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Chapter 1. The Stann Creek Regional Archaeology Project: 
Summary of 2015 Investigations 
Meaghan M. Peuramaki-Brown (Athabasca University)  

 
In July 2015, the Stann Creek Regional Archaeology Project (SCRAP) completed its Phase I 
Reconnaissance at the site of Alabama in the southern portion of the Stann Creek District, 
which will form the foundation of a long-term regional archaeology project. Following a 
successful inaugural season in 2014 (Peuramaki-Brown and Schwake 2014), we returned to 
Alabama with our permit [IA/H2/1/15(19), Accession No. 10361] granted from the Institute of 
Archaeology for investigations that ran over the course of five weeks (Field work July 5th-
August 1st, 2015; Lab work August 2-8th, 2015).  
 
Site AL-52: Alabama 
 
Initially named Alabama (a.k.a. Alabama Site, Alabama Ruins), meaning “cleared forest” in 
Muskogen, by owners of the Waha Leaf Banana Co. In the 1980s, the Point Placencia 
Archaeological Project renamed the site Chacben Kax (a.k.a. C’hacben K’ax, Ch’akben K’aax, 
Ch’akbe’en K’aax), meaning “recently-cleared forest” in Mopan (ch’akbe’en “milpa roza, 
nombre que se da al terreno recien tumbado y quemado” + k’aax “bosque, montaña, selva, 
campo, monte de arboles”; or more literally “forest that has been cleared on someone’s behalf” 
[Marc Zender, personal communication, 2014]). SCRAP continues to use the name Alabama in 
recognition of historical happenings in the region. 
 
Property 
Located 22km inland from the Placencia Lagoon, north of the village of Maya Mopan in the 
Stann Creek District, along upper tributes of the Waha Leaf Creek. The property that includes 
the site has belonged to a number of companies/individuals since WWII. This historical 
chronology of the property will be added to as SCRAP members come across additional 
information. 
• Late 1800s: It is possible that the area was occupied by settlers from the American South, 

as Confederate settlements were located to the north (South Stann Creek) and south 
(Monkey River) of Waha Leaf Creek (Simmons 2001). This has yet to be confirmed. 

• 1950’s-1967: Waha Leaf Banana Company, a.k.a. Alabama Plantation, operated by 
Greene & Atkins Banana Co. Owners were M.D. Greene and J. Atkins, based out of 
Mobile, Alabama (Hubbard 2000:7; Moberg 1997:34-35; see also Bulmer-Thomas and 
Bulmer-Thomas 2012:133, although property erroneously identified near Sittee River).  

• 1967-1970: Property sold to a “pair of European investors” (Moberg 1997:35) 
• 1980s/1990s(?): Outreach Ranch, owned by J. Collier (MacKinnon 1987). 
• Current: Greene Groves & Ranch Belize Ltd. citrus orchards, owned by G. Greene.  

 
Research & Exploration 
Over the past 100 years, various investigations have been conducted in and around Alabama. 
• 1920s: T.A. Joyce’s (British Museum) unpublished visit to the Cockscomb Basin (Pearce 

site). General survey (P. Dunham, personal communication, 2015). 
• 1970s: The Stann Creek Project, directed by Dr. Elizabeth Graham. General survey and 

testing throughout the Stann Creek District, including a portion of the Alabama site 
(Graham 1983, 1985, 1987, 1994). 
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• 1980s: The Point Placencia Archaeological Project (PPAP), directed by Dr. J. Jefferson 
MacKinnon. Survey, testing, and excavation/consolidation of monumental architecture at 
Alabama and secondary satellite sites (Lagarto, Danto), as well as throughout the southern 
Stann Creek District (MacKinnon 1987, 1988a, 1988b, 1989a, 1989b; MacKinnon and 
May 1991; MacKinnon et al. 1993; Schafer 1987; Walters 1988). Also, A. Rabinowitz 
who explored areas of the Cockscomb Basin and recorded the Kuchil Balum site, part of 
Huntul Mo’ (Rabinowitz 1986). 

• 1990s: The Maya Mountains Archaeology Project (MMAP), directed by Dr. Peter 
Dunham. Survey/mapping of various sites to the north, west, and south of Alabama, 
including the Huntul Mo’ (Kuchil Balum), Xa’ayilh, Muklebal Tzul, and Pearce sites 
(Dunham et al. 1995; P. Dunham, personal communication, 2015). 

• 2014-2015: The Stann Creek Regional Archaeology Project (SCRAP), directed by Dr. 
Meaghan Peuramaki-Brown (2014-2015) and Dr. Sonja Schwake (2014). Epicentre and 
settlement survey, mapping, and surface collection at Alabama (Peuramaki-Brown and 
Schwake 2014; Peuramaki-Brown In Press; Peuramaki-Brown and Tibbits In Progress; 
also this volume). 

 
Dates 
Some absolute and relative dates are available for Alabama. 

• Radiocarbon:   A.D. 760 ± 80 yrs. (Wis-1914) – epicentre, based on PPAP  
    A.D. 850 ± 70 yrs. (Wis-1915) – epicentre, based on PPAP 

• Obsidian hydration:  A.D. 874 ± 77 yrs. (MOHLAB) – epicentre, based on PPAP 
• Artifacts:  Late to Terminal Classic, possible Early Postclassic  

– epicentre and settlement, based on PPAP/SCRAP 
 
Description 
The monumental epicentre consists of 21 major structures distributed over more than 4.3 
hectares, including an ‘acropolis’ and ball court, arranged around three plazas with a sacbe 
leading into the epicentre from surrounding settlement. 14 plain stone (granite) monuments. 
The site is classified as a Level 7 small major ceremonial centre or Level 8 medium major 
ceremonial centre in Hammond’s (1975) hierarchy model. 
 
2015 SCRAP Field Crew 
 

Name Role 
Peuramaki-Brown, Meaghan M. (Ph.D.) Principal Investigator (Canada) 
Morton, Shawn (Ph.D.) Field Supervisor (Canada) 
Tibbits, Tawny (M.A.) Field Supervisor (USA) 
Green, Lisa (B.A.) Field Supervisor (Belize 
Johnson, Brittany Field Assistant (Canada) 
Guerra, Jesucita Field Assistant (Belize) 
Choc, Gonzalo Field Assistant (Belize) 
Paquiul, Juan Field Assistant (Belize) 
Cal, John Field Assistant (Belize) 
Cal, Idelfonso Field Assistant (Belize) 
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SCRAP Research in East-Central Belize 
 
East-Central Belize (Figure 1.1) is roughly delineated to the north by the end of the Maya 
Mountains and beginning of relatively flat landscape and bigger/longer rivers; to the west by 
the Maya Mountains; to the east by the Caribbean Sea; and to the south by the north end of the 
Bladen Formation (south of the Swasey Branch of the Monkey River). This is roughly the area 
of modern-day Stann Creek District. 
 

 

Figure 1. 1: Elevational map of Central Belize, indicating the location of a sample of archaeological sites. 

Many of the more nucleated settlements of the region are located in the upper alluvial valleys, 
toward the eastern foothills of the Maya Mountains. These major (and minor) civic-ceremonial 
centres share a number of common material culture patterns, which may serve to identify the 
region in a manner similar to the neighbouring Southern Belize and the Hummingbird 
Corridor/Upper Sibun River regions (Braswell and Prufer 2009; Harrison-Buck et al. 2008; 
Leventhal 1992; MacKinnon 1991; MacKinnon et al. 1993; Stomper et al. 2004). These 
features include 
 
• low, large, non-vaulted architecture (masonry substructures, perishable superstructures) 
• river/creek clays for core fill 
• large pits surrounding monumental architecture (excavation for clay fill and landscape 

modification/augmentation of architectural perspective) 
• non-limestone (granite, slate, other) facing blocks and ‘megalithic’ architectural features 
• granite stelae and altars 
• special context use of limestone (ballcourt markers, corner stones, etc.) 

 
Compared to other areas of the Maya world, East-Central Belize remains one of the most 
poorly understood regions of the Maya lowlands, particularly in terms of ancient settlement 
and urban processes. Such processes include the nucleating of populations (increasing 
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population densities, relative to surrounding areas); the presence of multiple and diverse 
activities (including craft specialization); and central-place relationships along a continuum of 
rural-urban localities (countryside—barrio/neighbourhoods/villages—towns/districts—cities), 
all of which emphasize “urban-ness” and “rural-ness” to varying degrees (urban society; see 
Grauman Wolf 1980; Leeds 1980; Siembieda and López Moreno 1998; Zenner 2010). Notions 
of urban as process and associated continuums are reflected in the various concepts of “rural 
complexity”—diminutive village sites that exemplify social institutions normally interpreted as 
“urban” in distinctly “rural” settings (Falconer 1987; Falconer and Savage 1995; Iannone and 
Connell 2003)—and the complex relationships between agricultural and non-agricultural 
pursuits, as well as core-periphery world systems. In the humid neotropics in general, the 
relationship between humans and the environment is distinctive enough to lead to unique forms 
of urban development and, hence, diverse forms of urban (and urban-like) centres. I argue that 
East-Central Belize presents one such distinct region, with unique forms of settlement and 
urban development dependent on local geology; significant micro-management of local 
environments; and the integration of residents within multiple social, political, and economic 
spheres related to resident agency, local geography, and known transportation/communication 
corridors.  
 
Notions of settlement and urbanism are not only ones of processes, but also dynamics and 
“mechanisms” (Flannery 1968), linked intimately with local histories and environments as well 
as larger “systems” in action (politics, economics, societies, ideologies, ecologies). Thus, an 
archaeological attempt to understand such complex notions must not only examine the end 
results, but also the beginnings and developments over time; ideally leading to an 
understanding of particular urban tendencies in a given region, the development of associated 
socio-environmental networks, and their ultimate undoing. Any attempt to understand these 
processes, dynamics, and mechanisms in a given region should consider the following 
diachronic elements: 
 

1. Population development (chronology) and scale of land conversion. 
2. Social fabric of resident populations. 
3. Integration beyond the individual household (community, infrastructure, services, etc.). 
4. Situation in larger social, economic, and political organizations.  

 
SCRAP Research at Alabama 
 
When urban centres flower rapidly in response to resource development, “instant cities” arise 
(Barth 1975). Often described as “boomtowns”, these settlements are remarkable in that they 
typically emerge in severely disadvantaged or isolated frontier zones, often on the boundary 
between shifting geo-political entities (Barnes 1988; Burghardt 1971). These centres can boom 
then bust after a short period of time, boom indefinitely without interruption, or not boom at 
all—dependent on where they are located relative to resource extraction and distribution 
activity (Rodriguez 1982). In Belize today, the rapid emergence of many towns and villages in 
the Stann Creek District over much of its history, due to in-migration related to the banana, 
citrus, shrimping, and tourism industries (Key 2002; Moberg 1991, 1996, 1997; Woods et al. 
1997), exemplify such urban forms. 
 
Current SCRAP research is attempting to address ancient forms of this unique “rapid resource-
based urbanism” (Woodworth 2011). Differentiating rapid resource-based urbanism from other 
ancient settlement and urban processes entails unravelling the following dimensions at a given 
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site (see Peuramaki-Brown In Press), in relation to the aforementioned elements of 
settlement/urban investigations:  
 

i. Distinguishing a frenetic pace and scale of population growth and land conversion, 
related to rapid in-migration. In other words, rapid development relative to the norm. In 
the case of the Maya, this might consist of development over a few centuries rather than 
a thousand years or more, as is the norm (Houk 2015). 

ii. A unique and changing social fabric, also related to rapid in-migration. Determining 
who arrives? Who was already present? How were they organized in relation to each 
other? In particular, a transition within communities when residents shift from having 
strong social bonds that crosscut individual groups to only tenuous bonds that link 
internal groups, leaving a more “patchwork quilt pattern” of social fabric (Greider & 
Krannich 1985a, 1985b), often characterized by scattered residential sites versus 
clustered neighbouring organizations (Arnault et al. 2012; Smith 2011; Smith et al. 
2014). This sudden decline in the density of acquaintanceship, due to rapid in-
migration, can be highly disruptive to socialization mechanisms, often leading to 
destabilizing forms of organization (Agnitsch et al. 2006; Putnam et al. 2003; Zolli & 
Healy 2011).  

iii. The presence of hallmark urban features (Houk 2015:20-21) that meet functional and 
place making needs, and are characterized by rapid appearance and hybrid styles 
reflecting foreign administration and/or local factors. 

iv. The location of such processes in frontier zones, with population involvement in 
associated colonization and/or resource development activities (Pullan 2011). 

 
Theory and methods from urban history, economic geography, environmental sociology, 
archaeology, and geology are applied to investigations at the site of Alabama: a Late to 
Terminal Classic (ca. 600-1000 AD) Maya centre in the southern portion of the Stann Creek 
District of Belize, which is hypothesized to represent a boom-bust story of rapid urbanization 
(nucleation and integration) related directly to local resource exploitation. Alabama sits atop 
the uppermost alluvial terrace of the upper Waha Leaf Creek valley, located approximately 
55km north of Nim Li Punit; 12km south of Pearce; just over 20km inland from the coast; and 
roughly 38km south of the Hummingbird Corridor. The site is somewhat sheltered from 
prevailing easterly winds (which can be particularly useful during hurricane season), as it is 
surrounded on three sides by the foothills of the Maya Mountains.  
 
This aforementioned framework of investigation is applied at Alabama to examine the 
following research questions:  
• What evidence supports the existence and fate of rapid urbanism in the Maya world in 

ancient times?  
• What evidence supports involvement in local resource extraction and its effects on Maya 

settlement and urban processes?  
The opportunity to study instances of ancient rapid urbanism is compelling, as they provide an 
innovative way of addressing topics such as ancient Maya urban planning, local and regional 
economic/socio-political organization, and the shifting relationships of households to larger 
civic authorities.   
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2015 Phase I Reconnaissance Goals 
The SCRAP 2015 program of research was a continuation of the Phase I Reconnaissance 
initiated in 2014, and consisted of three primary research components at Alabama that are 
directed at addressing the aforementioned questions from within a settlement and urban 
process investigative framework: epicentre (Chapter 2), settlement (Chapter 3), and resource 
use (Chapter 4) reconnaissance.  
 
The aim of the 2015 season was to continue outlining a comprehensive biography for Alabama, 
and to begin conducting diachronic analyses of material assemblages through a lens of 
economic integration and comparison with long-term research from adjacent coastal, mountain, 
and valley zones. The following goals were determined at the outset of the 2015 season:  
 
1. To clear and topographically map the monumental architecture of the epicentre. 
2. To complete our comprehensive Global Positioning System (GPS) survey of the Alabama 

settlement in order to map mounded features, scatters, resource zones, etc. This would 
provide the foundation for a project Geographic Information System (GIS) and future 
testing/excavation programs beginning in 2016.  

3. To surface collect materials from all mounded features and some artifact scatters of the 
settlement zone, to begin building the settlement chronology and to gain a preliminary 
understanding of the resident populations and associated activities. 

4. To begin characterizing and sourcing local granite materials and artifacts/architecture, 
local clay sources and pottery/daub samples, and exotic obsidian artifacts.  

 
Summary of 2015 Investigations 
During our 4-week field season (plus one lab week), we topographically mapped three quarters 
of the epicentre (to be completed in the first two weeks of the 2016 season). This work is 
helping to better understand the layout and configurations of monumental construction at the 
site, and is building toward our understanding of all four elements (chronology, social fabric, 
integrative features, socio-econ-poli situation) of our settlement-urbanism investigations. This 
map will also form the foundation for a GIS that will incorporate previous qualitative and 
quantitative data collected by PPAP and future data collected by SCRAP for the epicentre (see 
full details in Chapter 2).  
 
We completed the remainder of our GPS settlement survey for the orchard portions of the 
property/permit area, confirming the presence of over 150 visible mounds surrounding the 
epicentre. We also surface collected from all settlement sites, recovering over 4000 artifacts to 
begin building a better understanding of relative settlement chronology, population, and 
activities—the 1st, 2nd, and 4th elements of settlement-urbanism investigations (see full details 
in Chapter 3).  
 
We have also initiated geochemical-geological sourcing and characterization studies for 
granite, clays, and obsidian at the site. This is focused directly on addressing the 4th element of 
our settlement-urbanism investigations (see full details in Chapter 4). 
 
Finally, our 2015 season involved our first community outreach activities, including a 
breakfast and “research update” morning talk with members of the Maya Mopan community, 
as well as cataloguing and recording found artifacts brought to us by community members. 
Both initiatives were extremely successful, and we hope to continue with these activities in 
future seasons.  
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Chapter 2. The 2015 Epicentre Investigations at Alabama 
Shawn G. Morton (University of Calgary) 

 
The 2015 season of the Stann Creek Regional Archaeology Project (SCRAP) marked the first 
sustained academic study within the monumental site core of Alabama since the close of the 
Point Placencia Archaeological Project (PPAP) at the site in 1989. 
 
Purpose 
 
During the 2015 field season, we began work on the production of an updated site map based 
on topographic and feature data, including monuments, saqueos, structures (both those 
identified by PPAP, and new structures located by SCRAP in 2014 (see Peuramaki-Brown and 
Schwake 2014), and other objects of interest encountered. This process included exploration 
within the area previously surveyed by PPAP for such objects of interest. In addition, 
permanent survey monuments (MON 01 to 07; Figure 2.1) were established on site to allow 
reorientation to grid north for continued survey in subsequent seasons1. 
 
This re-mapping and feature assessment in the epicentre will contribute toward our 
understanding of all four elements  (chronology, social fabric, integrative features, socio-econ-
poli situation) of settlement development and associated urban processes (see Chapter 1, this 
volume). 
 
Methods 
 
For the 2015 season of SCRAP, the factors that determined the survey method to be employed 
were four-fold:  

(1) Producing an up-to-date topographic map of the site epicentre, including natural and 
cultural disturbances. 

(2) An emphasis on establishing permanent survey monuments and a site grid.  
(3) That the stationary survey instrument relies on a direct line-of-site between it and a 

mobile reflector  
(4) That Alabama is located in a heavily forested area in the middle of an otherwise heavily 

cultivated valley; therefore, there were limitations on the amount of vegetation that 
could/should be cleared. While clearing activities progressed at a rate more than 
sufficient to match the relatively plodding total station survey, this last factor 
determined the placement of both permanent and temporary survey stations. 

 
Survey Instrument 
Nikon DTM-322+ 
 
Referencing the Site 
Groups, structures, monuments and features were recorded, wherever appropriate, in 
accordance with the map produced by the PPAP (MacKinnon et al. 1993). Additional 
structures were designated in accordance with the 2004 SCRAP report (Peuramaki-Brown and 
Schwake 2014). 

                                                
1 Note that MON 03 is located approximately N 100° E of MON 01. 
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Figure 2. 1: Initial topographic plan of central and northwest sections of Alabama, noting the locations of 
permanent monuments. Remainder of epicentre (south and east portions) will be mapped in 2016.  
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Establishing Survey Stations and Orientation 
Following established method, the placement of survey stations was the direct result of a 
number of factors, including selections for (i) greatest visibility of structures or portions of 
structures and features of interest; (ii) greatest inter-visibility of other stations; and (3) 
topography appropriate for setting up and using the total station. 
 
The heart of this survey consists of a series of inter-visible concrete monuments set with steel 
spikes. At least two monuments are visible from any one monument in this series. Where a 
series of monuments was established to encircle a structure for instance Structure 10, the 
circuit was closed and checked for accuracy. Where necessary, measurements were retaken and 
the system corrected. With this series of permanent monuments established, survey progressed 
using ad hoc temporary stations as needed. 
 
The grid was oriented to magnetic north rather than true north, the orthodox position, for two 
reasons. First, the orientation of structures coincides more closely with magnetic north than 
with true north. Second, limited visibility meant that sighting a sufficient distance for accurate 
orientation with a simple pocket compass was all but impossible; as magnetic declination 
shifts, regardless, it was decided that establishing such a grid orientation would be less 
confusing in the long run than a false claim to true north. Accurate recording of the site grid 
orientation will have to await use of more accurate survey equipment (e.g. differential GPS). 
 
Mapping Open Spaces and Structures 
Structures were covered in a rough 2m2 grid of points wherever vegetation cover allowed, with 
an appropriate survey station established for the purpose. Where structural details were visible 
(spine walls, doorways, etc.), additional points were recorded to aid in rectilinear 
reconstruction. 
 
Open, flat, space—plazas, the space between buildings, and the spaces surrounding the core—
was treated as vegetation cover allowed. As elevations change little in these spaces, points 
were recorded as lines of sight became available through the trimmed vegetation. In general, 
the density of coverage in open spaces was lower than on structures. 
 
Spaces with rapidly changing elevation—such as the borrow pits to the west of the site core—
were recorded making use of a more regular and closely spaced series of points similar to that 
used while recording structures (see below). 
 
Mapping Monuments 
In general, the locations of granite stelae and/or altars (all non-carved) were not recorded, with 
the exception of a few notable examples. It was decided that the recording of these features 
would best wait until the following (2016) season once the cleared vegetation had an 
opportunity to die down/settle and visibility improved.  
 
Generating the Maps 
Point data, consisting of easting and northing coordinates, as well as elevation values in meters 
relative to MON 01 (arbitrarily set at 5000m E, 5000m N, 5000m H) and descriptions of the 
points were downloaded from the total station and imported into an Excel spreadsheet. 
Corrections were made where necessary. This data was then used to generate the necessary 
post and contour maps using the Surfer 7.0 software. Details of the map, including the contour 
interval to be used, could be selected using this software. 
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Standards of Representation 
As noted by Robert F. Carr and James E. Hazard (1961:4), graphic representation of ruins in 
plan presents many problems. It is difficult to set hard and fast standards, and inconsistencies 
cannot be entirely avoided. While the range of structural forms to be represented on the map is 
significantly more limited than that encountered by Carr and Hazard at Tikal, this range 
nonetheless extends from barely discernible elevations and structural details to relatively 
massive platforms, and includes both well-defined architecture and amorphous pits. The 
problem of representation is further complicated by the great range in the present condition of 
the ruins: Most mounds are very much weathered and rounded down, but others show a 
considerable amount of cut stone in the debris and some intact foundations or spine walls are 
clearly visible atop some platforms—in fact, structures in all stages of ruin or preservation. At 
any rate, in representing the ruins, the survey generally followed the example of Carr and 
Hazard (1961) and Parris and Proskouiakoff (Satterthwaite 1943) before them. The shapes of 
the ruins are stylized, but at the same time pictorially presented as they actually appear, and not 
merely as symbols. All artificial mounds with no standing masonry are stylized into geometric 
shapes, which are represented in plan view by a series of straight lines. 
 
These stylized mounds are more than sketches: the orientation, configuration, and other 
structural details (where observed during survey) are shown as accurately as can be determined 
from the debris. Unlike the Tikal survey (Carr and Hazard 1961), there is no relationship 
between the distance between the lines representing the side slopes of a structure and the height 
of the mound. Rather, both the upper and lower dimensions of platforms were recorded and 
represented as accurately as possible; the distance between the lines representing the site slopes 
of a structure, thus, represent their real horizontal relationship. In some instances, numerical 
notations provide the relative height of structures above MON-01. 
 
Although it is not possible, of course, to indicate all minor irregularities of debris contour, 
many irregularities are shown where they appeared significant to the mapper, and often give 
clues to the original building plan. For example, the pattern of peaks and depressions on top of 
a mound seems possibly to indicate a ruined vaulted structure or else the remains of low 
foundation walls for perishable superstructures—the depressions in both cases corresponding 
to doorways and the high points to the remains of transverse walls. Wherever actual building 
outlines could only be approximately determined or were the products of greater degrees of 
interpretation, broken lines were used. 
 
Stairways also present a choice of representation. It is sometimes possible to see the sidewalls, 
and thus to measure the actual width of the stairs. Such stairs are drawn as ‘realistic’ stairways, 
even though the individual treads may not be visible at all. More commonly, the stair merely 
appears as a bulge of rubble on the side of the mound, and is stylized. Broad stairs may run the 
entire length of a structure and not be recognizable as such other than by the increased spread 
of the debris on one side; long, low buildings at Alabama (such as Structure 7) and the ball 
court (Structure 4) likely incorporated such stairs. 
 
The map, as ultimately represented, is a compromise between contour data and rectilinear 
interpretation. While positive structures are typically represented as linear drawings, we have 
chosen to use contours on plazas, causeways, and pits in addition to natural topography. The 
contour lines do make visible the otherwise obscure, but important, drainage patterns of the 
large plazas and causeway, and highlights non-structural topographic irregularities within these 
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spaces. In some areas, it is difficult to determine by inspection alone just where the 
construction areas begin and natural topography or negative features end (as on the northern 
margin of Structure 3); excavation will ultimately be required to clarify this relationship. 
 
Results 
 
Until this season, the original PPAP map of the site remained the most current survey within 
the site core. While adequate for a general understanding of the site and for planning and 
presentation purposes, the inaccuracies present in the document and absence of digital 
topographic data made its use in continuing investigation limited. The 2015 survey provides 
such a digital dataset, comprised of 5,400 spatial measurements, with additional measurements 
to be added in 2016 (Figure 2.2). 
 
The site core is comprised of 21 individual structures, arranged around at least three principal 
plazas—the bounded space defined by structures 11-14, and 16, may be defined as a fourth 
formal plaza—with a formal entrance defined by a short sacbe. Ancient pits of indeterminate 
purpose blemish the western margin of the site core; although, it is likely that these borrow pits 
were related to construction within the site core (source of architectural fill). The eastern 
margin slopes down toward Waha Leaf Creek just beyond Structures 9, 17, and 18 (see Figure 
3.2, next chapter). Structures 19 and 20 lay somewhat downslope of the main site core. Survey 
operations in 2015 recorded detailed topographic data on 10 of these structures, as well as the 
three principal plazas and six pit features, together accounting for approximately 70% of the 
established site core area (Figure 2.3). While the 2015 survey corresponds well with structures 
in the site core noted on the various PPAP maps, the location and size of borrow pits differ 
significantly, and only their approximate coverage is noted in Figure 2.3. 
 
The orientation of the Alabama site map helps make the orientation and orthogonal form of the 
ruins conspicuous for their regularity. While in general, one would expect large civic-
ceremonial architecture to conform to a more regular plan than would the dispersed houses and 
other structures of the broader settlement, the apparently strict adherence to an overarching 
plan demonstrated by the site core of Alabama is both self evident and exceptional. It has been 
convincingly suggested by project Director Meaghan Peuramaki-Brown that this represents the 
single-most striking architectural evidence (circumstantial though it may be) for the rapid 
construction of the Alabama site core, likely in a single phase. The location of structures seem 
only marginally influenced by the topography, the site as a whole occupying a relatively flat 
plane on the uppermost terrace of a broad alluvial valley. 
 
In addition to providing detailed topographic data amenable to digital manipulation and inquiry 
(including volumetric assessments), the 2015 survey revealed details not recorded during 
previous surveys. Particularly striking among these are the small mounds and depressions 
located in the North and East Plazas (Figure 2.4). Field inspection suggests that these are not 
structural elements, per se, and may be related to the various agricultural developments in these 
areas mid-way through the previous century; incredibly tall banana and rubber trees are present 
in the East Plaza (Figure 2.5). However, MacKinnon and May (1991) does mention that a low 
wall once existed south of the ballcourt, between Str. 3 and Str. 10 (removed by the Waha Leaf 
Co.), and some of these anomalies may be associated with such features; this is also 
reminiscent of the low walls surrounding Southern Belize ballcourts (MacKinnon and May 
1991).   



 

 24 

 

Figure 2. 2: Post map of Alabama showing distribution of topographic/total station measurements 
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Figure 2. 3: Plan illustrating portions of Alabama site core remapped in 2015 (shown in grey), with 
numbered stars indicating additional structures located during 2014 reconnaissance. 
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Figure 2. 4: Hill shade plan of Alabama. Note irregular surfaces in east and north plazas.  
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The 2015 survey also began formal 
recording of several additional 
architectural features noted by Peuramaki-
Brown and Schwake (2014) during the 
previous season, including Structure 21—a 
small ‘tab-like’ platform extending off the 
southern base of Structure 3—and an 
additional pit to the west of the site core 
(B7). Other details of the previous survey 
have been amended, such as the 
articulation between Structures 5 and 6—
which may have actually served as a 
passage/entrance into the north plaza, 
rather than as a barrier—and the supra-
platform details of Structures 2 and 3. 
Closer inspection of Structure 3, afforded 
by the aforementioned clearing activity, 
revealed details of structure in clarification 
of those presented by MacKinnon et al. 
(1993).

 
The 2016 Season 
 
Primary survey operations within the site core will be completed during the upcoming 2016 
field season of SCRAP. In addition to completing topographic recording of the core 
architecture, the 2016 survey operations will record the locations of possible stelae and other 
monuments. An updated rectilinear map will be produced following the 2016 season. Survey 
operations will also record the locations of excavation units and tie in topographic surveys of 
several large mounds in the broader settlement area. 
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Figure 2. 5: Banana (left) and rubber (right) trees in 
East Plaza. 
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Chapter 3. The 2015 Settlement Investigations at Alabama. 
Meaghan M. Peuramaki-Brown (Athabasca University) 

Tawny L. B. Tibbits (University of Iowa) 
Lisa Green (Galen University) 

Jesucita Guerra (University of Belize) 
Brittany Johnson (University of Calgary) 

 
The 2015 Stann Creek Regional Archaeology Project (SCRAP) field season marked the 
completion of the Phase I Reconnaissance in the settlement zones immediately surrounding the 
Alabama epicentre. Investigations in the settlement contribute toward our understanding of the 
1st, 2nd, and 4th elements (chronology, social fabric, socio-econ-poli situation) of settlement 
development and associated urban processes (see Chapter 1, this volume). The 2015 Phase I 
Reconnaissance in the settlement consisted of three primary goals: 
 
1. To complete the Global Positioning System (GPS) pedestrian survey of the Greene Groves 

property around the Alabama epicentre, initiated in 2014. 
2. To conduct surface collection at all mounded sites and most artifact scatters encountered in 

2014 and 2015 to gain a preliminary understanding of settlement chronology, population 
distribution, and representative activity.  

3. To continue to locate and sample local resource extraction sites (granite, clay) that would 
be relevant for addressing commodity production and exchange in the area (see Chapter 4, 
this volume). 
 

GPS Pedestrian Survey & Surface Collection 
 
In 2014, we conducted a full coverage GPS survey (using a handheld Garmin GPSMAP 64, set 
to WGS84) of a total of 1.00km2 (249.13 acres) around the Alabama epicentre, including 
Property Blocks D, C2, and C1 of the permit area (Figure 3.1). In 2015, we added an additional 
1.47km2 (363.35 acres) to this survey (Property Blocks B, E, 3, 2 Old Grove, 1 Old Grove, and 
A2), totalling 2.47km2 (612.48 acres). The mower used by the property management team was 
continuously breaking down during the month of July, so we were unable to survey the final 
block; therefore, this last portion of the property area (Block A1; 31.24 acres or 0.13km2) will 
be completed in 2016.  
 
Survey method involved the systematic walking of orchard rows in all property blocks (spaced 
approximately every 5m) to pin point settlement mound and feature locations. Full, systematic 
coverage occurred in orchard areas, while opportunistic coverage occurred in heavily bushed 
areas and the milpas of the surrounding foothills (as invited to visit by residents/community 
members). 
 
All blocks surveyed in 2014 (D, C2, C1) were mowed short and trimmed beneath the orchard 
trees prior to survey, so visibility was extremely high. In 2015, Block B and E were mowed 
and trimmed, and most of Blocks #1 Old Grove and #2 Old Grove were as well. Other areas 
were in various stages of regrowth, so some degree of clearing with machetes was required 
when moving through these areas. Block A1 was so overgrown that it was decided this area 
would be left until 2016. Any areas where regrowth was deemed higher than desired were 
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marked and will be re-walked in 2016 to ensure no visible sites were missed. However, most of 
these areas were in high traffic and high agricultural modification zones away from stream 
systems (e.g. Blocks 1, 2, A1, and A2); therefore, we did not expect high concentrations of 
sites to begin with. 
 

 

Figure 3. 1: Map of SCRAP 2015 permit area. (Note: scale corrected from 2014 report version.) 

For all noted settlement sites (mounded features and artifact scatters) we registered an 
associated GPS coordinate (submitted as part of our preliminary reports to the Belize Institute 
of Archaeology, August 2014 & 2015) (Figure 3.2). For mounded features greater than 0.5m in 
height we produced a rectilinear tape-and-compass map, photograph, and recorded additional 
information on a formal settlement survey form (Figure A.1). Mounds less than 0.5m in height 
were not subject to tape-and-compass mapping or photographed, as orchard activity has 
significantly disturbed their layout. These sites were noted in a master notebook with a short 
description in addition to the GPS point.   
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The assignment of a formal settlement site number (ALA-###) depended on the identification 
of a mounded feature in association with artifact and/or construction materials at surface. If 
only artifacts were noted in an area (e.g. artifact scatter), the feature was noted with a separate 
artifact scatter number (S###). Mounds located within 30m of each other (based on GPS point 
data, as this is not easily determined due to the orchard rows) were designated with the same 
ALA number, plus an additional letter designation (e.g. ALA-002A, ALA-002B). All mounded 
and non-mounded features were classified using a modified version of the Xunantunich 
Settlement Survey Unit Classification (Ashmore et al. 1994), applied within another alluvial 
valley of the lowlands:  
 

•  Type I: Isolated mound less than 2 m high. 
• Type II: 2-4 mounds (within 30m of each other), informally arranged, all less than 2m 

high. 
• Type III: 2-4 mounds (within 30m of each other), orthogonally arranged, all less than 

2m high. 
• Type IV: 5 or more mounds (within 30m of each other), informally arranged, all less 

than 2m high. 
• Type V: 5 or more mounds (within 30m of each other), at least 2 arranged 

orthogonally, all less than 2 m high. 
• Type VI: 1 or more mounds (within 30m of each other), at least 1 being 2-5m high. 
• Type VII: 1 or more mounds (within 30m of each other), at least 1 being higher than 

5m. 
• Scatter: Dense concentration of artifacts at surface. No mounded feature present. 

 
Ashmore et al. originally used 25m spacings, but we have changed this to 30m as we are only 
determining distance based on GPS points from the top of each mound. It should be noted that 
the site designations may change in future, as the 30m spread seems a bit short for groupings. 
Following preliminary testing and greater familiarity with the region, we may decide to change 
this to 40m; in which case, there will be a lower number of individual mound sites. 
Additionally, formal vs. informal arrangement of mounds was often difficult to determine with 
any certainty due to disturbance from modern agricultural activity (distorted layouts).  
 
Due to storage considerations in 2014, only limited surface collection was conducted; however, 
in 2015, a formal surface collection was conducted at all mounds identified in 2014 and 2015, 
as well as most scatters identified in 2015. Collection was conducted in a 7.5m radius area 
centred on each mound/scatter. All bulk artifacts collected (ceramic-CR; lithic chipped stone-
LT2; ground stone-GS; daub-DB; faunal-FA; and historic-HI) were collected in bags labeled 
using the individual site GPS designation. Small finds, including obsidian (OB) and all special 
finds (SP) such as formal tools, were provided a catalogue number (accession number followed 
by individual item number) in addition to the GPS designation. All items were subject to 
preliminary cataloguing and analysis in our field laboratory. Some items were selected for 
export in order to conduct additional analyses in Canada (petrography and EDXRF; see 
Chapter 4, this volume). Many ground stone items were subject to pXRF in the field. 
  

                                                
2 The majority of the chipped stone material in this area is quartzite (creamy-pink granular quartzite), quartz 
(white, massive quartzite), and quartz crystal (clear quartz). Chert is a limited import. 
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Figure 3. 2: GPS map of Alabama settlement, showing 50m radii around each group and including 
locations of granite and clay source sample areas. Artifact scatters are not shown. Map by M. Peuramaki-
Brown and K. Monteleone (2015; LP DAAC 2001).  
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Settlement Site Descriptions  
 
The 2014-2015 Phase I Reconnaissance within the Alabama settlement zones has resulted in 
the first systematic survey of the area, producing a GPS map of all settlement sites identified to 
date (Figure 3.2) and an associated extensive surface collection (Table 3-1). A photographic 
catalogue of all small finds will be made available in the near future on the project website. 

Table 3- 1: Artifact totals (by property block) from 2015 surface collection  (not including 8 artifacts from 
Maya Mopan Village and the Alabama Epicentre). 

Property 
Block 

Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small 
Finds 

Totals CR LT GS DB FA HI OB SP D N 
D 108 1217 421 71 39 1 3 23 23 1906 
C1 31 428 63 11 29 0 0 7 5 574 
C2 73 450 146 13 7 0 0 7 7 703 
B  40 262 109 16 6 2 188 1 10 634 
E 25 123 9 1 10 0 0 15 5 188 
2 15 144 24 7 6 0 0 0 5 201 

A2 0 11 11 0 0 0 0 0 1 23 
1 13 151 17 2 3 0 0 1 3 190 

Totals 305 2786 800 121 100 3 191 54 59 4419 
 
The following descriptions of individual settlement sites/groups are organized by property 
block, moving outward from the epicentre. Tape-and-compass maps, as well as more thorough 
descriptions are provided for those mounds over 0.5m in height. Lower mounds were not 
subject to mapping, as orchard activity has significantly disturbed their layout, but are listed in 
tables (Tables 3-2 to 3-9), along with associated artifact counts and descriptions. 
 
Block D 
This block was surveyed in 2014, and surface collected in 2015. Block D includes the area of 
the monumental epicentre. It is surrounded on its north end by the foothills of the Maya 
Mountains, and is delineated on its south end by branches of the Waha Leaf Creek. The 
exterior edges (west, north, east) of the block are surrounded by heavily bushed areas, minus 
those currently used for milpa. This exterior ring (beyond the property orchard rows, some of 
which is Crown land) has yet to be surveyed. An airstrip once ran north-south down the centre 
of the block, which is now an access road. 
 
A particularly interesting find, from one of the Type II settlement sites in this block (ALA-
057D, Table 3-2), is a piece of Moulded-carved ceramic with surviving glyphic elements (Cat# 
10361-T022; Figure 3.3). Dr. Christophe Helmke (personal communication, 2016) has 
examined the elements (by photograph only), and has confirmed that the segment is part of the 
band of glyphs that frames the top of the iconographic panels and is near the rim.  What 
remains is part of the syllabogram ja, and below may be what is left of a la.  In front of it, to 
the left, is a female profile that is used as the syllabogram na. Together you have a composite 
suffix n-aj-al, which is attached to non-CVC verbs that are nominalised, usually either tz'ihb-n-
aj-al 'thing that is painted' or uxul-n-aj-al 'thing that is carved'.  Since Moulded-carved vases 
were 'carved' in emic terms and based on other better-preserved examples, the verb preceding 
this composite suffixation would undoubtedly have been uxul.  This type of glyphic collocation 
is found especially on Ahk'utu' Moulded-carved vases (Helmke and Reents-Budet 2008; Ting 
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et al. 2015), but also on a handful of Sahcaba Moulded-carved vases found at Altun Ha 
(unpublished, but mentioned in the volumes by Pendergast [1979, 1982]). Helmke suspects 
that the Alabama sherd may relate to the latter type; however, if it is an Ahk'utu' Moulded-
carved, this would be quite interesting. Elizabeth Graham (1994; 1983) reported on one 
somewhat complete vase from the northern portion of the district, which had features of both, 
but more features of a Sahcaba overall. Both examples are interesting, particularly as they 
pertain to the spatial distribution of these types and the involvement of Alabama residents in 
diverse spheres of interaction, particularly during the Terminal Classic. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
ALA-001 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type VI settlement site consisting of a single mound (+2m tall) atop a levelled 
surface (possible patio area), located along the east edge of Block D directly adjacent a Waha 
Leaf Creek tributary (Figure 3.4). The site is situated roughly 170m to the east of the epicentre. 
The mound and support surface appear to be built into a slope leading directly down to the 
creek (built up/levelled on its east side). The structure is faced with roughly cut granite blocks 
that appear at surface and in associated trenches. The fill of the building appears to be a mix of 
reddish sandy clay and stone, similar to that observed in the epicentre; however, this was 
difficult to fully assess from available pits. Much of the mound is disturbed due to various 
taphonomic processes, as well as looting activities. Surface finds include bulk ceramic and 
lithic materials (chert, quartz), along with a chert thick biface fragment (Cat# 10361-SP004). 
Time periods represented: Late-Terminal Classic (ashwares).  

Figure 3. 3: Moulded-carved sherd with glyphic 
elements (Cat# 10361-T022) 
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Figure 3. 4: Plan view of ALA-001. 
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ALA-030 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a small, isolated mound near the northwest tip of Property Block D (Figure 3.5). The 
mound is approximately 0.70m high and represents a Type I settlement site. It has been subject 
to no looting, but location in the orchard means damage associated with this activity.  
 

 

Figure 3. 5: Plan view of ALA-030. 

 
Surface finds include bulk ceramic, lithic (quartz, quartzite), and groundstone (granite, 
sedimentary) materials, along with a ceramic ladle censer handle (Cat# 10361-SP016; Figure 
3.6) and a granite mano fragment (Cat# 10361-SP030). Time periods represented: 
Late/Terminal to Early Postclassic (moulded-carved ceramics and ladle censer). 
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Figure 3. 6: Possible ladle censer handle (Cat# 10361-SP016). Drawing by S.G. Morton. 
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ALA-035 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type I settlement site consisting of a solitary mound approximately 0.70m in height 
(Figure 3.7), and located in the northwest tip of Property Block D. Some plough damage is 
evident on the mound, and many eroded ceramics and lithic materials are visible at surface. 
Surface finds include bulk ceramic, lithic (quartz), and groundstone (granite) materials. Time 
periods represented: Late/Terminal Classic (ashwares). 
 

 

Figure 3. 7: Plan view of ALA-035. 
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ALA-036 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type I settlement site consisting of a small, isolated mound in the northwest tip of 
Property Block D (Figure 3.8). It is less than 2m tall, and is associated with eroded ceramic 
material and some granite construction blocks. Surface finds include bulk ceramic, lithic 
(quartz, quartzite), and groundstone (granite) materials. Time periods represented: general 
Classic. 
 

 

Figure 3. 8: Plan view of ALA-036.  
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ALA-049 (recorded 2014; no surface collection) 
This is a Type I settlement site consisting of an isolated mound (Figure 3.9), located on the 
west side of Property Block D, just beyond the orchards (in heavy bush). The site was made 
known to us by local field assistants who walk by the area each day to reach their milpas. It 
measures approximately 0.85m in height and is associated with many roughly hewn granite 
construction blocks, some still in alignment. No surface collection was conducted as this site 
was in full bush with little/no surface visibility. Time periods represented: unknown. 
 

 

Figure 3. 9: Plan view of ALA-049. 

  



 

 41 

ALA-050 (recorded 2014; no surface collection) 
This is a Type II settlement site, consisting of two roughly parallel-positioned mounds: ALA-
050A (0.95m tall, Figure 3.10) and ALA-050B (0.75m tall, Figure 3.11). The site is located on 
a ridge (edge of a tributary/stream cut), on the west side of Property Block D (in bush). The 
site was made known to us by local field assistants who walk by it each day on their way to 
their milpa. At ALA-050B, a large turtleback granite metate was encountered at surface. 
Unfortunately, when first discovered by local field assistants it was not collected (due to 
weight), and the artifact was subsequently removed overnight by unknown individuals. 
Visiting these sites is a regular event by local individuals (as communicated by local 
informants), particularly as many milpas are located along the boundaries of the orchard 
property along the lower slopes of the foothills. The disappearance of the artifact was not a 
surprising occurrence; however, it is a factor that will have to be considered during future 
investigations. No surface collection was conducted, as this site was in full bush with little/no 
surface visibility. Time periods represented: Late Classic (turtleback metate form). 
 

 

Figure 3. 10: Plan view of ALA-050A. 
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Figure 3. 11: Plan view of ALA-050B. 
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ALA-056 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type II settlement site located in Property Block D, directly across from the east-west 
running site access road. The site consists of two mounds: ALA-056A (0.90m tall, Figure 3.12) 
and ALA-056B (<0.50m tall). The ALA-056A mound has much eroded pottery at the surface, 
as well as granite materials. ALA-056B is also associated with non-diagnostic pottery and 
lithic materials. Surface finds include bulk ceramic, lithic (quartz, quartzite), and daub 
materials, along with a large granite metate fragment (Cat# 10361-SP038). Time periods 
represented: Late/Terminal Classic (ashwares; moulded-carved ceramics; sherd with basal 
ridge with impressed/cut marks). 
 

 

Figure 3. 12: Plan view of ALA-056A. Second mound of the group (ALA-056B) was not subject to tape-and-
compass mapping as it was less than 0.5m in height. 
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ALA-059 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type I settlement site consisting of an isolated mound approximately 0.75m in height, 
(Figure 3.13) located in the west part of Block D to the south of the main site access road. 
Granite construction material is visible at surface.  
 

 

Figure 3. 13: Plan view of ALA-059. 

 
Surface finds include bulk ceramic, lithic (chert; quartz), daub, and groundstone (granite) 
materials, along with a tubular greenstone bead (Cat# 10338-SP002), obsidian blade (Cat# 
10338-O006), and possible anthropomorphic ceramic censer lid (Cat# 10361-SP015; Figure 
3.14). Time periods represented: possibly Terminal to Early Postclassic (censer lid). 
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Figure 3. 14: Anthropomorphic (or zoomorphic) censer lid fragment (Cat# 10361-SP015). Drawing by S.G. 
Morton.  
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ALA-069 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type I settlement site that consists of a low, isolated mound in the southwest corner 
of Property Block D (Figure 3.15). The mound height is approximately 0.60m and there is 
some plough damage around the corners of the base, explaining its distorted configuration. 
Much granite architectural material was noted at surface. Surface finds include bulk ceramic 
and lithic (quartz) materials, along with 2 obsidian blades (Cat# 10361-O046, O047). Time 
periods represented: general Classic. 
 

 

Figure 3. 15: Plan view of ALA-069. 
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Table 3- 2: List of all mound and scatter sites located in Block D, and associated surface collections. 

Site Type 
Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds 

Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB (including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) D N 

ALA-001 Type 
VI 1 13 2 0 0 0 0 0   1 

chert thick 
biface 
fragment 
(10361-
SP004) 

17 

ALA-
023A 

Type 
III 0 10 2 1 3 0 0 0   0   16 

ALA-
023B 

Type 
III 1 12 5 2 0 0 0 0   2 

granite mano 
preform 
(10361-
SPO032); 
ceramic 
bead/net 
weight 
(10361-
SP013) 

22 

ALA-024 Type I 3 25 21 0 0 0 0 0   0   49 

ALA-025 Type I 5 39 6 1 2 0 0 1 blade(10361-
O042) 0   54 

ALA-026 Type I 5 19 4 1 0 0 0 1 
blade 
(10361-
O025) 

0   30 

ALA-027 Type I 2 23 8 0 1 0 0 0   0   34 
ALA-028 Type I 0 12 15 1 0 0 0 0   0   28 

ALA-
029B 

Type 
III 1 9 13 0 0 0 0 1 

blade 
(10361-
O024) 

0   24 

ALA-
029A 

Type 
III   0 9 2 0 0 0 0 0   0   11 

ALA-030 Type I 0 4 3 5 0 0 0 0   2 

ladle censer 
handle 
fragment 
(10361-
SP016); 
granite mano 
fragment 
(10361-
SP030) 

14 

ALA-
031A Type II  2 10 2 0 0 0 0 0   0   14 

ALA-
031B Type II  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

ALA-032 Type I 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0   0   4 
ALA-033 Type I 0 9 4 1 0 0 0 0   0   14 

ALA-
034A 

Type 
III 1 7 2 0 0 0 0 0   1 

ceramic 
miniature 
vessel 
fragment 
(10361-
SP012) 

11 

ALA- Type 0 6 3 0 0 0 0 0   0   9 
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Site Type 
Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds 

Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB (including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) D N 

034B III 
ALA-035 Type I 0 12 2 2 0 0 0 0   0   16 
ALA-036 Type I 1 7 4 1 0 0 0 0   0   13 
ALA-037 Type I 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0   0   3 
ALA-
038A Type II  4 33 10 0 1 0 0 0   0   48 

ALA-
038B Type II  1 18 2 0 1 0 0 0   0   22 

ALA-039 Type I 4 81 39 0 3 0 0 5 

blades 
(10361-
O031; O032; 
O033; O034; 
O035) 

0   132 

ALA-040 Type I 2 8 9 0 0 0 0 0   0   19 
ALA-041 Type I 0 8 4 1 0 0 0 0   0   13 
ALA-042 Type I 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 0   0   9 

ALA-048 Type I 11 55 15 13 5 0 0 1 
blade 
(10338-
O003) 

3 

chert thin 
biface 
fragment 
(10338-
SP003); 
granite mano 
preform 
(10361-
SPO033); 
granite 
metate 
fragment 
(10361-
SP044) 

103 

ALA-051 Type I 6 32 10 2 0 0 0 0   0   50 
ALA-052 Type I 0 12 25 0 0 0 0 0   0   37 
ALA-053 Type I 0 19 5 0 0 0 0 0   0   24 

ALA-054 Type I 0 8 3 0 0 0 0 0   1 
greenstone 
celt (10338-
SP001) 

12 

ALA-055 Type I 0 8 18 1 0 1 0 0   0   28 

ALA-
056A Type II  4 63 29 0 1 0 0 0   1 

granite 
metate 
fragment 
(10361-
SP038) 

98 

ALA-
056B Type II  2 20 6 0 0 0 0 0   0   28 

ALA-
057A Type II  2 16 1 1 0 0 0 0   0   20 

ALA-
057B Type II  0 9 6 2 0 0 0 1 flake (10338-

O005) 0   18 

ALA-
057C Type II  0 12 6 0 0 0 0 1 

blade 
(10361-
O026) 

0   19 

ALA-
057D Type II  0 5 3 0 0 0 0 0   0   8 

ALA-058 Type I 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   5 
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Site Type 
Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds 

Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB (including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) D N 

ALA-059 Type I 5 23 13 2 1 0 0 1 
blade 
(10338-
O006) 

2 

greenstone 
bead (10338-
SP002); 
effigy censer 
lid (10361-
SP015) 

47 

ALA-060 Type I 0 23 6 1 0 0 0 0   0   30 
ALA-061 Type I 2 31 4 0 0 0 0 0   0   37 

ALA-062 Type I 8 106 4 5 3 0 0 0   3 

vesicular 
basalt metate 
fragment 
(10361-
SP026); 
chert thin 
biface 
fragment 
(10361-
SP027); 
chert 
eccentric? 
(10361-
SP028) 

129 

ALA-063 Type I 4 63 2 3 1 0 0 2 

blades 
(10361-
O028; 
10361-O029) 

0   75 

ALA-064 Type I 1 17 9 0 1 0 0 0   0   28 
ALA-065 Type I 1 23 1 1 0 0 0 0   0   26 
ALA-066 Type I 1 19 7 0 9 0 0 0   0   36 
ALA-067 Type I 3 16 3 0 0 0 0 0   0   22 
ALA-068 Type I 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   7 

ALA-069 Type I 3 17 1 1 0 0 0 2 
blades 
(10361-
O046, O047) 

0   24 

ALA-070 Type I 3 33 3 6 0 0 0 0   0   45 
ALA-071 Type I 0 2 8 0 0 0 3 0   0   13 
ALA-072 Type I 0 6 5 6 0 0 0 0   0   17 

ALA-073 Type I 1 14 5 1 0 0 0 2 

flake (10338-
O007); blade 
(10338-
O008) 

0   23 

ALA-074 Type I 11 74 20 1 0 0 0 1 
blade 
(10361-
O036) 

1 

worked slate 
pebble 
(10361-
SP029) 

108 

ALA-075 Type I 5 59 5 1 4 0 0 3 

blades 
(10361-
O038; O039; 
O040 

2 

chert bladelet 
(10338-
SP005); 
granite 
metate 
fragment 
(10361-
SP047) 

79 



 

 50 

Site Type 
Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds 

Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB (including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) D N 

ALA-076 Type I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   1 

chert thick 
biface 
fragment 
(10338-
SP004) 

1 

ALA-077 Type I 1 11 17 6 0 0 0 0   1 

granite mano 
fragment 
(10361-
SP025) 

36 

ALA-078 Type I 1 8 9 1 1 0 0 0   0   20 
S001 PC 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0   0   1 
S002 PC 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0   0   7 

S003 PC 0 9 5 0 2 0 0 0   1 

thick chert 
biface 
fragment 
(10361-
SP060) 

17 

S004 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
blade 
(10338-
O001) 

0   1 

S005 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   1 

granite mano 
preform 
(10361-
SP042) 

1 

S006 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 
S007 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 
Total-Artifact 
Type 108 1217 421 71 39 1 3 23   23   1906 
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Block C2 
This block was surveyed in 2014, and surface collected in 2015. Block C2 is located along the 
west side of the property area, and is bounded to the north and south by streams, and to the 
west by the foothills. The exterior (west) edge of the block is lined with heavily bushed areas, 
minus those currently used for milpa. This exterior area (beyond the orchard rows, some of 
which is Crown land) has yet to be surveyed. The mounds of this block are in fairly good 
shape, and there are many over 0.5m tall, with granite architectural alignments visible at 
surface. Surface collections recovered items of all types, including a lovely flat-back, mould-
made figurine fragment (Cat# 10361-SP014; Figure 3.16) from ALA-116, similar to those 
dating to the Late Classic in Southern Belize (Jordan and Prufer 2014). 
 

 

Figure 3. 16: Flat-back, mould-made figurine (Cat# 10361-SP014). Drawing by S.G. Morton 

 
ALA-002 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type VI settlement site, located in the east end of Property Block C2, consisting of 
three orthogonally arranged mounds: ALA-002A (1.85m tall, Figure 3.17), ALA-002B (+2m 
tall, Figure 3.18), and the low-lying ALA-002C (Figure 3.19). A large borrow pit was found 
off the north side of ALA-002A, which was likely a quarry for fill material. It is possible that 
the entire group sits atop a levelled patio/plaza surface, as indicated by alignments of granite 
blocks surrounding the site. Future investigations will aim to determine the function of this 
large site, located 0.8km from the epicentre, which may be more than a simple residential 
group. Surface finds include little bulk material (ceramics, groundstone), as this site is very 
exposed and subject to easy surface collection by local populations. Time periods represented: 
general Classic. 
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Figure 3. 17: Plan view of ALA-002A. 
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Figure 3. 18: Plan view of ALA-002B. 
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Figure 3. 19: Plan view of ALA-002C. 
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ALA-003 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type I site consisting of a small, single mound, approximately 1.05m tall (Figure 
3.20), located just off the south side of the Property Block C2 access road. Surface finds 
include bulk ceramic, lithic (quartz), and groundstone materials. Time periods represented: 
Late/Terminal Classic (Belize Red pre-slipped incising; nubbin foot). 
 

 

Figure 3. 20: Plan view of ALA-003.  
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ALA-004 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type II settlement site consisting of two informally arranged mounds: ALA-004A 
(1.5m tall, Figure 3.21) and ALA-004B (0.85m tall, Figure 3.21). ALA-004A has suffered 
plough damage on its northeast corner (explaining the odd, “blown out” configuration). Animal 
and spider burrows, along with various other taphonomic processes, have also greatly impacted 
both mounds. Some granite blocks are visible at surface and in the animal/arachnid holes. 
Surface finds include bulk ceramic and lithic (quartz) materials. Time periods represented: 
Late/Terminal Classic (moulded-carved ceramic). 
 

 

Figure 3. 21: Plan view of ALA-004A 
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Figure 3. 22: Plan view of ALA-004B 
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ALA-014 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is an isolated mound measuring 0.60m in height (Figure 3.23), located in Property Block 
C2. The mound is relatively long, spanning over three orchard row widths in length, and 
contains granite construction materials and many ceramic sherds at surface. Surface finds 
include bulk ceramic, lithic (quartz; quartzite; unknown sedimentary), and groundstone 
(granite) materials, along with an obsidian flake (Cat# 10361-O041). Time periods represented: 
Late/Terminal Classic (ashwares and moulded-carved ceramic). 
 

 

Figure 3. 23: Plan view of ALA-014 
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Table 3- 3: List of all mound and scatter sites located in Block C2, and associated surface collections. 

Site Type 
Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds 

Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB (including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) D N 

ALA-
002A 

Type 
VI 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0   0   3 

ALA-
002B 

Type 
VI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

ALA-
002C 

Type 
VI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

ALA-003 Type I 2 28 4 1 0 0 0 0   0   35 
ALA-
004A 

Type 
II  0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   16 

ALA-
004B 

Type 
II  2 26 4 0 0 0 0 0   0   32 

ALA-005 Type I 0 6 8 0 0 0 0 0   0   14 
ALA-006 Type I 0 8 9 1 0 0 0 0   0   18 
ALA-007 Type I 0 37 13 1 0 0 0 0   0   51 

ALA-008 Type I 3 40 11 0 0 0 0 3 

blade 
(10361-
O043); 
flakes 
(10361-
O044, O045)  

0   57 

ALA-
009A 

Type 
III 3 25 10 2 0 0 0 0   0   40 

ALA-
009B 

Type 
III 2 13 21 0 0 0 0 1 flake (10361-

O027) 0   37 

ALA-010 Type I 0 14 3 1 0 0 0 0   1 

granite mano 
preform 
(10361-
SP037) 

19 

ALA-011 Type I 0 14 11 1 0 0 0 0   1 

unknown 
sedimentary 
mano 
(10361-
SP031) 

27 

ALA-012 Type I 0 35 7 0 6 0 0 0   0   48 
ALA-013 Type I 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0   0   3 

ALA-014 Type I 47 2 4 2 0 0 0 1 flake (10361-
O041) 0   56 

ALA-015 Type I 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0   0   2 

ALA-016 Type I 1 75 9 0 0 0 0 1 
blade 
(10361-
O037) 

3 

mould-made 
figurine 
fragment 
(10361-
SP014); 
granite mano 
preform 
(10361-
SP034);  
chert thick 
biface 
fragment 
(10361-
SP035) 

89 
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Site Type Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB (including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) ALA-017 Type I 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   2 

ALA-018 Type I 1 28 7 0 1 0 0 0   0   37 

ALA-019 Type I 1 8 1 0 0 0 0 0   1 

granite 
metate 
fragment 
(10361-
SP040) 

11 

ALA-
020A 

Type 
III 2 15 4 0 0 0 0 0   0   21 

ALA-
020B 

Type 
III 1 32 11 0 0 0 0 1 

blade 
(10361-
O030) 

1 

unknown 
worked 
slate/phylite 
(10361-
SP036) 

46 

ALA-021 Type I 5 22 3 3 0 0 0 0   0   33 
ALA-022 Type I 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 0   0   6 
Total-Artifact Type 73 450 146 13 7 0 0 7   7   703 
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Block C1 
This block was surveyed in 2014, and surface collected in 2015. Block C1 is located along the 
west side of the property area, and is bounded to the north and south by streams, and to the 
west by the foothills. The exterior (west) edge of the block is lined with heavily bushed areas, 
minus those currently used for milpa. This exterior area (beyond the orchard rows, some of 
which is Crown land) has yet to be surveyed. 
 
ALA-043 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type I settlement site consisting of a solitary mound in Block C1 (Figure 3.24). It sits 
40m north of a culvert, and 2m from the Block C1 access road. It is approximately 0.75m high, 
with a roughly rectangular floor plan. Many non-diagnostic sherds dot the surface of this 
mound, which spans the width of three orchard rows. Roughly hewn granite blocks can be seen 
on the side of the mound facing the road, along with many eroded, non-diagnostic ceramic 
sherds. Surface finds include bulk ceramic, lithic (quartz; quartzite), and groundstone (granite) 
materials, along with an obsidian blade (Cat# 10361-O006). Time periods represented: 
Late/Terminal Classic (ashwares). 
 

 

Figure 3. 24: Plan view of ALA-043. 
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ALA-044 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This Type I settlement site consists of an isolated mound about 0.70m in height (Figure 3.25). 
It is within visual distance of a much larger mound to the south (ALA-047A), but the distance 
between them is greater than 30m. A number of artifact scatters were noted as associated with 
the base of the mound. Surface finds include bulk ceramic and lithic (chert) materials. Time 
periods represented: general Classic. 
 

 

Figure 3. 25: Plan view of ALA-044. 
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ALA-045 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type III settlement site, consisting of three orthogonally arranged mounds: ALA-
045A (0.75m high, Figure 3.26) and two mounds under 0.5m in height (ALA-045B and ALA-
045C to the east and north, respectively). The group is located close to the main access road of 
Property Block C1. Some eroded pottery sherds were noted atop ALA-045A, along with large 
granite blocks. Eroded ceramics, lithic and granite materials were also noted at ALA-045B and 
ALA-045C. A short alignment of large granite blocks was noted in an off-mound area not far 
from ALA-045C, which could be the face of an underlying support platform/patio area for the 
group. Surface finds include bulk ceramic, lithic (quartz; quartzite), and groundstone (granite) 
materials, along with an obsidian blade (Cat# 10361-O005). Time periods represented: 
Late/Terminal Classic (ashwares). 
 

 

Figure 3. 26: Plan view of ALA-045A. 
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ALA-046 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type VI settlement site represented by a large (+2m tall) solitary mound (Figure 
3.27), located on the edge of the upper alluvial terrace in the western end of Property Block 
C1. Large granite blocks can be seen at surface, along with scatterings of artifact materials. 
Surface finds include bulk ceramic (many large, thick sherds), lithic (chert), and groundstone 
(granite) materials. Time periods represented: Late/Terminal Classic (ashwares). 
 

 

Figure 3. 27: Plan view of ALA-046. 
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ALA-047 (recorded 2014; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type VI settlement site, located in the southeast portion of Property Block C1, and 
consists of three mounds: ALA-047A (2.05m tall, Figure 3.28), ALA-047B (1m tall, Figure 
3.29), and ALA-047C (0.80m tall, Figure 3.30). The mounds do not appear to have suffered 
from any looting activity, or previous excavations. Granite materials and artifact scatters are 
found throughout, including evidence for ground stone manufacture (see below). A portion of a 
large granite slab (possible monument) was located on the south side of ALA-047C. Surface 
finds include bulk ceramic, lithic (chert; quartz), and groundstone (granite) materials, along 
with granite reduction flakes (an example of which was pulled as a special find, Cat# 10361-
SP057, and subject to pXRF analysis), a granite metate fragment (Cat# 10361-SP056), and an 
obsidian blade (Cat# 10361-O001). Time periods represented: Late/Terminal Classic 
(ashwares) and possible Early Postclassic (hollow oven foot ceramic). 
 

 

Figure 3. 28: Plan view of ALA-047A 
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Figure 3. 29: Plan view of ALA-047B 
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Figure 3. 30: Plan view of ALA-047C. 
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Table 3- 4: List of all mound and scatter sites located in Block C1, and associated surface collections 

Site Type 
Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds 

Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB (including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) D N 

ALA-043 Type I 0 20 3 1 0 0 0 1 
blade 
(10361-
O006) 

0   25 

ALA-044 Type I 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 0   0   9 
ALA-
045A Type III 3 10 9 2 0 0 0 0   0   24 

ALA-
045B Type III 1 7 4 0 0 0 0 1 

blade 
(10361-
O005) 

0   13 

ALA-
045C Type III 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0   0   5 

ALA-046 Type VI 0 12 2 1 0 0 0 0   0   15 

ALA-
047A Type VI 3 6 0 1 0 0 0 0   1 

granite flake 
(10361-
SP057) 

11 

ALA-
047B Type VI 3 51 2 1 15 0 0 1 

blade 
(10361-
O001) 

1 

granite 
metate 
fragment 
(10361-
SP056) 

74 

ALA-
047C Type VI 3 32 6 2 0 0 0 0   0   43 

ALA-079 Type I 1 70 5 0 0 0 0 1 
blade 
(10361-
O004)  

0   77 

ALA-080 Type I 0 27 6 1 0 0 0 2 

blades 
(10361-
O002, 
10361-O003) 

0   36 

ALA-081 Type I 4 14 1 1 13 0 0 0   1 

granite 
metate 
fragment 
(10361-
SP051) 

34 

ALA-082 Type I 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   3 
ALA-083 Type I 2 11 1 0 1 0 0 0   0   15 

ALA-084 Type I 5 107 8 0 0 0 0 1 
blade 
(10338-
O002) 

2 

chert thin 
biface 
fragment 
(10361-
SP001); 
chert thin 
biface 
fragment 
(10361-
SP002) 

123 

ALA-085 Type I 2 21 4 0 0 0 0 0   0   27 
S008 PC 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   4 
S009 PC 3 25 7 1 0 0 0 0   0   36 
Total-Artifact Type 31 428 63 11 29 0 0 7   5   574 
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Block B 
This block was surveyed and surface collected in 2015. The block makes up the southeast 
corner of the property area, and is delineated by the Waha Leaf Creek to the south and west, 
and the foothills to the east. The exterior (east) edge of the block is lined with heavily bushed 
areas, minus those currently used for milpa. This exterior area (beyond the orchard rows, some 
of which is Crown land) has yet to be surveyed. From this block, the Waha Leaf Creek flows 
into Maya Mopan Village. 
 
Block B is unique from the other areas of the property, in that much historical activity has 
taken place in this zone (which must be considered when assessing pre-Columbian remains in 
the area). It is possible that many pre-Columbian features are missing or significantly disturbed 
in this area, as this was the focus of most of the agricultural activity in the first half of the 20th 
century.  
 
It is in Block B where the “Old Alabama Village” and Waha Leaf Co. banana barracks and 
groves were primarily located, as well as across the creek in Blocks 1 Old Grove and Block 2 
Old Grove (Residents of Maya Mopan, personal communication, 2014-2015). The barracks 
consisted of two-room wooden houses, and likely cement foundations based on 2015 finds, 
occupied primarily by workers from Mango Creek (Moberg 1997:69, 1989). An absolute date 
for historic use of the area was provided by a 1963 British Honduras 5-cent piece recovered as 
part of an artefact scatter (S016) in the north end of the block. We hope to conduct some 
historical archaeology in this area in future seasons. 
 
ALA-086 (recorded 2015; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type III settlement site, located in the northern portion of Property Block B and 
consists of two mounds: ALA-086A (≥0.5m tall; Figure 3.31) and ALA-086B (≤0.5m tall). 
Granite blocks are found in association with the mounds, as is significant prehistoric (ceramic, 
lithic) and historic material (glass, metal, ceramic, architectural material). This is the area of 
the Old Alabama Village and Waha Leaf Co. workers barracks. Surface finds include bulk 
ceramic, lithic (chert; quartz), and faunal (bird bone) materials, along with a chert thin biface 
fragment (Cat# 10361-SP006). Additionally, much historic material was recovered, including 
green, brown, and clear glass (many beer bottles); glazed ceramics; rubber, metal, and plastic 
items; and various construction materials. Time periods represented: Pre-Columbian and 
Historic (1960s). 
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Figure 3. 31: Plan view of ALA-086A 
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Table 3- 5: List of all mound and scatter sites located in Block B, and associated surface collections. 

Site Type 

Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds 

Tot CR 
LT GS DB FA HI 

OB 
(including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) D N 

ALA-
086A 

Type 
III + 
historic 

0 8 2 0 0 0 70 0   1 
chert thin biface 
fragment (10361-
SP006) 

81 

ALA-
086B 

Type 
III + 
historic 

4 15 1 0 0 1 71 0   0   92 

ALA-
087 

Type I 
+ 
historic 

1 15 0 1 0 0 0 0   0   17 

ALA-
088 

Type I 
+ 
historic 

1 3 0 0 0 0 8 0   0   12 

ALA-
089 

Type I 
+ 
historic 

1 9 0 0 0 0 8 0   0   18 

ALA-
090 Type I   0 6 2 0 0 0 0 0   0   8 

ALA-
091 Type I   1 3 0 0 0 0 3 0   0   7 

ALA-
092 

Type I  
+ 
historic 

1 17 3 0 2 0 1 0   2 

granite metate 
fragments 
(10361-SP046, 
SP055) 

26 

ALA-
093 

Type I 
+ 
historic 

0 8 0 0 1 0 0 0   1 
unidentified 
granite item 
(10361-SP050) 

10 

ALA-
094A 

Type II 
+ 
historic 

4 20 11 3 0 0 2 0   0   40 

ALA-
094B 

Type II 
+ 
historic 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

ALA-
094C 

Type II 
+ 
historic 

2 6 1 1 0 0 0 0   0   10 

ALA-
095 Type I   2 12 3 0 0 0 1 0   0   18 

ALA-
096 Type I   0 7 2 0 0 0 0 0   0   9 

ALA-
097A Type II   2 6 2 0 0 0 0 0   0   10 

ALA-
097B Type II   3 15 11 2 1 0 0 0   0   32 

ALA-
098 Type I   1 3 3 0 0 0 0 0   0   7 
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Site Type Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB 
(including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) ALA-

099 Type I   0 4 10 0 0 0 0 0   0   14 

ALA-
100A 

Type 
II/III 0 2 8 0 0 0 0 1 

flake 
(10361
-O007) 

0   11 

ALA-
100B 

Type 
II/III 1 11 2 0 2 0 0 0   0   16 

ALA-
101 Type I   2 10 1 0 0 0 0 0   0   13 

ALA-
102 

Type I 
+ 
historic 

0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0   0   5 

ALA-
103 Type I   0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0   2 

unknown granite 
fragments 
(10361-SP058, 
SP059) 

8 

ALA-
104A Type II   2 22 1 1 0 0 0 0   0   26 

ALA-
104B Type II   1 13 1 1 0 0 0 0   1 

chert thick biface 
fragment (10361-
SP005) 

17 

ALA-
105 Type I   0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   3 

ALA-
106 Type I   2 14 1 0 0 0 0 0   0   17 

ALA-
107A Type II   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

ALA-
107B Type II   0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0   1 

granite metate 
fragment (10361-
SP049) 

4 

ALA-
107C Type II   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

ALA-
108 Type I   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

ALA-
109 Type I   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

S010 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

S011 PC 7 15 0 0 0 0 0 0   1 
unknown worked 
chert (10361-
SP003) 

23 

S012 PC 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0   0   2 
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Site Type Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB 
(including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) 

S013 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   1 

slate 
metate(?)/worke
d stone (10361-
SP054) 

1 

S014 PC 1 2 0 1 0 0 24 0   0   28 
S015 PC 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 0   0   6 
S016 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 
S017 PC 1 2 5 1 0 0 0 0   0   9 
S018 PC 0 0 33 1 0 0 0 0   0   34 
S019 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 
S020 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 
S021 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 
S022 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

HS001 Histori
c 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

HS002 Histori
c 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

HS003 Histori
c 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

Total-Artifact Type 40 262 109 16 6 2 188 1   10   634 
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Block E 
This block was surveyed and surface collected in 2015. The block is located in the southeast 
corner of the property area, and is delineated by the Waha Leaf Creek to the east, and the 
property access road to the west. There are no sites with mounds ≥ 0.5m in this block. Much of 
the area consists of a steep drop down toward Waha Leaf Creek to the east. However, two sites 
(ALA-117 and ALA-118) are located on the edge of the upper terrace in this block, and are 
associated with very “rich” artifact scatters immediately downslope (S030 to S032), including 
large amounts of ceramic, lithic (chert, quartzite), daub (including one piece subject to 
petrographic analysis, Cat#10361-C008). Additionally, many special finds were recovered, 
including 13 obsidian blades (Cat# 10361-O010 to O022); 2 unknown slate batons (Cat# 
10361-SP010 and SP011); and a chert stemmed, straight base, side-notched biface/point (Cat# 
10361-SP007; Figure 3.32), dating to the Terminal Classic to early facet of the Early 
Postclassic and may suggest trade connections to Northern Yucatan (see Graham 1985:227; 
Graham 1994:266-267, 278, Fig.7.10; MacKinnon 1989:Fig. III-5, PL 9A 4; Sheets 1978:Fig. 
2cI; also referred to as an “expanded stem type” in Willey 1972:161-163; and “side-notched 
dart points” in Shafer and Hester 1983).  
 

 

Figure 3. 32: chert stemmed, straight base, side-notched biface (Cat# 10361-SP007). Drawing by S.G. 
Morton. 
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Table 3- 6: List of all mound and scatter sites located in Block E, and associated surface collections. 

Site Type 
Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds 

Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB (including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) D N 

ALA-
110 Type I   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

ALA-
117 Type I   2 10 0 1 0 0 0 1 

blade 
(10361-
O008) 

1 

spindle 
whorl 
(10361-
SP008) 

15 

ALA-
118 Type I   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

S030 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

S031 PC 20 97 8 0 8 0 0 13 

blades 
(10361-
O010; O011; 
O012; O013; 
O014; O015; 
O016; O017; 
O018; O019; 
O020; O021; 
O022) 

2 

unknown 
slate batons 
(10361-
SP0010; 
10361-
SP011) 

148 

S032 PC 2 12 1 0 0 0 0 0   1 

chert 
stemmed, 
straight base, 
side-notched 
point 
(10361-
SP007) 

16 

S033 PC 1 4 0 0 2 0 0 1 
blade 
(10361-
O009) 

1 

unknown 
slate/phylite  
baton 
(10361-
SP009) 

9 

Total-Artifact Type 25 123 9 1 10 0 0 15   5   188 
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Block 2 Old Grove 
This block was surveyed and surface collected in 2015. The block is located in the middle of 
the property area, and is delineated by a stream to the north; Block E to the east; Block A2 to 
the west; and Block 1 to the south. This is one of the oldest blocks of the current orchards, with 
very tall citrus trees as compared to other blocks. A portion of the northwest corner of the 
block had fairly high grass when our crew surveyed in the area (due to the breaking property 
mower), so we will re-walk this small area in 2016 to make sure we did not miss any sites. 
 
ALA-111 (recorded 2015; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type I settlement site (single mound, approx. 0.7m tall; Figure 3.33), located in the 
southeast corner of Property Block 2, along an upper terrace overlooking Property Block E. 
Granite architectural blocks are found in association with the mound. Surface finds include 
bulk ceramic, lithic (quartz), and daub materials. Time periods represented: general Classic. 
 

 

Figure 3. 33: Plan view of ALA-111. 
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ALA-122 (recorded 2015; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type II settlement site, located in the northeast corner of Property Block 2, consisting 
of paired, parallel mounds: ALA-122A (0.96m tall; Figure 3.34) and ALA-122B (1.03m tall; 
Figure 3.35). The elongated forms of the mounds and parallel configuration may suggest a 
non-residential function to this site. Many granite architectural blocks are found in association 
with both mounds. Surface finds recovered include bulk ceramic, lithic (quartz; quartzite), 
groundstone (granite), and daub materials. Time periods represented: Late/Terminal Classic 
(ashwares) and Postclassic (ceramic tab handle). It is possible these sites are closely associated 
with ALA-117 and ALA-118 (and associated scatters), which are immediately across the road 
in Block E. 
 

 

Figure 3. 34: Plan view of ALA-122A.
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Figure 3. 35: Plan view of ALA-122B. 
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ALA-123 (recorded 2015; Surface collected 2015) 
This is a Type I settlement site (single mound, 0.79m tall; Figure 3.36), located on the east side 
of #2 just south of ALA-122. It is located adjacent a small off-shoot branch (seasonal) of the 
Waha Leaf Creek. Surface finds recovered include bulk ceramic, lithic (quartz), and 
groundstone (granite) materials. Time periods represented: general Classic. 
 

 

Figure 3. 36: Plan view of ALA-123. 
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Table 3- 7: List of all mound and scatter sites located in Block 2, and associated surface collections. 

Site Type 
Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds 

Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB (including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) D N 

ALA-111 Type I   0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   4 
ALA-119 Type I   2 9 0 2 0 0 0 0   0   13 
ALA-120 Type I   0 17 3 1 2 0 0 0   0   23 

ALA-121 Type I   3 24 2 0 0 0 0 0   1 

chert thick 
biface 
fragment 
(10361-
SP022) 

30 

ALA-
122A Type II   2 20 3 1 1 0 0 0   0   27 

ALA-
122B Type II   3 21 1 0 2 0 0 0   0   27 

ALA-123 Type I   0 4 1 1 0 0 0 0   0   6 
ALA-124 Type I   0 8 3 0 0 0 0 0   0   11 

ALA-125 Type I   0 16 3 1 0 0 0 0   1 

thick chert 
biface 
fragment 
(10361-
SP017) 

21 

ALA-126 Type I   4 14 5 1 1 0 0 0   0   25 
S034 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

S035 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   1 

granite 
doughnut 
stone 
preform 
(10361-
SP041) 

1 

S036 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

S038 PC 1 7 3 0 0 0 0 0   2 

Hematite(?) 
celt/axe 
fragment 
(10361-
SP024); 
granite 
metate 
fragment 
(10361-
SP043) 

13 

Total-Artifact Type 15 144 24 7 6 0 0 0   5   201 
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Block A2 
This block was surveyed and surface collected in 2015. Block A2 is located in the southwest 
corner of the property area, and is bounded to the north by a stream; to the east by Block 2; to 
the south by Block A1; and to the west by other private orchards and the foothills and a 
modern quartzite gravel quarry beyond. The private orchards and bush to the west has yet to be 
surveyed. There are no sites with mounds ≥ 0.5m in this block. The grass height in the orchard 
rows of this block was quite high (as the property mower was constantly breaking this season), 
so it is possible we have missed some lower mounds and scatters. This area will be quickly re-
walked when mowed during the 2016 season. 
 

Table 3- 8: List of all mound and scatter sites located in Block A2, and associated surface collections. 

Site Type 
Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds 

Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB (including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) D N 

ALA-
127 Type I   0 8 7 0 0 0 0 0   1 

chert thick 
biface 
fragment 
(10361-
SP023) 

16 

ALA-
128 Type I   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

S037 PC 0 3 4 0 0 0 0 0   0   7 
S039 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 
Total-Artifact 
Type 0 11 11 0 0 0 0 0   1   23 

 
Block A1 
This block is located in the southwest corner of the property area, and is bounded to the north 
by Blocks A2 and 2; to the east by Block 1; to the south by the western end of Maya Mopan 
Village; and to the west by other private orchards and the foothills and a modern quartzite 
gravel quarry beyond. The grass height in the orchard rows of this block was too high (as the 
property mower was constantly breaking this season), so we were unable to survey this small 
block in 2015. This area will be quickly walked when mowed during the 2016 season. 
 
Block 1 Old Grove 
This block was surveyed and surface collected in 2015. It is located in the south-southeastern 
portion f the property area, and is bounded to the north by Block 2; to the east by Block E; to 
the south by Maya Mopan Village; and to the west by Block A1. There are no sites with 
mounds ≥ 0.5m in this block, and minimal sites and scatters in general. This is one of the oldest 
blocks of the current orchards, with very tall citrus trees as compared to other blocks. The 
landscape is relatively flat, and is continually walked over by residents of Maya Mopan who 
cut across from one end of the village to the other. Therefore, it is likely that many artifacts 
have been picked up over time. However, this area is far away (relatively speaking) from any 
of the streams, which seem to be the focal points for ancient settlement, so we were not 
expecting many sites in this block. 
  



 

 82 

Table 3- 9: List of all mound and scatter sites located in Block 1, and associated surface collections 

Site Type 
Bulk Artifact Counts Other Small Finds 

Tot CR LT GS DB FA HI OB (including 
description) 

SP (including 
description) D N 

ALA-112 Type I   0 28 3 0 3 0 0 0   0   34 
ALA-113 Type I   1 13 4 0 0 0 0 0   0   18 
ALA-114 Type I   1 9 1 1 0 0 0 0   0   12 

ALA-
115A Type II   0 12 2 1 0 0 0 0   1 

slate thick 
biface 
preform 
(10361-
SP039) 

16 

ALA-
115B Type II   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

ALA-116 Type I   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 

S023 PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   1 

granite 
metate 
fragment 
(10361-
SP048) 

1 

S024 PC 2 8 4 0 0 0 0 0   0   14 
S025 H + PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   0 
S026 PC 0 23 1 0 0 0 0 0   0   24 

S027 PC 2 17 1 0 0 0 0 1 
blade 
(10361-
O023) 

1 
granite mano 
(10361-
SPO045) 

22 

S028 PC 7 36 1 0 0 0 0 0   0   44 
S029 PC 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0   0   5 
Total-Artifact Type 13 151 17 2 3 0 0 1   3   190 

 
Conclusions 
 
Within the 2014/2015 covered area we located 156 mounds that make up 127 individual 
settlement sites/groups, in addition to numerous artifact concentrations/scatters. The GPS 
survey of over 2km2 of surrounding settlement has allowed us to begin to characterize the 
nature of settlement organization at Alabama; for example, the percentage of individual 
mounds (Type I settlement sites) is considerably higher than all other types (Table 3-10). This 
observation confirms MacKinnon’s (1989:2) initial impression that the settlement surrounding 
the site centre consisted primarily of solitary mounds, as opposed to mounds arranged in 
formal or informal groupings. Although this is interesting and possibly represents a different 
form of social organization and/or integration as compared to other areas in the lowlands where 
much higher percentages of Type II and III sites typically exist, we must also consider that the 
spacing requirements for the assignment of groups (mounds within 30m of each other, assumed 
to be part of the same houselot if residential) may no be representative in this area. It may be 
that a spacing of 40-50m is more typical. However, as previously mentioned, this is difficult to 
assess through lone GPS mapping among disturbed sites. Further refinement will have to wait 
for more intensive investigations; however, in the meantime, some preliminary observations on 
the larger organization of these sites are possible.   
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Table 3- 10: Counts and percentages of settlement site types within the Alabama area. 

Type Description n % 
I Isolated mound less than 2m high. 103 81.1% 

II 2-4 mounds, informally arranged, all less 
than 2m high. 12 9.4% 

III 2-4 mounds, orthogonally arranged, all 
less than 2m high. 8 6.3% 

IV 5 or more mounds, informally arranged, 
all less than 2m high. 0 0.00% 

V 5 or more mounds, at least 2 arranged 
orthogonally, all less than 2m high. 0 0.00% 

VI 1 or more mounds, at least 1 being 2-5m 
high. 4 3.2% 

VII 1 or more mounds, at least 1 being higher 
than 5m. 0 0.00% 

TOTAL # Groups 127 100.00% 
 
Based on the current distribution of known sites, it appears as though many of the Alabama 
residents were locating their homes nearby water sources (streams), as well as seeking “higher 
ground” locations within the valley, particularly along the margins of the upper alluvial 
terraces. It is likely that agricultural pursuits were occurring both in the valley bottoms as well 
as in the lower foothills, dependent on crops. The soils of the Waha Leaf Creek valley are 
extremely fertile and well drained (Type A; Graham 1994:17). Many of the mound sites 
recorded appear to be oriented slightly east of magnetic north: similar to the orientation 
observed in the epicentre (8 degrees east of magnetic north). However, this is a very tentative 
observation, as much disturbance of mounds has occurred in the settlement from modern 
agricultural activity. 
 
If we place 50m radii around each mound group (Figure 3.2; based on the previously discussed 
type assignments; see Peuramaki-Brown 2012:Fig.4.4, Yaeger 2000:Fig.4.14, Willey 1956:112 
for contrasting patterns), it should be noted that clustering of mounds at Alabama is not nearly 
as clear as in the villages, towns, and cities of other areas of the lowlands: the occurrence of 
spatial clustering in the distribution of houses, with large open areas between clusters, being a 
feature of the low-density urban patterns expressed in many areas of the Maya lowlands, 
comparable to neighbourhoods in other areas of the world (Fletcher 2009, 2011; Peuramaki-
Brown 2014; Smith 2011), where such patterns typically involve the grouping of 12-15 
settlement sites/groups (Type C settlement patterns in Willey 1956). The possible clusters at 
Alabama are relatively small in number of included groups. These observations will be tested 
through upcoming spatial analyses using ArcGIS, and presented in full in 2016/2017. The 
smaller clusters and/or lack of clustering is interesting when viewed from a possible 
“boomtown” perspective, where a lack of neighbouring tendencies (compared to more long-
term urban processes) is the norm (see Chapter 1, this volume). 
 
In terms of occupation dates for settlement sites, artifacts recovered from the disturbed surfaces 
within the orchards suggest occupation during the Late to Terminal Classic in all areas of the 
settlement, but also some evidence for possible early facet Early Postclassic presence within 
the settlement zones closest to the epicentre. No Early Classic material was identified, but this 
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may change once the Phase II Testing begins in 2016. Historic materials, related to the 
presence of the Waha Leaf Co. (banana plantation) in the 1950s/1960s, were recovered from 
Block B.  
 
During 2014 and 2015, we located source zones for various resources, including granite for 
construction material and artifacts, and clays for ceramic manufacture. Both of these resources 
are being subject to sourcing and characterizing studies (see Chapter 4, this volume). The 
proximity of granite and clay resources designates these materials as “local” resources at 
Alabama (within 0-10 km; based on spatial units of networking in Moutsiou 2011), and is 
contrasted against “mesolocal” salt and cherts (10-50 km away); “regional” or “extended” 
chert (50-100km and >100km away, respectively); and “exotic” basalt and obsidian (>200km 
away). We are also in the process of sourcing the exotic materials (specifically, obsidian) from 
the site. Future research will also attempt to address some of the regional imports used by 
Alabama residents, as well other likely local resources such as maize and cacao.  
 
Because Alabama residents did not have to venture far for granite materials of varying shapes 
and sizes, they likely conducted most reduction and shaping activity in the household setting. 
Evidence for granite reduction and artifact shaping appear throughout the settlement zone in 
the form of debitage (bulk groundstone) and mano and metate preforms in addition to finished 
products (listed as “Special Finds”). In terms of spatial distribution, over 90% of the granite 
assemblage collected during the surface survey was recovered from within the first square 
kilometer around the epicenter (66% of total settlement mounds located to date); possibly 
indicating a much closer association of granite working households with the presumed 
administrative functions of the epicenter. Settlement sites with evidence for granite working 
include single and multiple mound sites with assumed domestic functions, along with isolated 
artifact scatters. Additionally, quartzite hammerstones are also found. Quartzite is one of few 
materials in the region that is hard enough to shape granite. We will continue to investigate this 
and other household activities during our Phase II Testing of individual settlement mounds 
beginning in 2016. 
 
References Cited 
 
Ashmore, Wendy, Samuel V. Connell, Jennifer J. Ehret, C.H. Gifford, T. Neff, and Jon C. 
VandenBosch 
1994.  The Xunantunich Settlement Survey. In Xunantunich Archaeological Project, 1994 

Field Report, edited by R.M. Leventhal and W. Ashmore, pp. 248-289. Report 
submitted to the Belize Institute of Archaeology, Belmopan.  

 
Fletcher, Roland 
2009 Low-density, agrarian-based urbanism: a comparative view. Insights 2(4). 
2011 Low-density, agrarian-based urbanism: scale, power and ecology. In, The Comparative 

Archaeology of Complex Societies, edited by M.E. Smith, pp.285-320. Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge and New York. 

 
Graham, Elizabeth  
1983 1983 The Highlands of the Lowlands: Environment and Archaeology in the Stann 

Creek District, Belize, Central America. Unpublished PhD dissertation. University of 
Cambridge. 

 



 

 85 

1985 Facets of Terminal to PostClassic Activity in the Stann Creek District, Belize.” In The 
Lowland Maya Postclassic, edited by A. Chase and P. Rice, pp.213-229. University of 
Texas, Austin. 

1994. The Highlands of the Lowlands: Environment and Archaeology in the Stann Creek 
District, Belize, Central America. Monographs in World Archaeology, Vol. 19. 
Prehistory Press and the Royal Ontario Museum, Madison, WI and Toronto, ON.  

 
Helmke, Christophe, and Dorie Reents-Budet 
2008 A Terminal Classic moulded-carved ceramic type of the eastern Maya lowlands. 

Research Reports in Belizean Archaeology 5:37-49. 
  
Jordan, Jillian M., and Keith M. Prufer 
2014 Contextualizing Uxbenká: Ceramic Analyses from Site Core and Household Contexts. 

Research Reports in Belizean Archaeology 11:317-325. 
 
LP DAAC (Land Processes Distributed Active Archive Center) 
2001 ASTER GDEM. Version 2. NASA EOSDIS Land Processes DAAC, USGS Earth 

Resources Observation and Science (EROS) Center, Sioux Falls, South Dakota. 
Electronic document, http://gdex.cr.usgs.gov/gdex/), accessed 27 November 2015. 

 
MacKinnon, J. Jefferson  
1989.  Spatial and Temporal Patterns of Prehistoric Maya Settlement, Procurement, and 

Exchange on the Coast and Cays of Southern Belize. Unpublished PhD dissertation. 
University of Wisconsin-Madison. 

 
Moberg, Mark 
1997 Myths of Ethnicity and Nation: Immigration, Work, and Identity in the Belize Banana 

Industry. University of Tennessee Press, Knoxville. 
 
Moutsiou, Theodora 
2011 The Obsidian Evidence for Scale of Social Life During the Palaeolithic. Unpublished 

Ph.D. dissertation, Royal Holloway, University of London. 
 
Pendergast, David M. 
1979 Excavations at Altun Ha, Belize, 1964-1970, Vol. 1. Royal Ontario Museum, Toronto. 
1982 Excavations at Altun Ha, Belize, 1964-1970, Vol. 2. Royal Ontario Museum, Toronto. 
 
Peuramaki-Brown, Meaghan 
2012 The Integration and Disintegration of Ancient Maya Urban Centres: Households and 

Community at Buenavista del Cayo, Belize. 
2014. Neighbourhoods and Dispersed/Low-density Urbanization at Buenavista del Cayo, 

Belize. Research Reports in Belizean Archaeology 11:67-79. 
 
Shafer, Harry J., and Thomas R. Hester 
1983 Ancient Maya Chert Workshops in Northern Belize, Central America. American 

Antiquity 48(3):519-543. 
 
Sheets, Payson D. 
1978 The Prehistory of Chalchuapa, El Salvador, Volume 2, Artifacts. Museum Monographs 

No. 37. University Museum, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia. 



 

 86 

Smith, Michael E. 
2011.  Classic Maya Settlement Clusters ad Urban Neighbourhoods: A Comparative 

Perspective on Low-Density Urbanism. Journal de la Société des Americanistes 
97(1):51-73. 

 
Ting, Carmen, Marcos Martinón-Torres, Elizabeth Graham, and Christophe Helmke 
2015 The production and exchange of moulded-carved ceramics and the ‘Maya Collapse’. 

Journal of Archaeological Science 62:15-26. 
 
Willey, Gordon R. 
1972 The Artifacts of Altar de Sacrificios. Papers of the Peabody Museum of Archaeology 

and Ethnology Vol. 64, No. 1. Harvard University, Cambridge. 
 
Yaeger, Jason 
2000 Changing patterns of social organization: the late and terminal classic communities at 

San Lorenzo, Cayo District, Belize. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. University of 
Pennsylvania, Philadelphia. 

  



 

 87 

Chapter 4. The 2015 Resource Investigations at Alabama 
Tawny L. B. Tibbits (University of Iowa) 

Meaghan M. Peuramaki-Brown (Athabasca University) 
 
Over the course of the 2014-2015 field seasons of the Stann Creek Regional Archaeology 
Project (SCRAP), we set out to identify source areas for presumed local resources within and 
around the Alabama area (Figure 3.2, previous chapter). In 2015, we also initiated preliminary 
geochemical/geological characterization and sourcing analyses of raw materials and artifacts 
from the Alabama settlement zone. These resource investigations in the Alabama area and 
beyond will contribute toward our understanding of the 4th element (socio-econ-poli situation) 
of settlement development and associated urban processes (see Chapter 1, this volume).  
 
The site of Alabama is located in an alluvial valley at the base of the eastern foothills of the 
Maya Mountains (Figure 4.1). In 2014-2015, SCRAP crews identified a series of source 
locales for granite and clay resources within the Alabama settlement area. The proximity of 
these granite and clay resources, characterizes such material as “local” resources for Alabama 
residents (within 0-10 km, based on spatial units of networking in Moutsiou 2011), and is 
contrasted against “mesolocal” salt and cherts (10-50 km away); “regional” or “extended” 
cherts (50-100km and >100km away, respectively); and “exotic” basalt and obsidian (>200km 
away). This chapter provides preliminary information regarding our investigations of granite, 
clay, and obsidian resources. 
 

 

Figure 4. 1: Simplified geologic map of Belize that emphasizes the Maya Mountains (modified from Cornec 
2010:Fig.1). 
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Exotic Obsidian 
 
Fifty-five (55) pieces of obsidian were collected as part of the 2015 settlement surface 
collection. Preliminary visual inspection of pieces suggested a high number (over 50%) of 
Ixtepeque material (refracted colour = brown; reflected colour = black/medium grey with 
mahogany spots; Braswell et al 2000), which is intriguing given the current dating of the site 
(primarily Late to Terminal Classic) and known obsidian ratios from neighbouring areas for 
these periods (Gotlitko et al. 2012). In order to verify this visual sourcing, 49 of the 55 artifacts 
(Block 1, n = 1; Block B, n = 1; Block C1, n = 7; Block C2, n = 4; Block D, n = 20; Block E, n 
= 15; Epicenter, n = 1) were exported to be sourced using Energy Dispersive X-Ray 
Fluorescence (EDXRF).3 Results will be further investigated through Phase II Testing of 
residential sites in the Alabama settlement in 2016 (as all materials tested to-date are from 
disturbed surface contexts). 
 
Sourcing of the obsidian will be conducted in Hamilton, Ontario, where we will work at the 
McMaster Archaeological XRF Lab4, in collaboration with Dr. Tristan Carter. This lab 
possesses a collection of source materials from Guatemala, Mexico, etc., which can be used to 
compare against each of the artifacts. This analysis will help us place Alabama within the 
trading spheres of the ancient Maya world. Results of these preliminary investigations will be 
reported in 2016. 
 
Local Clays 
 
Part of SCRAP 2015 research was conducting clay 
characterization/sourcing studies to determine where and with what 
the ancient Maya of Alabama were making their quartz-inclusion 
(tempered?) pottery (the predominant paste in the area). The alluvial 
valleys of the Stann Creek District have long been noted as areas of 
productive soils for agricultural purposes, particularly fruit 
(including cacao) (Graham 1994:17). Additionally, high-quality 
clays for ceramic manufacture (both ancient and commercially-
viable modern) are also prevalent in the valleys near the foothills of 
the Maya Mountains (Graham 1994:13). During 2014-2015, we 
located a number of clay source zones, which we sampled for 
petrographic analysis. 
 
Each source identified in the Alabama settlement area was marked 
with a GPS point and assigned a unique designation (C###), and test 
briquettes were made from the clay (Figure 4.2). The character of each clay (smoothness, 
visible inclusions, colour, etc.) was noted when wet, and shrinkage lines were drawn on each 
briquette (Table 4-1). After they dried, character notes were taken once again along with 
shrinkage line measurement. The briquettes were then fired in an open fire, and 
character/shrinkage observations made after cooled. The 12 briquettes (2 per source), 7 
possible local pottery samples, and 1 daub sample were exported to Canada for analysis at HD 
Analytical Solutions5, in collaboration with Dr. Linda Howie.   
                                                
3 For a concise, ‘not-too-sciencey’ explanation of EDXRF, visit the following website and download the free 
document XRF Technology for Non-Scientists at http://info3.thermoscientific.com/XRFeBookDownload. 
4 MAX Lab, http://maxlab.mcmaster.ca/. 
5 HD Analytical Solutions, http://www.hdanalyticalsolutions.com/. 

Figure 4. 2: Making clay 
test briquettes. 
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Table 4- 1: Descriptions of clay sample test briquettes 

Sample # Raw 
Description 

Wet Dry (3 days in AC) Fired (open fire) 
Shrink 

(%) Colour 
Shrink 
Rule 
(cm) 

Colour 
Shrink 
Rule 
(cm) 

Colour ID 
1 

Colour ID 
2 

Shrink 
Rule 
(cm) 

202
Gritty, dark 
brown, little 
water 
required (wet 
when 
collected) 

5YR 5/8 
Yellowish 
Red 

4.7 10YR 7/4 
Pink 4.3 

5YR 4/6 
Yellowish 
Red 

5YR 5/6 
Yellowish 
Red 

4.3 8 

202-1 
5YR 5/8 
Yellowish 
Red 

5.5 10 YR 7/4 
Pink 5.1 

5YR 4/6 
Yellowish 
Red 

5YR 5/6 
Yellowish 
Red 

5.1 7 

Str 14 Very red and 
gritty, does 
not require 
much water 
for plasticity 

10R 4/8 
Red 5.3 2.5YR 6/6 

Light Red 4.9 
5YR 4/6 
Yellowish 
Red 

5YR 5/6 
Yellowish 
Red 

4.9 7 

Str 14-1 10R 4/8 
Red 6 2.5 YR 6/6 

Light Red 5.6 
5YR 4/6 
Yellowish 
Red 

5YR 5/6 
Yellowish 
Red 

5.6 7 

R 
Gritty and 
smooth, 
required 
much water 
but bone dry 
when 
collected 

10YR 6/3.5 
Pale 
Brown 

3.8 
10YR 7/3 
Very Pale 
Brown 

3.4 10YR 5/3 
Brown 

7.5YR 6/4 
Light 
Brown 

3.4 10 

R-1
10YR 6/3.5 
Pale 
Brown 

4.2 
10 YR 7/3 
Very Pale 
Brown 

3.8 7.5YR 4/3 
Brown 

7.5YR 5/3 
Brown 3.8 9 

216 Very smooth, 
moderate 
water 
required 

10YR 6/3 
Pale 
Brown 

6.2
10YR 8/3 
Very Pale 
Brown 

5.7 10YR 6/1 
Gray  

7.5YR 6/3 
Light 
Brown  

Exploded 

unknown

216-1 
10YR 6/3 
Pale 
Brown 

6.2 
10YR 8/3 
Very Pale 
Brown 

5.7 
7.5YR 6/4 
Light 
Brown 

7.5YR 6/3 
Light 
Brown  

unknown 

226 Very red, 
micaceous, 
gritty, little 
water 
required 

10R 6/6 
Light Red 7 

5YR 6.5/6 
Reddish 
Yellow 

6.5 7.5YR 5/4 
Brown 

7.5YR 5/4 
Brown 6.5 7 

226-1 10R 6/6 
Light Red 7.9 

5YR 6.5/6 
Reddish 
Yellow 

7.5 2.5YR 4/6 
Red 

7.5YR 5/4 
Brown 7.5 5 

203 Micaceous, 
gritty yet 
smooth, 
moderate to 
little water 
required 

10YR 3/2 
Very Dark 
Grayish 
Brown 

4.1 
10YR 6/3 
Pale 
Brown 

3.8 10YR 4/3 
Brown 

10YR 5/3 
Brown 3.8 7 

203-1 

10 YR 
Very Dark 
Grayish 
Brown 

7.8 
10YR 6/3 
Pale 
Brown 

6.8 10YR 4/3 
Brown 

10YR 5/3 
Brown 6.8 13 

 

 
Prior to being subjected to 
petrographic analysis, which is a 
semi-destructive technique, each 
sherd/daub piece was scanned in 
three-dimensions (3-D) for the 
purpose of recording (Figure 4.3), and 
future development of virtual 
laboratory activities (educational and 
outreach) through the use of 
manipulable PDFs. Results of these 
preliminary investigations will be 
reported in 2016.  
  Figure 4. 3: 3-D imaging of pottery sherd from Alabama. 
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Local Granite 
 
Alabama is located along the southern margins of the Cockscomb Basin Pluton—a large 
granitic body. It is hypothesized that the abundant granite resources of the area played an 
important role in community development (see Chapter 1, this volume), with the sandy clay fill 
of both monumental and residential buildings being faced primarily with granite blocks. The 
use of granite as a primary building material is rare among Maya archaeological sites (although 
common at the various sites of the eastern foothills; Dunham et al. 1995; Graham 1994; 
Stomper et al. 2004) and presents a number of questions: Where were the Maya obtaining the 
granite? Were they quarrying it in a traditional sense or were they scavenger mining 
appropriately sized boulders (Peuramaki-Brown and Tibbits In Progress)? And lastly, were the 
Maya at Alabama producing and distributing ground stone tools? 
 
The 2015 (and ongoing) investigations at Alabama focussed on determining source locations 
for granite recovered from archaeological context. Using portable X-Ray Fluorescence (pXRF) 
it is possible to obtain quick, non-destructive geochemical data on a wide variety of materials 
ranging from glass beads to obsidian to basalt. Tibbits (in progress) has developed a 
methodology for using pXRF on coarse-grained materials, specifically granite, that can provide 
results that are statistically similar to those obtained through traditional XRF, which often 
requires the sample to be powdered. This methodology was employed at Alabama to determine 
if the granite used in building construction and ground stone tool manufacture was locally 
derived. 
 
The remainder of this chapter will present results of our preliminary granite study. Future field 
seasons have the potential to resolve questions concerning quarrying, and the manufacture and 
exchange of ground stone tools.  
 
Geologic Background 
 
The bedrock of Belize is dominated by sedimentary materials such as limestone, conglomerate, 
and sandstone (Ower 1927, 1928). This study focuses solely on the Maya Mountains in the 
central portion of Belize. The Maya Mountains are the only zone where igneous materials 
dominate the landscape. The mountains are comprised of three petrographically distinct 
plutons: Mountain Pine Ridge, Hummingbird Ridge, and Cockscomb Basin (Figure 4.1). 
Throughout these plutons are large veins of plagioclase feldspar that could have been used as 
readily available hammerstones by the Maya.  
 
The Mountain Pine Ridge is largely documented as a potassic granite with inclusions of biotite 
mica. The pluton also includes granodiorite, tonalite, and leucogranite (Jackson et al. 1995). It 
is visually distinct from the Hummingbird Ridge and Cockscomb Basin granites due to its pink 
color. This pluton is readily accessible with very little vegetative cover. In general, the true 
granite outcrops of Mountain Pine Ridge run along the western border, while the tonalite and 
granodiorites can be found within the eastern portion. Current radiometric dating has 
determined this pluton to be 400+/-9 Ma (Weber et al. 2012).   
 
The Hummingbird Ridge and Cockscomb Basin granites are visually indistinguishable. The 
primary differentiation can be made through the proportion of microcline present in thin 
section. Both are two-mica granites with biotite and muscovite present in varying amounts 
within each pluton (Bateson and Hall 1977; Dixon 1956). Field observations by Tibbits have 
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found that Hummingbird granite tends to have higher amounts of mica, especially muscovite. 
Within the central portion of the pluton, granite outcrops have dark xenocrysts. Recent work by 
Weber et al. (2012) has determined an age of 408+/-7 Ma for Hummingbird Ridge granite.  
 
Surrounding the igneous plutons are zones of metamorphic rocks: quartzite, slate, phyllite, and 
smaller units of gneiss. Quartzite is often used as a hammerstone in the shaping process for 
producing ground stone tools (Adams 2002, Delu 2007, Hayden 1987). In addition to 
metamorphic rocks, there are isolated regions of sedimentary rocks within the Maya Mountains 
as well. These are generally composed of sandstones and conglomerates, as well as carbonates 
(Cornec 2010:Fig.1). Field observations by Tibbits indicate that in the metamorphic zones 
immediately surrounding the Hummingbird Ridge there are abundant phyllites that often have 
staurolite inclusions. In some locations these inclusions have been weathered to the point that 
the staurolite has been replaced by more stable minerals, often mica.  
 
Granite Research in the Cockscomb Basin 
The Cockscomb Basin pluton is not very well known in the academic literature. In general the 
material is described as two-mica granite, but the extent of variation within the pluton is not 
well understood (Bateson and Hall 1977). The granitic portion of the Cockscomb Basin is only 
accessible through densely vegetated mountainous terrain. Therefore, little is known about the 
variation that may exist within the pluton. During the 2015 field season, time was devoted to 
geologic exploration to identify outcrops and characterize the granite near Alabama (discussed 
below).  
 
Early attempts to date the pluton with K/Ar dating obtained an age of 206 Ma (Bateson 1972). 
The same age was found for the Hummingbird Ridge granites in the Bateson 1972 publication. 
A single sample from the Cockscomb Basin was analyzed. It is not mentioned whether this was 
a granite or a different rock with detrital zircon inclusions. Nor is it clear whether the sample 
was obtained directly from outcrop (a primary location) or from a riverbed (a secondary 
location). More recent work by Weber et al. (2012) analyzed detrital zircons from a quartzite 
located near the Cabbage Haul outcrop of the Cockscomb Basin pluton. No granite samples 
were analyzed for dating purposes. Age dates of 1584 +/- 2 Ma via 207Pb/206Pb and 1.6-1.5 Ga 
by 176Hf/177Hf were obtained from the quartzite, however the authors caution that since the data 
is coming from a quartzite and not an actual granite, it could be reflective of a different event 
(Weber et al. 2012). 
 
The newer dates are significantly older than the K/Ar ages from Bateson (1974). Without 
knowing the nature of Bateson’s samples it is difficult to say which dates best reflect the age of 
the pluton. Current work by Tibbits is attempting to resolve this issue by directly dating zircons 
from granitic outcrops within the Cockscomb Basin via sensitive high-resolution ion 
microprobe (SHRIMP). 
 
Alabama Granites 
Alabama is located at the base of the foothills of the Cockscomb Basin (Figure 4.4). Smaller 
outcroppings of granite dot the landscape surrounding the zone of habitation. With help from 
local assistants, we sampled 6 granite outcrops in the Alabama area (Figure 3.2, Chapter 3 this 
volume), each identified with a GPS point and assigned a unique designation (L###). The 
granite present at these source areas was observed as coarse-grained, often with extra large 
white crystals (Tibbits believed these to be plagioclase feldspar), potassium feldspar and 
quartz, and inclusions of biotite and hornblende (Figure 4.5).  
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Alabama has a preponderance of granite 
architecture as well as ground stone implements. 
The building stones and many of the tools are 
visually identical to outcrop samples collected in 
the surrounding region. Building stones were 
analyzed in situ while granite artifacts were 
analyzed after being collected and catalogued.  
 
The Alabama granites were confirmed to be two-
mica granite, with a white appearance that can be 
speckled with muscovite or biotite mica. There 
are small inclusions of hornblende as well. The 
granite also contains large (>2 cm in length) 
plagioclase feldspar crystals (Figure 4.6). During 
the 2013 and 2014 geologic field seasons 
conducted by Tibbits, plagioclase of this size was 
not identified in any other pluton. These large 
inclusions have been reported in archaeological 
sites to the north at the Pearce and Huntul Mo’ 
sites (Dunham et al. 1995). We also observed
some of these plagioclase crystals in the granite 
stelae and altars of the Mayflower site in northern 
Stann Creek District during a recent visit—a site 
that is mapped within the Hummingbird Ridge 
pluton. This may indicate an unknown area with 
these phenocrysts in the Hummingbird pluton, or 
it could indicate exchange in granite building 
materials from the Cockscomb pluton.  
 
Field samples were collected from primary and 
secondary outcrop zones in the Alabama area. All 
samples and artifacts were analyzed following 
the methodology described below. Oxidation and 
weathering rims were avoided on all samples. 
Artifacts that are being kept unwashed for future 
residue analyses were analyzed with care to avoid 
large pieces of soil. 

 

 Figure 4. 6: Granite outcrop adjacent to the orchard 
showing very large crystals of plagioclase feldspar. 

Methods 
A Delta family Olympus portable XRF unit was 
used to analyze all samples. In order to ensure the 
data being generated was accurate, a series of 
standards with internationally accepted values 
were first tested. The samples included: GS-N 
(from SARM-CNRS, France), JA-1 (from the 

Figure 4. 4: Granite waterfall located in the 
foothills surrounding Alabama. 

Figure 4. 5: Granite boulder showing the 
coarse-grains and dark biotite and hornblende 
inclusions. 
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Geological Survey of Japan), BCR-2, and AGV-2 (from the USGS). These represent basalt, 
rhyolite, andesite, and granite, and thus encompass the range of chemical variation expected 
within a given granitoid.  
 
In addition to the use of standards to ensure accurate measurements, exploratory work has been 
conducted to determine how many data points are needed in order to generate an average 
geochemical signature that approximates the signature obtained with powdered samples. 
Coarse-grained materials such as granite require multiple data points to avoid single element 
bias. Currently, five data points are the minimum number required to approximate the values 
generated on lab-based XRF on powdered samples (Figure 4.7). 
 

 
In order to avoid issues with measuring excess iron, care was taken to avoid analyzing any 
highly weathered surfaces. Additionally, due to the high levels of calcium in many of the soils 
of the Maya area, calcium was not used as a sourcing element. Phosphorus was determined to 
be insufficient for sourcing as it is a digenetic mineral and the amount of phosphate can vary 
based on weathering and post-depositional environment. Rubidium, strontium, and yttrium 
were identified as the most fit for purpose elements. These are relatively immobile elements 
that are unlikely to be altered due to weathering, grinding activity, or environmental factors 
related to burial in the archaeological record.  
 
Analysis 
During the 2015 field season, granite artifacts, architecture, and outcrops were sampled and 
analyzed. The outcrop samples (n=6) were obtained from the Waha Leaf Creek valley and 
pluton exposures within a 30-minute walk of the Alabama epicentre. Locally available outcrop 
samples were integrated into a dataset that includes the current range of geochemical variation 
of granites from Mountain Pine Ridge (MPR), Hummingbird Ridge (HBR), and Cockscomb 
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Figure 4. 7: Comparison of whole rock pXRF data, powdered pXRF data, and lab-based XRF data of 
powdered samples. Results indicate little difference in the data obtained by each method. All values are 
in ppm.  
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Basin (CCB) as collected. This is a continually growing database, which will be refined as 
more samples can be collected from the plutons. 
 
Seventeen artifacts and three architectural features were analyzed using pXRF and can be 
directly compared to the geochemical variations for each pluton. The geochemical variation of 
granite is displayed as the ratios of Rb/Sr and Sr/Y with all values being in ppm (Figure 4.8 
and 4.9). Expanded geochemical information on major and minor elements for each object will 
be presented in an upcoming article (Peuramaki-Brown and Tibbits In Progress).  
 
There are two main clusters represented by the artifacts and building materials sampled from 
Alabama. The lower Sr/Y cluster more closely resembles granites that were sampled from 
secondary sources (river ways that are further removed from the pluton) and granite from 
Hummingbird Ridge. The geologic samples from Cockscomb that have lower Sr/Y are from 
the nearby riverbeds of August Creek, Jenkins Creek, and the Sittee River. The geologic 
samples were collected along the Southern Highway, which is several kilometers removed 
from the granitic pluton. While collecting samples, it was observed that granite was present in 
cobble or smaller sized pieces. The cluster with higher Sr/Y ratios more closely match the 
geochemical variation that is represented by granite in the immediate area of Alabama.  
 
The majority of artifacts and the sampled pieces of architecture are most similar to the locally 
available material. Granite within walking distance from the zone of habitation could have 
been acquired in multiple ways. Most likely the granite was either directly quarried from the 
pluton itself (although we currently have no evidence for this), or was collected after it had 
weathered from the large outcrop. Granite naturally spalls as it weathers; many of the Alabama 
granites spall in such a way that large slabs and turtle back metate forms could have been 
easily produced (see Peuramaki-Brown and Schwake 2014). Additionally, smaller boulder and 
cobble-sized pieces are easily collected from the many streambeds of the areas.  
 
A possible collection pen or “paddock” was encountered at L006, which we believe was used 
by the ancient Maya for granite collection activity. A paddock occurs “when material is in bins, 
stores, or stacked on the surface” or “a space or platform near the mouth of a shaft or 
excavation for temporary storage of ore or wash dirt” (Thrush 1968:787). This feature is 
located along a foothills drainage, adjacent to the associated stream, and consists of a single 
course, rectilinear outline of granite boulders, with a pile of boulders within (Figure 4.10) (see 
Peuramaki-Brown and Tibbits In Progress).  
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Figure 4. 8: The geochemical signature (Rb/Sr and Sr/Y ppm) of the Alabama granites (and one other 
Cockscomb [CCB] granite north of Alabama) compared to Hummingbird Ridge (HBR) and Mountain Pine 
Ridge (MPR). 

 

Figure 4. 9: The geochemical signature (Rb/Sr and Sr/Y ppm) of the Alabama granite architecture and 
implements most closely matches the signature from Cockscomb Basin, with the exception of one artifact 
that is within the range of overlap between Hummingbird Ridge and Cockscomb Basin.  
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Granite Investigations—Concluding Thoughts 
The inhabitants of Alabama were primarily using locally available granite for tools and 
building material. All but one artifact falls within the range of variation for the granite in the 
Cockscomb Basin, with the majority falling under the range of the Alabama granites 
specifically. Limestone, a more prevalent building material in Belize, would have been 
available in abundant outcrops to the south in the Bladen (Bateson and Hall 1977; Dixon 
1956). The lack of prominent limestone at the site (it is used in limited, ‘sacred’ contexts, see 
Chapter 1 this volume), is likely a reflection of distance to sources, but may also indicate a 
preference for locally available materials, despite granite being more difficult to shape than the 
softer limestone. Future study of architectural trends at the site will refine and expand on this 
possibility.  
 
As fieldwork continues it may be possible to determine if granite is the primary material for all 
ground stone tools at the site or if there are other, potentially imported, materials being used. 
The presence of ground stone tools made of non-local rocks may indicate exchange networks 
or socioeconomic differentiation (Delu 2007; Drennan 1984; Shipley and Graham 1987; Spink 
1982). Future work is needed to determine if the inhabitants of Alabama were producing 
granite ground stone tools for exchange with nearby communities.   

Figure 4. 10: Granite “paddock” in foothills around Alabama.
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Appendix A. SCRAP 2015 Recording & Classification Sheets 
Meaghan M. Peuramaki-Brown (Athabasca University)  

 

 

Figure A. 1: Settlement survey form used in 2014-2015 GPS settlement survey.  

Stann Creek Regional Archaeology Project 
SETTLEMENT SURVEY FORM 

 
Date: ________/_____/____  Recorder: __________________________________________ 
 YYYY / MM / DD 

Archaeo. Site:  ________________ Accession #  __________ 
 
1. Settlement site designation: ALA-________ (3-digit number) or  ________________________ 
 
2. Property Block: _______________________ (see property map). 
 
3. Classify using classification below: _________________________ 
 
4. Identify the feature:  mound _____  artefact scatter _____  borrow pit  ______  

 
other (describe) _____________________________________________________________ 

 
5. Photograph number(s): _______________________________________________________ 

 
6. Record a GPS (WGS84) point (note location, ideally at the centre/datum of each feature): 
 

Device # ______  Point # ______  Location description: _____________________________ 
 

UTM Quadrant ____ Easting  __  __  __  __  __  __  __ / Northing  __  __  __  __  __  __  __ 
 
7. Surface collection (label bags with ss designation number)?  Yes __  No __ 
 

If yes, describe contents: ______________________________________________________ 
 
8. Provide a more complete description of the site (e.g. area, height, material, associated mounds, 

etc.) on the back of this form and in your notebook 
 

9. If mound is greater than 0.5m high, draw a tape-and-compass map on the back of this form 
(noting location of GPS point). Label map with ss designation number. 

 
 
Settlement Survey Unit Classification (modified from Ashmore et al. 1994) 

Type Description 
0 Non-mounded feature (e.g. scatters, borrow pits, quarries/sources, water management features). 

I Isolated mound less than 2m high. 

II 2-4 mounds, informally arranged, all less than 2m high. 

III 2-4 mounds, orthogonally arranged, all less than 2m high. 

IV 5 or more mounds, informally arranged, all less than 2m high. 

V 5 or more mounds, at least 2 arranged orthogonally, all less than 2m high. 

VI 1 or more mounds, at least 1 being 2-5m high. 

VII 1 or more mounds, at least 1 being higher than 5m. 
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