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Michelle N. North & Virginia L. Butler (Portland State University)

O e TR B L
Preliminary Results

Table 1: Research guestions and associated hypotheses and tasks
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regional wetland sites (e.g. H1: The feature is Indigenous sample 1 taken from stake with metal in it
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" USGS topographic map b o e Macrobotanical ID

Vancouver Lake weir). * Younger than Vancouver LK. stakes (310 +/-60)

. (Wessen 1983).
* Place feature as component . H3: The feature is multi-component and/or repurposed ® Pedestrian survey (ID associated features) | « 2 modern, 1 from 19" century.
In broader system of wetland ecosystem 3 % e Subsurface testing (ID associated components or artifacts) . Youngest stake different morphology/ metal.
engineering in the Lower Columbia using B Question 3: What is the function of the Virginia Lake feature? 2 stakes western redcedar.
historical ecology and niche constructlon theory. - s Hypotheses Tasks Calibration issues.
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Field Methods Pl H3: Hunting Structure/blind: (waterfowl, muskrat, e Subsurface testing S 5 dentified - |
beaver, etc.) | | | e Inter-site comparisons stakes total, 2 identified in subsurface testing.
Sedestrian surve H4: post and line structure for holding/straightening o collect surface elevation data « Extends -.~70rr.1 into the wetland, oriented in a
| | Y | cedar planks e Accurate map/spatial data NE/SW direction.
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» Subsurface testing (11 shovel tests and two 1x.5m | Question 4: How does the feature relate to human ecosystems in the Lower Columbia backwater wetlands? o - Mean stake diameter at base (max width) =5.57 cm.
test excavations). | Tasks . |* Artifacts, lattice, or additional features not found (no ' : £
o I\/Ietal detectlng e Inter-site comparison S metal_ artifacts, buckshot, cans, or other historic y
: g5 3 'r;‘" TN AL L ‘* 0 _ e Synthesize results of first three questions and place in broader remains).
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