-
28 by dashed line surrounding Features 49-51). In addition to these three posthole-like
features, the area demarcated as disturbed in Figure 2-28 encompassed another nine posthole-
like anomalies that were not assigned feature numbers. The decision to assign numbers to these
anomalies turned on the results of coring each with an Oakfield ¥-inch soil tube. All but three
of the anomalies in this demarcated area proved to be ephemeral and irregular. The three that
were assigned feature numbers were sectioned and profiled (Figure 2-28) and then sampled for
flotation. A fourth such anomaly just to the west of the demarcated area was likewise sectioned,
profiled, and sampled (Figure 2-28).

None of these four features contained much charcoal (<0.2 g in each) and we observed
no evidence of burning to the surrounding matrix. Oyster shell and other shell was recovered
from the fill of each. None contained pottery and only Features 49 and 50 had lithic material,
two chert flakes in the former and a limestone clast in the latter. Vertebrate faunal remains
were minimal.

The lack of spatial patterning and regularity among these features lessens the chance
they pertain to architecture. Like the shell-filed postholes of the North Block, these features
may well mark the locations of posts but not buildings. Only large-scale block excavation will
resolve questions pertaining to domestic or public architecture.

Summary

Features documented in TU12 add six more to the inventory of large pits from the
North Block of Shell Mound. Those from TU12 are generally conical in profile and as large or
larger than those in the North Block, which tend to be either cylindrical or hemispherical. The
density of large pits in TU12 is not much greater than that of the North Block, but Feature 39
alone comprised about one-fifth of the total volume of the test unit, and four others were as
large as any in the North Block. Age estimates for two of the large pits from TU12 (Features
39 and 46) fall within the range established by AMS assays on charcoal from the North Block.
If we extrapolate the aggregate density of features (1.375/m2) across the area bounded by the
North Block and TU12 (ca. 50 x 10 m) a minimum of 687.5 large pits were dug and backfilled
between about AD 400 and 650. That amounts to less than three pits per year but we hasten to
add that this estimate is extremely conservative, while the age range is liberal. No matter these
qualifications, the interior sideslope of Shell Mound, which consists largely of dune sand, was
the locus of intensive pit-digging and backfilling activities that appear to have been timed to
summer solstices (Sassaman et al. 2019). We have no sense if these activities were truly annual;
to the extent thet were spaced more widely the frequency of pit digging and infilling per event
would rise proportionately.
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Figure 2-28. Planview and profiles of three of 12 small circular anomalies that were designated as
features in the excavation of Test Unit 12, Shell Mound (8LV42).
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The content of pit fill of features in TU12 also compares favorably to that of features
in the North Block. Shellfish and vertebrate fauna are abundant in most pits and pottery is
dominated by limestone-tempered plain sherds. Notably absent in TU12 pits are sherds from
serving vessels with different pastes, such as Dunns Creek Red. Spatial segregation of aspects
of summer solstice feasts might obtain but we have too little data at this point to evaluate on
that possibility.

Test Unit 11

Test Unit 11 (TU11) was a 2 x 2-m unit excavated into the steep, interior sideslope of
the south ridge of Shell Mound. Prior testing of the south ridge was confined to the exterior
sideslope, specifically TUs 1 and 2 at the southern tip of the ridge (Figure 2-29). Observed in
those units were thick mantles of oyster shell midden, some of it apparently mined and
redeposited from autochthonous midden elsewhere. TU11l was sited to examine the
stratigraphy of the reciprocal slope of the south ridge and we anticipated that it would consist
exclusively of anthropogenic deposits as this location is removed from the relict dune arm that
comprises the bulk of the north ridge.

The specific siting of TU12 was facilitated by a series of auger tests in the general area
of the interior sideslope opposite TUs 1 and 2 (Figure 2-29). After establishing with a Dutch
gouge auger that the substrate of interior opening (“plaza”) in this location matched that
observed in TUs 3-5, to the north, three four-inch bucket augers were sunk into the adjacent
side slope to reveal thick shell midden with varying frequencies of other shell, pottery, and
bone in generally dark, organically enriched sands. At elevations ranging from about 1.5-2.5
m above the elevation of the plaza, augers penetrated midden to depths ranging from 90 to 115
cmbs; none encountered sterile substrate before being terminated. TU11 was emplaced in a
location just downslope from Auger 3, at roughly 2 m above the plaza elevation. Although a
higher elevation may have been preferred to examine the deepest stratigraphic sequence, the
practicalities of completing the excavation over the course of the five-week field school
weighed heavily, as did the integrity of the shell-rich profiles and the safety of students.

Figure 2-29. Shell Mound (8LV42) plan view and detail of the interior part of the south ridge with
locations of augers and Test Unit 11.
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The interior sideslope of the south ridge is a bit steeper than its counterpart on the north
ridge. In order to level the steep gradient, the first two levels of TU11 (Levels A and B) were
removed exclusively from the upslope (southern) half of the unit, Level A in a 50-cm wedge,
and Level B in a 20-cm wedge. Because of the incline, the unit was divided in half on an east-
to-west axis for the remainder of the excavation (Figure 2-30). After Level B, 10-cm arbitrary
levels were excavated from the northern and southern 1 x 2-m subunit independently.
Paperwork and bag numbers were assigned to each level of the subunits for levels C-O. The
south half of TU11 was excavated to 190 cmbd (Level N South) and the north half was
excavated to 195 cmbd (Level O North), at which point excavations halted due to flooding
after major storms and heavy rain in the area. The unit did not drain in time to excavate it to
sterile soil.

All matrix removed in level excavation was passed through %-inch hardware cloth.
Upon completion of the excavation, the south wall of TU11 was sampled with a continuous
column, 30 x 30 cm in plan. Samples were collected in ~10-cm increments and numbered 1-
14, from the top down. All matrix from these bulk samples was processed with a Dausman
Flote-Tech flotation machine and fractionated for secondary analysis. No features were
recorded in TU11,

Figure 2-30. View facing east of field school students excavating the northern half of Test Unit 11,
Shell Mound (8LV42).
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Provided in Figures 2-31 and 2-32 are photographs and drawings of the south and west
profiles from TU11. The north and east profiles were compromised by flooding and collapse
to preclude detailed mapping; these profiles generally mirrored those of the north and east
walls. Descriptions of the strata mapped are given in Table 2-7 and an inventory of materials
recovered by level is given in Table 2-8 and in the bulk-sample column in Table 2-9.

The stratigraphy of TU11 is complicated but much of it consists of redeposited shell
midden, not unlike like the sequences of TU1 on the opposite sideslope of the south ridge, and
TUS8, at the top of the north ridge. The biggest difference between the TU11 sequence and
those of the other two units is the age of basal stratum. Whereas the other two have buried
surfaces and middens dating to the early period of occupation (i.e., pre-AD 550), the basal
stratum of TU11 (Stratum X) is estimated to date to AD 620-670. This estimate matches the
age estimate for occupation of the interior plaza, evidently the final episode of occupation at
the Shell Mound. Before proceeding with a description of the strata overlying this buried
stratum, two qualifiers must be noted. First, flooding of the unit after heavy rains precluded
excavation to sterile substrate. Augering below the water was not terribly effective and we of
course could not control for the locations of subsurface features. Given the elevation of the
surface in the adjacent plaza, the top of Stratum X is likely to be the ground surface on which
midden formed and from which pits, if any, emanated. The depth of the sterile substrate would
thus be a matter of the thickness of the midden, which extended at least 30 cm below the water
level, or roughly 195 cmbd. The second caveat is that the age estimates for Stratum X and the
interior plaza midden are based on only one AMS assay each. More dates are needed. Still,
considering the depth of Stratum X, it is unlikely that charcoal from the surface infiltrated
down through nearly 2 m of shell midden to provide a much-too-young age estimate for this
surface.

Strata overlying this buried surface are dominated by oyster shell in generally
discontinuous and convoluted lenses interspersed with organically-enriched sand with shell,
bone, and artifacts. Just below these shell-rich layers and above Stratum X is a very dark
grayish brown fine sand with some shell (Stratum IX). As seen in the west profile of TU11
(Figure 2-32), this is the first stratum from the top that does not follow the steep sideslope of
the ridge. It is thus either a surface on which shell was deposited or possibly the pedogenic
result of downward leaching of matrix from overlying shell. This stratum is not as well
expressed in the west profile as it is in the south profile.

All strata above Stratum 1X conform to the sideslope of the ridge and confirm what we
observed in TUs 1 and 3: the south ridge of Shell Mound is entirely anthropogenic. In adding
another example of reverse stratigraphy, TU11 provides further insight on how the south ridge
was constructed. Irregular and discontinuous strata of whole oyster shell without much matrix
(Strata 111, V, VII) and interspersed with convoluted lenses or stringers of black to dark gray
sand with some shell, bone, and artifacts (Str. IV, VI, VIA, VIII). The entire sequence above
Stratum X has the appearance of mounded matrix, with no discernable surfaces indicative of
hiatuses in mounding. Based on a single AMS assay on charcoal from Stratum 1V (1440 £ 30
BP; cal AD 570-665) the matrix of mounding was extant midden. Although additional assays
would be desirable to substantiate this claim, two other locations at Shell Mound (TU1 and
TU8) also had reverse stratigraphy.



54 Lower Suwannee Archaeological Survey 2014-2016

Figure 2-31. Photograph and scaled drawing of the profile of the south wall of Test Unit 11, Shell
Mound (8LV42) with arrows indicating orientation of bedding planes. Photo of profile taken before
flooding.
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Figure 2-32. Photograph and scaled drawing of the profile of the west wall of Test Unit 11, Shell Mound
(8LV42) with arrows showing orientation of bedding planes. Groundwater in unit obscures basal strata.
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Table 2-7. Stratigraphic Units of Test Unit 11, Shell Mound (8LV42).

Max Depth ~ Munsell

Stratum  (cmbd) Color Description

I 84 10YR2/2 Very dark brown sand with whole and crushed oyster shell.

I 95 10YR2/1 Black fine sand with dense whole and crushed oyster shell.
Two possible pits (lla and 11b) not recorded as features.

Il 75 n/a Dense oyster shell and some gastropod shell with minimal matrix.

v 80 10YR2/1 Black fine sand with oyster shell. Convoluted in both profiles; possibly
lenses of redeposited midden coterminus with Stratum VI (1440 + 30
BP).

IVa 88 10YR3/1 Very dark gray fine sand. Diffuse strata with dense whole oyster shell.

\Y 120 n/a Dense oyster shell and some gastropod with minimal matrix; cf.
Stratum I11.

VI 145 10YR2/1 Black fine sand with dense oyster shell and bone. Convoluted in both
profiles; possibly lenses of redeposited midden coterminus with
Stratum IV.

Vlia 136 10YR3/1 Very dark gray fine sand. Diffuse strata with dense oyster shell and
bone.

VIl 146 n/a Dense oyster shell and some gastropod shell with minimal matrix.

VI 144 10YR2/1 Black fine sand with whole and crushed shell and crushed bone.
Stratum only apparent in south profile.

IX 161 10YR3/2 Very dark grayish brown fine sand. Horizontal strata with
discontinuous, dense oyster shell and bone.

X 168+ 10YR2/1 Black fine sand with oyster and gastropod shell diminishing with depth.
Buried surface (midden). Truncated by water level at ~165 cmbd (1380
+ 30 BP).

XI 195 10YR2/1 Submerged continuation of Stratum X (buried surface/midden).

We cannot substantiate but suspect that the source of extant midden for mounding along

the south ridge was the area of the interior sideslope of the north ridge between the North Block
and TU12. The concavity of this slope deviates from the topographic trend of the dune arm,
suggesting it is “artificial,” the result of terraforming. If so, the area mined for matrix would
have included the fill of pits like those of the North Block, along with any surface middens.
We also suspect but cannot substantiate that mined matrix was redeposited along the south
ridge as discrete mounds that were eventually in-filled by additional matrix to form a more-or-
less continuous ridge with occasional peaks.
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Table 2-8. Inventory of Materials Recovered from Test Unit 11 by Level, Shell Mound (8LV42).

Flaked Misc. Vertebrate ~ Misc.

Pottery Sherds Stone Modified Shell Shell Fauna Rock Historic
Level n_ wt(g) n_ wt(g) n wt (9) n wt(g)  wt(9) wt(g) wt(g)
A 57 248.9 7 325.1 204 3,210.6 804.8 304.1 4.3
B 83 2145 2 4.2 8 317.3 273 4,894.1 925.6 4206° 19
C (North) 42 98.1 1 0.8 3 94.2 69 1,142.2 259.6 402.6
C (South) 19 158.5 3 147.9 55 1,251.5 420.4 58.8°
D (North) 30 1225 1 7.3 3 112.6 42 645.3 289.4 1255
D (South) 35 82.8 4 32.8 4 147.9 91 2,590.2 775.8 26.7
E (North) 43 144.4 5 205.8 54 821.3 574.3 71.1
E (South) 11 49.1 2 5.8 5 221.7 78 2,078.7 640.5 239.1°
F (North) 32 112.4 1 1.0 4 147.8 84 1,490.6 605.1 11.0
F (South) 20 96.3 1 374 3 167.2 74 2,713.1 489.3 307.4
G (North) 30 87.9 1 5.1 2 82.8 163 1,772.8 582.2 46.4
G (South) 13 64.9 5 338.7 43 1,696.3 162.3 51.0
H (North) 18 66.0 2 2.5 2 58.8 47 1,346.2 456.9 208.9
H (South) 16 1475 2 120.9 36 1,690.1 274.4 17.1
I (North) 21 99.8 4 7.5 3 131.7 47 896.8 341.5 41.2
| (South) 8 54.0 4 261.4 37 1,356.4 93.7 265.7
J (North) 43 169.0 1 14 9 408.3 55 1,729.5 379.8
J (South) 10 36.4 2 89.0 40 1,394.4 31.7
K (North) 12 66.6 2 151.1 31 481.8 185.1 21.4
K (South) 12 79.9 3 90.4 1 79.8 39 1,318.0 487.9 4.7
L (North) 13 77.3 4 206.1 20 664.8 101.6 8.6
L (South) 9 22.6 4 143.6 47 2,011.2 223.3 32.7
M (North) 7 51.6 2 126.8 62 1,693.1 121.1
M (South) 16 87.5 6 345.5 36 1,449.1 136.6 122.9
N (North) 5 25.7 65 1,453.8 174.2
N (South) 57 3819 2 15 3 148.9 65 1,359.7 301.8
O (North) 82 3465 9 69.7 1 24.4 44 708.8 79.1
Total 744 3,192.6 35 2674 97 46113 1,901 43,860.4 9,918.0 2,069.0 6.2

dincludes one limestone hammerstone, 87.5 g; “includes one piece of polished stone, 5.1 g; Cincludes one limestone
hammerstone, 189.0 g

Table 2-9. Inventory of Materials Recovered from Column of Test Unit 11, Shell Mound (8LV42).

Other Gastro- >1/8” >1/8”
Pottery Flaked Modified Oyster  Bivalve pod Vert. Botan-  Misc.
Sherds Stone Shell Shell Shell Shell Fauna icals Rock
Sample ct  wi(g) ct  wi(g) ct wi(g)  wi(9) wi(9) wi(9) wi(9) wi(g)  wi(g)
1 (Bag 344) 17 144 3,293.9 16.4 24.6 8.5
2 (Bag 345) 2 0.4 5,071.3 60.4 16.5 46.7 1.0 15.3
3 (Bag 346) 1 2.4 6,685.6 41.4 41.2 58.5 1.7
4 (Bag 347) 3 22.6 8,069.6 72.3 54.5 85.8 0.5 25.7
5 (Bag 348) 6 19.1 4,334.2 135.3 104.1 69.8 0.6 0.1
6 (Bag 349) 9 29.5 11,881.8 268.0 70.3 97.1 0.7 749.22
7 (Bag 350) 20 292.4 8,800.1 82.4 716.6 77.4 23.3
8 (Bag 351) 7 13.0 9,313.0 56.7 192.4 32.3 0.8 0.1
9 (Bag 352) 6,361.8 22.3 105.4 19.9 0.1 0.1
10 (Bag 353) 1,384.7 415 140.3 12.8 0.5
11 (Bag 354) 1 2.6 11,676.0 29.9 0.2 26.4 0.4 0.6
12 (Bag 355) 1 67.7 5,976.0 26.3 4.3 195
13 (Bag 356) 8,407.2 81.3 47.8 21.4 0.1 0.1
14 (bag 357) 3 23.3 1 0.1 10,587.6 97.0 134.5 142.3 1.5 8.6
Total 69 4197 1 0.1 1 67.7 101,842.8 1,031.2 1,652.7 718.4 7.9 823.1

2one limestone slab with ground/pecked surface
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Turning now to the content of the matrix of TU11, oyster is of course the dominant
constituent. As noted earlier, much of the oyster shell is free of significant sediment, although
none is truly “clean” shell. Other bivalve taxa that occur at low frequency include Mercenaria,
scallop, and pen shell. Marine gastropods are dominated by crown conch, but also include
lightning whelk, tulip shell, and moon snail. Neither gastropods nor non-oyster bivalves covary
with oyster shell by weight in the column, for which we have 100-percent recovery. Vertebrate
fauna by weight, in contrast, covary with oyster shell in the upper half of the column (Samples
1-7) but not in the subsequent thick stratum of largely oyster shell (Stratum VII, Samples 8-
12), where vertebrate fauna weights remain relatively low. The basal sample in Stratum X (the
buried midden) is more like the upper strata in its abundance of bone. The same is true of
pottery sherds: all but one of 69 sherds from column samples came from Samples 1-8 and
Sample 14. This difference may also pertain to the results of level excavation but we refrain
from comparing levels that crosscut strata. Generally speaking, the upper levels produced more
pottery than lower levels with the exception again of the buried midden.

Patterned variation in the structure and content of mounded matrix in TU11 enables us
to infer two macrounits of deposition atop a buried midden/surface (Stratum X): (1) a lower
macrounit (Stratum VII) of mostly bedded oyster shell with little sediment whose dip in the
west profile of the unit makes it the lowest in elevation to deviate from a relatively flat plane;
and (2) an upper macrounit of interdigitated and somewhat discombobulated strata of
organically enriched sands with shell, bone, and artifacts (i.e., midden) amidst diverse strata of
