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Figure 4-2.  Map showing the locations of features identified during archeological
monitoring for the Bunker Hill Stabilization project (Mahlstedt 1980).  
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rather than the original lime mortar documented in 1843, also suggests a previously 
undocumented infilling episode between the obelisk base and the perimeter walls dating 
to that period and corroborated by the recovery of later nineteenth-century artifacts from 
the fill that could not otherwise be explained (Mahlstedt 1980b:22).  
 
Two small rubble stone walls running perpendicularly from the north wall of the 
monument toward the lodge were identified as the fifth structural feature at the base of 
the obelisk and designated perpendicular wall “A” and “B” (see Figure 4-2).  The 
function of these walls could not be determined.  The sixth structural feature included 
perpendicular fence curb stones and footing blocks lying along the north wall of the 
obelisk.  Review of archival photographs indicates that the materials are remnants of a 
wrought iron fence that separated the obelisk from the original wooden lodge structure 
(ca. 1857) that was subsequently modified to accommodate the distance between the 
obelisk and the larger, permanent Granite Lodge, ca. 1902.  Rubble steps associated with 
the southern lodge door were identified as the seventh structural feature.  Part of these 
steps were destroyed in 1975 when the Army Corps of Engineers relocated an 
underground electrical conduit in that location, but an archival print of the monument 
dating to 1857 suggests that it is only a remnant of the original entrance.  
 
A window well at the southwest corner of the monument dating to the MDC stewardship 
period was identified as the eighth structural feature and segments of nineteenth-century 
lightning rods were identified at the northwest and southeast corners of the obelisk (see 
Figure 4-2).  Finally,  four large granite bollards used as the corner posts for the original 
wrought iron fencing surrounding the obelisk platform were identified at the corners of 
the perimeter walls.  Two of these blocks were solidly anchored on quarried granite block 
platforms, while the other two blocks were seated on fill with no visible means of 
additional support.  Mahlstedt surmises that this building discrepancy is the result of a 
construction oversight (Mahlstedt 1980b:30).  The blocks were removed during the 
monitoring project because of their instability.   
 
Only 42 artifacts were recovered during the Phase I portion of the monitoring program, 
most of which were found between the first and second courses of the foundation.  The 
assemblage comprises primarily nineteenth-century materials including bottle glass, 
tobacco pipe fragments, and later nineteenth-century ceramics with a smaller admixture 
of twentieth-century materials including a light bulb end and small plastic disk.  
Mahlstedt notes that had the artifact recovery program been more systematic, a sizable 
and potentially meaningful assemblage might have been recovered reflective of the day-
to-day activities of the nineteenth-century laborers at the site.  A seventeenth-century 
latten seal top spoon handle also was recovered and is the only artifact Mahlstedt cites as 
having intrinsic value and recommends for curation (Mahlstedt 1980b:31).   
 
Phase II of the project included the removal and replacement of several sidewalk sections 
at the north and south ends of the site requiring the removal of 6-8 inches of soil beneath 
them and replacement of steps adjacent to the northeast corner of the lodge.  The removal 
of the sidewalks revealed 5–7 inches of a cinder, gravel, and sand bedding material.  In 
those locations where the stripping extended deeper than the proposed 8 inch limit, a 
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light, brown, fine sandy till was encountered. No potentially significant cultural material 
deposits or features were identified.  During the staircase removal, a layer of macadam 
was identified in the sidewall of the excavation trench of indeterminate age and origin.  
Macadam did not come into general use as a surface material until after World War I, but 
there is no documentary evidence indicating the use of macadam at the site at any point 
during its landscape history.  Based on this information, Mahlstedt suggests that the 
macadam deposit provides evidence of an undocumented paving episode along the 
northeast side of the lodge dating to the MDC stewardship period that was disturbed by 
subsequent landscaping activities (Mahlstedt 1980b:35).  Only three pieces of cultural 
material were collected during this phase of work including a complete ball clay tobacco 
pipe bowl, a bovine rib fragment, and a 2-ft diameter 4-spoked wheel.  Given the lack of 
clear stratigraphic control, Mahlstedt makes no comment concerning the potential 
significance of the materials. 
 
The Phase III component of the project did not involve any excavation but was associated 
with the de-watering and cleaning of the newel basement.  Wet screening of the mud and 
silt in the basement yielded a sample of 262 artifacts including: architectural hardware 
(nails, screens, bolts, hooks); jewelry; marbles; drinking and hurricane glass fragments; 
dark green bottle glass; window glass; pearlware; porcelain; tobacco pipe fragments; 
coins ranging in date from 1800–1978; a piece of Spanish silver; wood, plastic, metal and 
shell buttons; peach pits and peanut shells; dog bones; slate pencils; a wood or shell comb 
fragment, and a nearly complete late-twentieth-century camera.  Mahlstedt comments that 
the newel basement niche effectively acted as a well, slowly filling over time with water 
and miscellaneous debris dating from the earliest construction phase of the monument 
through to the twentieth century.  This observation is corroborated by the seemingly 
random assemblage that was recovered and the broad date range encompassed by the 
assemblage (Mahlstedt 1980b:43–44). 
 
The single most significant feature identified in the newel basement, however, were two 
large waterlogged timbers associated with the Holmes hoisting apparatus, or derrick, that 
was employed during the construction of the monument.  After providing a brief history 
of the use of the apparatus at the site during the 1825–1828 and 1834–1835 building 
campaigns, Mahlstedt goes on to describe that the surviving timbers were quickly 
mapped and photographed in situ, resubmerged to retard deterioration, and then removed 
from the newel for conservation.  The identification of the base of the hoisting apparatus, 
while not technically archeological in nature, is a significant contribution to a better 
understanding of the technological and engineering aspects of the construction of the 
monument.  In addition to the derrick base, a small iron pin was located in the center of 
the newel floor and identified as the original datum point used during the construction of 
the monument.    
 
 Evaluation of Project Objectives and Results 
 
Mahlstedt is very straightforward in the introduction to his report that his monitoring 
program does not conform to any traditional models of archeological investigation.  The 
use of heavy machinery, the lack of artifact recovery control, and the speed at which the 
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work was required to be performed resulted in a level of data loss that would likely be 
less extreme using more standard excavation techniques (Mahlstedt 1980:2).  Having said 
that, Mahlstedt’s report is extremely well researched and written given the time 
constraints imposed by the project, and is copiously illustrated with plans, profiles, and 
photographs.   
 
Mahlstedt largely fulfilled the project objectives as stated in the introduction of the report 
including the archeological documentation of building and grade changes to the site and 
the identification of previously undocumented building campaigns associated with the 
construction period and later MDC stewardship periods of the monument.  This data, as 
well as the unexpected discovery of the base of Holmes hoisting apparatus in the newel, 
are particularly important to supplementing existing documentary information about the 
secondary period of significance associated with construction of the monument from 
1825–1843.   
 
There are, however, four substantive critiques of the report. First, the report would 
benefit from a succinct management summary detailing the major findings of the 
fieldwork and providing general conclusions about the nature of the identified 
archeological resources and their significance to the history of the site.  Second, the 
report lacks an overall site plan clearly illustrating the location and extent of all of the 
construction impacts to the site as a single figure.  While Figure 64 of the report does 
provide a detailed drawing of the features identified during the Phase I portion of the 
project, (see Figure 4-2), the locations of the work for Phases II and III are provided as a 
separate figures.  The combination of all subsurface impacts onto a single map would aid 
the reader’s understanding of where subsurface trenching and identified features were 
located relative to one another throughout all phases of work.  Third, Mahlstedt notes 
monitoring of a handicap access ramp improvement and depicts it at the southeast corner 
of the site on his site plan for Phase II of the project, but makes no mention of the results 
of that monitoring. 
  
Finally, Mahlstedt’s comment that the latten spoon “represents the only single item which 
contains intrinsic value and should treated and curated accordingly” (Mahlstedt 
1980b:31) is problematical given the larger goals and results of the project.  The latten 
spoon was recovered from a filled, largely unprovenienced context that effectively 
precludes its interpretive significance, regardless of its age or relative rarity.  The 
remainder of the materials recovered from the site, while collected from similarly poorly 
controlled contexts, can be more confidently associated with specific building episodes of 
the monument.  For that reason, they have the potential, at least in theory, to address the 
“personal and behavioral idiosyncrasies of the nineteenth-century laborers involved with 
the construction of the monument” that Mahlstedt himself cites as a potentially important 
research consideration (Mahlstedt 1980b:31).  This interpretive context is particularly 
salient as the findings of the report are devoted to the documentation of the monument 
construction as identified archeologically, and the justifiable importance Mahlstedt 
attributes to the preserved derrick base in the newel basement.   
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 Status of Collections  
 
The materials collected by Mahlstedt during the monitoring program are accessioned 
under four numbers, BOSTB-00027–30, with the first three numbers correlated to the 
three phases of work conducted at the site and the final number assigned to collected soil 
samples (Towle 1985).  It appears, however, that Mahlstedt’s comment that the latten 
spoon was the only artifact worthy of curation was acted upon at some point as it was the 
only existing artifact from the project.  The item was examined at the offices of the 
Boston National Historical Park on November 27, 2007.  The location of the collected 
and curated soil samples and associated documentation is unknown.   
 
Archeological Monitoring of a Utility Trench: Bunker Hill Monument, Boston 
National Historical Park, Boston, Massachusetts, Thomas Schley, 1991  
 
 Project Objectives and Fieldwork Summary  
 
As part of a new cable installation project, Metro Boston Contracting Company 
excavated two trenches under the existing sidewalk that lies along the south and east 
sides of Monument Square around the base of the Monument as well as inside the fence 
on the Monument grounds (see Figure 4-1).  The construction work was monitored by 
CRC archeological technician Thomas Schley between March 26 and April 22, 1991 to 
ensure that no significant archeological deposits were disturbed during the machine 
excavation.  
 
The first leg of Trench 1 was dug immediately outside of the 1870s cast-iron fence and 
ran from the southeast corner of the square to the northeast corner of the square (see 
Figure 4-1).  The excavation opened with a deep hole measuring roughly 9-ft deep dug 
for the installation of a terminal box at the southeast corner of the property.  The hole 
contained several feet of large rubble fill and a rounded brick manhole extending the 
entire depth of the excavation, both of which indicated previous and significant soil 
disturbance in that location.  At 6 feet below surface, an area of continuous water seepage 
was encountered and, based on the lack of associated pipes, was tentatively interpreted as 
a natural spring.  A dark stain was identified immediately below the area of water 
seepage and similarly interpreted as an accumulation of organic material associated with 
the hypothesized spring.  Two soil samples were taken from the stain for pollen analysis, 
but the final results of that analysis has not been completed to date. 
 
Following the excavation of the terminal box hole, the remainder of the sidewalk was 
broken up and removed and a 3.10-ft deep trench was excavated for the installation of the 
cable conduit.  The trench was excavated entirely through fill containing oyster shell, 
brick, and rock rubble.   A second feature comprising approximately 90 linear ft of large, 
roughly dressed, unmortared granite blocks was identified at the entrance to the 
Connecticut gate (see Figure 4-1).  Designated Feature 1, the long axes of the blocks, 
which measured an average of 24-x-30-x-16 inches, were oriented perpendicular to the 
street and capped with a 12-inch layer of sand and shell reaching up to the level of the 
existing sidewalk.  The location and depth of the feature suggests that it was part of an 
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earlier entrance gate to the park; the blocks were subsequently removed to accommodate 
the cable conduit. 
 
A badly degraded, creosote-soaked wooden telephone box was identified at about 20 
inches below surface at the northeast termination point of Trench 1.  These types of boxes 
were used as late as the 1970s to protect underground telephone wires.   
 
Two trenches also were excavated off of Trench 1 at 45 degree angles from the northeast 
and southeast corners of the Square into the center of the street.  The author noted what 
appeared to be a “natural deposit” of sand and gravel in the middle of the street in both 
auxiliary trenches that was bounded on both sides by fill containing brick, rock, sand, and 
shell. 
 
The second leg of Trench 1 was excavated from the southeast corner of the Square to the 
center point of the Massachusetts Gate (see Figure 4-1).  This trench was excavated 
through what are generically described as fill deposits. 
 
Trench 2 was excavated from the northeast corner of the Square to within 20 ft of the 
New Hampshire Gate at which point it makes a 90 degree and runs parallel to the 
staircase toward the obelisk, terminating at an existing MDC utility manhole (see Figure 
4-1).  This trench was excavated by hand to a depth of 18–20 inches and a width of 
approximately 2 ft.  At the northeast corner of the square at approximately 11 inches 
below grade a rough-dressed stone slab resting on three courses of brick was identified 
and designated Feature 2.  The level of excavation around the feature was insufficient to 
draw any conclusions concerning its function.   
 
In general, Trench 2 comprised loamy brown fill of varying depths overlying intact 
glacial subsoils.  The fill is believed to date to landscaping efforts dating from as early as 
1839 and throughout the nineteenth century, but did not contain any potentially 
significant cultural deposits.  The observed slope of the fill deposits at the top of the hill, 
however, did suggest that the area had been artificially truncated at some point during the 
nineteenth century, although an approximate date for that event is not provided.  No 
evidence of the eighteenth-century military fortifications was identified in Trench 2.  
 
Based on his observations, Schley concluded that most of the trenches excavated for the 
telephone cables were dug through fill or in areas otherwise previously disturbed by road 
construction.  No evidence of soil change associated with the Revolutionary War 
earthworks was noted.  
 
 Evaluation of Project Objectives and Results 
 
Schley essentially produced a trip report for the archeological monitoring he conducted as 
part of the cable installation project and, as such, the document is rather brief (seven 
pages).  This brevity, unfortunately, has resulted in the omission of several important 
contextual statements and illustrative figures that would serve to validate his observations 
and recommendations.    
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The first and most significant problem with the report is the lack of any plan or profile 
drawings, detailed soil or artifact descriptions, or more comprehensive 
photodocumentation of the project.  This absence of field documentation makes it very 
difficult to assess the merit of Schley’s arguments and conclusions.  His non-descriptive 
use of the term “fill” throughout the text provides a case in point.  One of the challenges 
of historical site interpretation is the distinction between “potentially significant” or 
“significant” fill deposits versus those assessed as not significant by virtue of temporal or 
contextual factors.  So, for example, the contents of the trench backfilled during the 
construction of the Bunker Hill redoubt can be described as “fill,” but the significance of 
that fill differs substantively from backfilled trench deposits associated with the 
installation of an early-twentieth-century sewer pipe.  Schley’s lack of descriptions for 
the observed “fill” soils, the lack of any descriptive catalog of the observed or collected 
artifacts from those deposits, and the absence of a general historical landscape 
chronology makes it difficult to evaluate the date or context of the fill and, by extension, 
the potential significance of those deposits. 
 
Similarly, the identification of “natural soil” in the middle of the street is suspect given 
the context, especially when considered in light of the amount of documented cutting, 
filling, and re-grading that occurred in that location throughout the nineteenth century.  
The assertion, however, cannot be critically evaluated for lack of field drawings or photos 
in the report or any summary discussion of the landscape history of the project. 
 
Another example of an instance where photographs and more detailed plan and profile 
drawings would have been very valuable is in the identification of the “rounded brick 
manhole” at the southeast corner of the Square.  Schley’s description of the feature and 
its proximity to what he interprets as a natural spring suggests that it may be a cistern.  
Abandoned cisterns are commonly encountered in urban environments and often were 
used in residential contexts to correct drainage problems or as reservoirs for use by city 
fire departments before the installation of public water systems.  Recent excavations in 
Springfield, Massachusetts identified two cisterns in a nineteenth-century urban houselot 
(Heitert and Cox 2001).  Like the brick feature in Trench 1, the Springfield cisterns 
originally had been outfitted with domed brick roofs and also were located near natural 
springs.  Without the benefit of more field documentation, however, it is impossible to 
compare the Bunker Hill brick manhole with the Springfield cistern, or draw any 
conclusions about its date or function.  From a strict field documentation perspective, the 
rounded brick manhole should also have been assigned a feature number. 
 
Finally, a more general problem with the inferred objective and subsequent conclusion of 
the report is that it only addresses the Battle of Bunker Hill period of significance, but 
makes no mention of the secondary period of significance associated with construction of 
the monument from 1825–1843.  It is possible that Feature 1, interpreted as an earlier 
entrance to the park but removed during construction, as well as the possible cistern 
feature may be associated with that second period of significance and may have had the 
potential to provide new insights into engineering designs and landscape changes made 
during the construction of the obelisk.  The lack of consideration of the 1825–1843 
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monument building landscape period, combined with the lack of detailed field 
documentation in the report, however, make that impossible to determine. 
  
 Status of Collections  
 
Based on a review of the available collections information on file at the CRC, the 1991 
monitoring project was assigned accession number BOSTB-00080 and is composed 
exclusively of the associated documentation from the project; no artifacts were collected 
or curated as a result of the fieldwork (communication, Gail Frace, Archeologist, CRC).  
Inquires and inspections at both the Boston National Historical Park and CRC, however, 
failed to identify the physical location of the collection.  Consequently, the thoroughness 
of the field documentation and the quality of its curation cannot be assessed at this time. 
 
Trip Report on the Archeological Test Excavations Conducted on July 9-11, 1996 at 
the Bunker Hill Monument Site, William A. Griswold, July 26, 1996.  
 
Interim Report and Management Summary, Archeological Testing at Bunker Hill 
Monument, Boston National Historical Park, Charlestown, Massachusetts, Steven R. 
Pendery, Ph.D. and William A. Griswold, Ph.D., 1996  
 
 Project and Fieldwork Summary  
 
Between October and November 1996, Steven R. Pendery, William Griswold, and 
Frederica Dimmock, archeologists with the CRC, conducted archeological testing at the 
summit of the Bunker Hill Monument in advance of the proposed installation of an 
irrigation system.  The objectives of the excavations as defined in the introduction of the 
report “was to evaluate the archeological resources within the project area” (Pendery and 
Griswold 1996:1).   
 
The excavation of five 50-x-50-cm shovel test pits in the southwest quadrant of the site in 
July 1996 identified what was conjectured to be the remains of the ditch and ditch scarp 
in T1-5 and T1-6 at a depth of approximately 46 cmbs (see Figure 4-1).  This ditch and 
scarp feature, labeled Stratum 4, was tentatively interpreted as the remains of the former 
Battle of Bunker Hill redoubt erected on the site on June 17, 1775, a conclusion based on 
the similarity of the observed fill deposits to ditch fill deposits conclusively identified at 
Dorchester Heights and to the generally eighteenth-century profile of the Stratum 4 
artifact assemblage.  The scope of the initial Bunker Hill survey, however, was 
insufficient to correctly locate the fort on the landscape.  Based on the results of the 
excavation, additional archeological excavations were recommended to properly assess 
and mitigate project impacts to the potentially significant feature. 
 
Testing was resumed at the monument in September 2006.  The subsurface testing 
included 16 machine- and hand-excavated trenches (Trenches 1–13), and four 50-x-50-
cm shovel test pits (see Figure 4-1).  Based on the results of the July excavations, it was 
determined that the top 30 cm of soil across the site, designated “park deposits” was not 
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archeologically significant so that, with the exception of Trench 2, this stratum was 
stripped by backhoe.  Smaller excavation units were then hand excavated within the 
trenches to maintain stratigraphic control and better identify potential battlefield-related 
cultural features and/or artifacts. 
 
Trench 1 was excavated in the southwest quadrant of the site to expose a complete profile 
connecting the previously excavated Test Pits 4, 5, and 6.  Beneath the park deposits, a 
large irregular ditch excavated into subsoil was encountered (Figure 4-3).    The bottom 
of the ditch appeared fairly level, while the angle of the ditch scarp measured 45 degrees.  
Designated Feature 1, the ditch fill comprised brown loam and redeposited subsoil and 
contained artifacts dating to the third quarter of the eighteenth century including dark 
green bottle glass, English combed slipware, and white salt-glazed stoneware.  No 
counter scarp could be identified.  Trench 1A was excavated south of Trench 1 in an 
effort to locate the edge of Feature 1.  The feature, however, appeared to have been 
truncated by a brick and mortar deposit overlying a stone and cobble surface believed to 
be the remains of a diagonal walkway removed in the 1870s.   
 
Trench 2, a 20-m long backhoe trench excavated across the southeast quadrant of the 
park, revealed a twentieth-century rectangular pit, designated Feature 2, to a depth of 1 
meter below surface.  The feature contained a cigarette filter and machine-made bolts and 
likely is associated with a utility installation in that location. Immediately beneath the 
park deposits, a soil stratum consisting of a gravelly loam was identified and designated 
Stratum 3A.  This stratum was subsequently uncovered in many locations across the site 
overlying intact subsoil or Feature 1, and generally contained a collection of late-
eighteenth- and early-nineteenth-century artifacts.  An spent musket ball was recovered 
from redeposited soils at 50–55 centimeters below surface (cmbs), but no battle-related 
strata or features were encountered. 
 
Trenches 3A and 3B, measuring 1.5-x-2 m apiece, were excavated on the downhill side 
of the northwest slope of the hill.   Both units contained a homogenous loam fill deposit 
overlaying intact subsoil.  No fortification features were encountered.   
 
Trench 4, a 20-m long backhoe trench excavated across the northeast quadrant of the 
park, revealed the survival of a portion of Feature 1 at approximately the midpoint of the 
trench in Unit 14.  A musket ball was recovered from a systematically sampled portion of 
the fill.  Trenches 4A, 4B, and 12 were excavated south of Trench 4 in an attempt to 
better define the boundaries and orientation of Feature 1.  Trenches 4A and 4B appeared 
to delineate the east and west limits of the ditch respectively while Trench 12 came down 
solidly in the middle of the ditch fill. The materials collected from the ditch soils included 
a fairly consistent late-eighteenth-century assemblage including a predominance of 
redware followed by smaller amounts of white salt-glazed stoneware, brown stoneware, 
dark green bottle glass, ball clay pipe fragments, brick, and nails. 
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Trench 5, excavated as three discontinuous units in the northeast park quadrant, revealed 
soil disturbances associated with twentieth-century utility installations overlying graded 
subsoil deposits.  Several pieces of earlier ceramics (white salt-glazed and brown 
stoneware, tin-enameled ware, redware, tobacco pipe fragments) were recovered in 
Stratum 3A, but no evidence of the fortifications was identified.  Trench 6, a 10.5-m long  
backhoe trench excavated across the southwest quadrant of the park, revealed a similar 
soil profile to Trench 5 but without Stratum 3A.  Trench 8, excavated south from the 
western end of Trench 6, revealed the same profile as Trench 6 and no evidence of the 
Bunker Hill fortifications. 
 
The excavation of Trench 7 south of Trench 6 revealed the eastern edge of Feature 1 and 
resulted in the recovery of a fragmented eighteenth-century tombstone.  Trenches 9 and 
10, excavated to the west off of the northern and southern ends of Trench 7, identified the 
west and north edges of Feature 1, respectively.  The trench fill was not excavated in 
these units and, with the exception of two redware sherds and a piece of green bottle 
glass in Trench 9, no additional artifacts were collected. 
 
Finally, Trenches 11 and 13 were excavated west and north of Trench 1 in the southwest 
quadrant of the site and revealed soil profiles roughly similar to that identified in Trench 
1, including portions of Feature 1. While the location of Feature 1 in Trench 11 occurred 
within the expected corridor of the ditch, its location in Trench 13 was slightly farther to 
the west than expected.  No cultural materials are recorded as having been collected from 
either trench. 
 
Test pits A, B, C, and D were excavated in the area surrounding the Prescott statue in the 
grassy avenue between the obelisk and the Massachusetts Gate as the area was to be 
impacted by construction activities exceeding 30 cm in depth.  No evidence of any 
battlefield-related features or cultural deposits were identified in any of the test pits. 
 
Based on the results of the excavations, the report identifies Feature 1, the ditch and scarp 
feature, as a potentially significant cultural resource associated in some capacity with the 
Battle of Bunker Hill.  The feature was identified only in the north- and southwest 
quadrants of the park at lower elevations along the hillside, and appears to have been 
truncated at several points along its length by later nineteenth- and twentieth-century 
landscape alterations associated with the construction of the monument.   
 
While the association of the feature with the Battle of Bunker Hill seems fairly secure 
based on the solidly eighteenth-century profile of the recovered artifact assemblage 
(including musket balls), its exact function is unknown.  As a consequence of this 
ambiguity, the authors present three hypotheses to explain Feature 1.  The first hypothesis 
is that the ditch and scarp feature is the remains of the original patriot redoubt designed 
by Richard Gridley and constructed from June 16–17, 1775.  The size and shape of the 
feature, however, is not entirely consistent with the historical descriptions of the 
structure, although it should be noted that those descriptions in and of themselves are in 
many cases highly contradictory (see Chapter 3).  Nonetheless, the contradiction suggests 
that the interpretation may be incorrect or, in the alternative, that the surviving remnants 
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are highly significant in that they provide solid archeological documentation of what the 
redoubt actually looked like. 
 
The second hypothesis is that Feature 1 is the remains of the British defenses built on the 
hill following the retreat of the American forces.  The ditch deposits may be segments of 
the subsequent fortification or undocumented entrenchments.  One major implication of 
this theory is that nineteenth-century descriptions of the battle site may have in fact been 
describing the remains of the British rather than American defenses, and that the existing 
lodge and monument are actually positioned over those British structures. 
 
Finally, the third hypothesis posits that the trenches are portions of burial pits excavated 
for the fallen British and American soldiers immediately following the battle and 
subsequently exhumed following the British withdrawal from Boston.  The authors 
concede that this is the weakest of the theories in that no material evidence, either in the 
form military uniform paraphernalia or remnant human remains, were recovered from 
any of the excavation units. 
 
Whatever its function, the report concludes that Feature 1 is a potentially significant 
archeological resource and potentially eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places for its association with a key event in American history.  Additional 
research at the site, however, would be required to make a conclusive eligibility 
statement.  Pendery and Griswold suggest survey techniques such as soil coring and geo-
prospecting as potential, largely non-invasive methods for determining the exact nature 
and function of the resource. 
 
The report concludes with recommendations for the both the short- and long-term 
management of the identified archeological deposits.  As for the short-term repercussions 
of the irrigation project, the authors indicate that mitigation measures, both in the form of 
project redesign and archeological monitoring were performed to ensure that impacts to 
the identified potentially significant resources were avoided, and impacts to potentially 
sensitive portions of the project area were minimized (Pendery and Griswold 1996:14).  
They also state that subsurface impacts to the site measuring less than 20-cm deep will 
not require archeological attention and that any work from 20–30 cm below ground 
surface be archeologically monitored.  Ground disturbance greater than 30 cm is 
discouraged; if however, such disturbance is required, archeological testing will be 
required for the higher, archeologically sensitive portions of the park, and archeological 
monitoring will be required for the lower, less sensitive areas of the park (Pendery and 
Griswold 1996:iv). 
 
In terms of long-term management considerations, the authors recommend additional 
archeological investigation of the property for two reasons.  In the first instance, new data 
about the construction and location of the rebel redoubt would be of national and perhaps 
international significance in light of the importance of the Battle of Bunker Hill in 
military and world history.  In the second instance, additional work would provide the 
opportunity to better delineate and interpret the identified archeological resources and 
provide a sound basis for their preservation. 
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  Evaluation of Project Objectives and Results  
 
The results of this project provide perhaps the best evidence for the limited survival of 
potentially significant cultural resources associated with the Battle of Bunker Hill.  The 
authors fulfill the project objectives as stated in the Introduction of the report, and 
provide a well-thought rationale for the field methodology based on the results of 
previous archeological research and the conditions encountered in the field during the 
survey.  The report is amply illustrated with plan and profile drawings of the test units, 
providing detailed views of the ditch and scarp feature to supplement the general site 
map. The recommendations for additional work at the site using less invasive survey 
techniques such as soil probes and geo-prospecting reflect a sensitivity to the importance 
of the site as well as a strong preservation ethic.  These recommendations subsequently 
were implemented through two geophysical surveys of the monument property that, in an 
interesting reversal, emphasized the need for ground-truthing through targeted 
archeological excavation (see below).  
 
While the physical description of the identified soil strata across the site was well-
documented in both the narrative and illustrative elements of the text, a table 
summarizing this information along with functional/temporal interpretations of the strata 
would not only provide a convenient reference for the reader but also clarify the nature 
and dates of the observed fill deposits, especially as they relate to Feature 1.  A single 
comprehensive statement concerning the configuration, visibility, and contents of Feature 
1 also would add considerably to the content of the report.  This would allow the authors 
to provide a more detailed discussion concerning how, and possibly why, the identified 
components of the feature differed from expectations (especially in the case of the Trench 
13), and provide additional substance to the hypotheses outlined in Chapter 3.  It would 
also potentially provide indirect commentary about the nature and extent of subsequent 
landscape alterations to the site as inferred from disturbed portions of the ditch feature.  
This information, in turn, might contribute to a better understanding of the second period 
of significance for the site dating to the construction of the monument.  
 
One confusing element of the report concerns the recommendations for additional work.  
In the management abstract, the authors provide testing and monitoring recommendations 
in advance of the proposed work at the site, while the concluding remarks in Chapter 4 
suggest that the recommendations already were implemented.  Further, the long-term 
management recommendations section in Chapter 4 does not provide an explicit 
statement concerning the overall archeological sensitivity of the park for the survival of 
resources dating to the Battle of Bunker Hill or any suggestions for the preservation and 
protection of the those resources short of additional archeological investigations.  The 
report would benefit from a clarification of both of these issues. 
 
A final observation regarding the results of the survey involves the potential orientation 
of the ditch scarp. In their report, the authors identify the ditch remains (Feature 1) in 
Trenches 1, 4, 4A, 4B, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 in the northwest and southwest quadrants 
of the site.  While not explicitly discussed in the Interpretations chapter, the orientation 
of the ditch scarp as illustrated in the site plan suggests that the feature, rather than 
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encircling the obelisk, actually may curve out and away from the monument (see Figure 
4-3).  This possible configuration would mean that the majority of the ditch would have 
extended to the west of the current monument and, more importantly, would have been 
destroyed with the excavation of the western slope for use as fill, ca. 1839.   
 
That orientation also would suggest that the function of the feature may be more closely 
aligned with the authors’ Hypothesis 2, namely that Feature 1 is the remains of the British 
defenses built on the hill following the retreat of the American forces.  This hypothesis 
garners some amount of support in light of George Ellis’ 1875 observation that, “When a 
square was cut around the monument grounds for house lots…the remains of the works 
raised by the British after the battle, lying west of the monument, which had previously 
been plain to the eye, all disappeared” (Brouillette and Brown 2000:18, emphasis added). 
  
 Status of Collections  
 
The artifact assemblage for both phases of archeological survey conducted as part of the 
irrigation installation project at Bunker Hill  were examined at the offices of the Boston 
National Historical Park on November 27, 2007.  The assemblage was assigned a single 
accession number of BOSTB-00090 and comprised four large Hollinger boxes containing 
both the artifacts and associated documentation.   
 
The archeological materials and associated documentation were cataloged by the NPS to 
NRAP standards and were well organized and curated.  The identifications of key 
diagnostic artifacts recovered from Feature 1 were spot checked and found to be accurate.     
 
Geophysical Surveys as Landscape Archeology, American Antiquity, Volume 68, 
Number 3, Kenneth L. Kvamme, 2003    
 
 Project Objectives and Fieldwork Summary  
 
The summit of the Bunker Hill National Monument was geophysically surveyed on three 
separate occasions between 1996 and 1998 by Kenneth L. Kvamme, at that time a faculty 
member in the Department of Archaeology, Boston University.  The first phase of work 
was conducted on November 23, and consisted of a limited ground-penetrating radar 
(GPR) survey in a 20-x-25-m area located west of the monument. A second limited 
electrical resistance survey of a single block measuring 20-x-20 m was performed on 
November 7, 1997. The final phase of work was conducted on May 2, 1998 and included 
four additional blocks of resistance survey and three blocks of magnetic gradiometry 
survey (Kvamme 2008).  The stated goal of the project as defined in the 1996 NPS scope 
of work was “to shed further light on the earthen redoubt designed by Colonel Richard 
Gridley on June 17, 1775 . . . on the location of possible burial pits deriving from the 
historic battle, and on subsequent British fortifications” using non-invasive geo-
prospecting techniques (NPS n.d.).   
 
The five survey blocks, each measuring 20-x-20 m, were oriented roughly parallel to the 
monument in all four quadrants surrounding the obelisk (see Figure 4-1).  The primary 



 71 

finding of the GPR survey was the delineation of a robust linear feature that Kvamme 
associated as part of the Revolutionary War-era ditch feature identified in the preceding 
Pendery and Griswold excavations (1996).  A second less robust linear feature aligned at 
a slightly different angle inside the first also was identified (Kvamme 2003:450)  
(Figure 4-4).  Subsequent resistivity testing across unpaved portions of the site identified 
a range of additional “anomalies” variously interpreted as modern pipe trenches, former 
nineteenth- and twentieth-century walkways, and smaller British and American 
constructions dating to the war, landscape alterations post-dating the war, and 
construction activities associated with the obelisk (Kvamme 2003:451).  
 
 Evaluation of Project Objectives and Results 
 
Kvamme provides compelling as well as cautionary data to support his idea that the ditch 
feature identified during the GPR survey is the remains of either the original American or 
later British fortifications erected on Breed’s Hill from 1775–1776. As the author states 
in the article, 
 

 Which anomalies represent the American redoubt?  It cannot be said with 
certainty, but the broad high-resistivity features corresponding to the large ditch 
revealed by the GPR and excavations to  the west, and similar anomalies to the east 
and south are tantalizing.  They enclose a region within  which the monument to the 
Patriots is placed and are close to the markers the purportedly indicate  “corners” of 
the redoubt.  The complexity of the site simply means that the geophysical results 
cannot provide unambiguous answers (Kvamme 2003:451). 

 
Kvamme’s commentary is interesting in light of the results of the 1996 Pendery and 
Griswold survey as discussed above.  If the ditch scarp feature identified during the 
archeological survey does in fact curve away from the monument to the west, then it 
cannot be the same feature identified by Kvamme as encircling the monument.  
Furthermore, if the archeologically-identified ditch scarp feature is more properly 
associated with the British fortifications that were built on the hill following the retreat of 
the Americans (an idea substantiated by at least one nineteenth-century observer - see 
above), then the Kvamme feature represents something else entirely.  That “something 
else” may be the rebel redoubt, but it also may be a later, undocumented landscape 
feature/disturbance. 
 
In addition to identifying what may be the remains of the redoubt, the survey was equally 
valuable in identifying portions of the site that have been heavily compromised by 
landscape alterations post-dating both periods of significance for the monument.  This 
information is critical for developing more accurate sensitivity assessments for the 
monument property, and provides a means to design more targeted subsurface excavation 
strategies in the future.  
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Figure 4-4.  Map illustrating the results of the geophysical survey conducted in 1996 at the
Bunker Hill Monument with a detail showing the conjectured configuration of the Bunker 
Hill redoubt (Kvamme 2003). 
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 Status of Collections  
 
No archeological materials were collected during the geophysical survey.  The results of 
the survey work were published in the July 2003 issue of American Antiquity, Volume 
68, Number 3.  Original field documentation for the project is in the possession of Dr. 
Kenneth Kvamme, currently a member of the faculty of the Anthropology department at 
the University of Arkansas, Fayetteville (UAF).   
 
In lieu of the original field documentation, Dr. Kvamme provided PAL and the NPS with 
a digital archive of all of the geophysical data collected from the Bunker Hill site 
between 1996 and 1998.  The archive exists on an archival-quality CD and offers the data 
in unprocessed and processed states in multiple formats. The archive includes graphics 
files used to generate project imagery such as maps showing the geophysical data in 
approximately correct spatial positions; electronic scans of the primary paper records of 
the GPR profiles; the raw magnetic gradiometry and electrical resistance data as 
downloaded from the instruments and readable using ASCII-XYZ and Geoplot, Surfer, 
IDRISI, or ArcGIS software programs.  The NPS copy of the archive is currently housed 
at the NRAP offices in Lowell and should be cataloged to NRAP standards as part of the 
larger Bunker Hill collection.   
 
Geophysical Survey, Bunker Hill Monument, Boston National Historical Park, Boston, 
Massachusetts, Hager-Richter Geoscience, Inc., 2001  
 
 Project Objectives and Fieldwork Summary  
 
In October and November 2000, Hager-Richter Geoscience, Inc. conducted a geophysical 
survey at the Bunker Mill Monument.  The geo-prospecting included electromagnetic 
induction terrain conductivity (EM31), electromagnetic induction metal detection (EM61, 
commonly referred to as a metal detector survey), and GPR.  The stated goal of the 
project as defined in the NPS scope of work was to identify key areas for future 
archeological investigation and to detect specific resources expected to occur on the site 
including entrenchments, buried foundations, human burials, and large buried objects, 
especially metal (NPS 2000).   
 
The base survey grid for the project was staked at 10-m intervals across the entirety of the 
grassy portions of the hill at a roughly east-west orientation with the EM31, EM61, and 
GPR survey transects spaced at 1.5 m, 2  m, and 1.5 m intervals, respectively.  As 
outlined in the methods section of the report, the EM31 and EM61 survey techniques are 
both used to detect metal objects in the ground, but neither can specifically identify the 
nature of the metal objects.  GPR survey, on the other hand, works by transmitting 
electromagnetic signals underground and then detects, amplifies, and displays the 
received reflections to create a radar record of the subsurface.  The nature and function of 
the recorded items, however, is still subject to post-processing data interpretation (e.g. 
subjective human interpretation). 
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Numerous areas of high conductivity were noted across the site using both the EM31 and 
EM61 survey techniques, with most of those high conductivity areas occurring in 
proximity to the walkways and concrete plaza at the top of the hill and along the 
perimeter at the base of the hill.  Other strong signatures were noted in the northeast and 
southeast quadrants of the hill using the EM31 survey method, and as random but 
numerous small loci of conductivity as identified across all four quadrants using the 
EM61 technique.  The authors conclude that the large, cohesive areas of high 
conductivity mapped with the EM31 technique are likely the result of modern utility 
installations such as modern lighting systems, irrigation/sprinkler systems, and metal 
fencing, while the more scattershot pattern of elevated conductivity as mapped using the 
EM61 technique is a product of shallowly buried metal objects of recent origin. 
 
The GPR survey results proved similarly equivocal.  Like the EM31 and EM61 surveys, 
the GPR data detected a wide range of landscaping and modern utility disturbances, 
particularly in the eastern quadrants of the site.  Both the east and west quadrants, 
however, exhibited areas of flat GPR signatures indicative of compacted soil at both the 
top and base of the hill.  The southwest quadrant also displayed a truncated but linear 
disturbed area that corresponds generally to the location of the possible ditch feature 
identified in the Kvamme survey.   
 
The report provides a series of plates illustrating the locations of the identified areas of 
increased conductivity and strong GPR signals as expressed in plan view across the 
property.   This data is presented as the interpretation of the geo-prospecting results rather 
than as raw field data. The final plate (Plate 8) serves as a sensitivity map for the project 
area by removing the “noise” of modern utility installations and landscaping efforts to 
present only those signatures that the authors interpret as worthy of future subsurface 
investigation (Figure 4-5).  While not making any definitive statements regarding the 
location of the former rebel redoubt or subsequent British fortifications, the authors do 
specifically recommend future excavations in areas of disturbed ground and areas with 
flat reflectors as the most likely locations to contain potentially significant archeological 
resources associated with the Revolutionary War-era occupation of the site. 
 
 Evaluation of Project Objectives and Results 
 
The Hager-Richter geophysical survey met the goals of the project as stated in the scope 
of work by carefully describing and delineating the cultural features identified through 
geo-prospecting and providing recommendations for future subsurface excavations based 
on that data.  The report is valuable in its identification of those areas that have the 
highest potential for yielding potentially significant archeological remains associated 
with the monument’s primary period of significance, the Battle of Bunker Hill. 
 
Paradoxically, one of the major contributions of the Hager-Richter work lies in its lack of 
complementarity with Kvamme’s survey.  Unlike the earlier survey in which the 
presumed signature of the former redoubt trench appears as a dark ring feature in all four 
quadrants, the trench remains were, for the most part, not detected during the Hager-  
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Figure 4-5.  Map showing geophysical features of possible archeological interest as identified during 2001 GPR survey at the Bunker Hill Monument (Hager-Richter 2001). 
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Richter survey.  The one exception was the identification of a disturbed area in the 
southwest quadrant of the park similar in location and orientation to that identified as the 
southwest corner of the redoubt on Kvamme’s map (see Figures 4-4, 4-5).  The reasons 
for the disparity are unclear.  Seasonal variations in ground conditions may provide one 
possible explanation, as might differing “reads” of the data.   
 
On the other hand, the Hager-Richter results do provide some complementary data to the 
1996 archeological excavations.  The “flat” signature in the southwest quadrant 
corresponds roughly with the linear ditch scarp (Feature 1) identified in Trench 1.  
Similarly, the small disturbed area in the south-central portion of the northwest quadrant 
corresponds well with Trenches 4A, 4B, and 12, all of which contained evidence of 
Feature 1 (see Figures 4-3, 4-5).  This very general correspondence as well as the highly 
fragmented nature of the subsurface anomalies detected during the GPR survey, however, 
make hard and fast associations with the archeological data very problematic.   
 
Two drawbacks of the survey report that may be noted are the somewhat overly technical 
language employed to describe the results of the survey, and the lack of a map providing 
a raw data view of the project area in plan.  In the first instance, the lack of a more 
conversational narrative concerning the methods and outcome of the survey results in 
jargon that in some cases confuses rather than clarifies the field methodology.  In the 
second instance, the lack of raw data presentation leaves the reader to rely exclusively on 
the interpretations of the report authors rather than providing the opportunity to draw 
one’s own conclusions.   
 
The Hager-Richter survey report, like the Kvamme geophysical survey that preceded it, is 
circumspect in its evaluation of the potential and limits of geophysical survey methods, 
stating that 
 

 Objects of archeological significance do not have distinctive characteristics 
that allow them to be distinguished from objects of no archeological significance 
on the basis of geophysical signatures alone . . . the identifications and 
determination of archeological significance depends  on experience and requires 
confirmation by way of ground truth for most objects.  The ground  truth can be 
in the form of as-built plans and/or personal observations of the results of 
excavation (Hager-Richter 2001:3) 

 
 Status of Collections  
 
No archeological materials were collected during the geophysical survey.  One complete 
data set for all geophysical work in hardcopy and digital format as well as the final report 
for the project is located at the NRAP offices in Lowell.  
 
Archeological Intensive Testing Program, Bunker Hill Rehabilitation Package 106, 
Boston National Historical Park, Boston, Massachusetts, Jennifer L. Bonner and 
Suzanne G. Cherau, 2005  
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 Project Objectives and Fieldwork Summary  
 
In September 2004, the Public Archaeology Laboratory, Inc. (PAL) conducted an 
intensive (locational) archeological survey at the Bunker Hill Monument as part of the 
Bunker Hill Rehabilitation Package 106 project.  The work, completed under the 
authority of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 
(36 CFR 800), was conducted in advance of several proposed improvements to the 
monument grounds including the realignment of the existing access ramp, landscaping, 
new lighting fixtures and associated wiring.  The research objectives included evaluating 
the level of archeological preservation in the Area of Potential Effect; determining the 
presence or absence of undisturbed soil profiles that may contain evidence of the battle 
and/or British occupation of Breeds Hill; and determining the potential research value 
and significance of identified resources within the project area. 
 
Subsurface testing for the project included: one 1-x-1-m EU in the grassy area east of 
Prescott’s Statue (EU 1); three 1-x-1-m EUs under the concrete plaza to the north, west 
and south of the obelisk (EUs 2–4); and three trenches south of the existing access ramp 
(TR 1–3) on a steep slope (see Figure 4-1).  TR 1 was placed to intercept an anomaly 
present on the Apparent Conductivity Map of the 2001 geophysical survey of monument 
conducted by Hager-Richter Geoscience, Inc. (see above).  The Harris Matrix system was 
used to record the relationships among stratigraphic contexts and to correlate and 
associate these contexts across the project area.  Following the determination of 
stratigraphic superposition, correlation, and association, a diagram was generated that 
represented the relationship of the individual stratigraphic contexts to each other.    
 
The subsurface testing documented a substantial level of late-nineteenth- and twentieth-
century soil disturbance over the majority of the project area.  These fill deposits and 
associated cultural materials can be confidently associated with the installation and 
implementation of a wide range of nineteenth- and twentieth-century improvements to 
the property (e.g., irrigation, drainage, grading, landscaping, plaza, and walkway).  
 
The four EUs located around the obelisk contained several fill episodes ranging in depth 
from 20–60 cm overlaying natural B2 and C-soil horizons.  The landscape A deposit 
(Context #1) contained a mixed assemblage of nineteenth- to late-twentieth-century 
artifacts.  The fill deposits (Context #2–5, 10, 13, 14, and 15) all contained mixed artifact 
assemblages dating from the nineteenth to late twentieth centuries containing a broad 
range of domestic and architectural materials such as redware, creamware, whiteware, 
stoneware, machine-cut and wire nails, plastic combs and bags, window and bottle glass, 
plaster, mortar, and brick.  No intact soil surfaces relating to the colonial redoubt, British 
fortifications, and construction of the obelisk or lodge were encountered.  Based on the 
recovery from mixed contexts of several coins dating from 1920–1973, the identified fill 
episodes can be confidently attributed to the various improvement projects made to the 
site throughout that period (see Chapter 3). 
 
The excavation of the three trenches revealed extensive grading and disturbance from 
modern infrastructural improvements, namely the installation of modern PVC drainage 
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and irrigation along the south slope of the monument site.  B2 and C-horizon subsoils 
were encountered immediately beneath a landscaped A-horizon (Context #1), which 
contained a mixed assemblage of eighteenth- to late-twentieth-century artifacts.  TR 2 
contained two additional fill deposits likely associated with the irrigation pipes in the 
trench.  
 
Seven (7) pieces of chipping debris, representing the by-products of stone tool 
manufacture during the pre-contact period, were recovered from the landscaped A 
(Context #1) fill deposits in EU 1 (near the obelisk) and TR 2 (on the south slope).  These 
artifacts were found within a mixed post-contact period artifact assemblage dating from 
the eighteenth to late twentieth centuries.  They do not represent an intact pre-contact 
period occupation of the site.  Most, if not all of the fill soils were likely imported to the 
site, from undocumented source locations, meaning the lithic debitage cannot be 
provenienced to “Breeds Hill” with any degree of certainty.   
 
No significant archeological deposits were identified within the project construction 
impact areas subjected to subsurface testing.  The historic significance of the site and 
slight potential for human burials, however, resulted in a recommendation for 
archeological monitoring of the work areas during the construction phase of the project.  
This recommendation was implemented by NPS staff in June 2006 (see below).  
 
 Evaluation of Project Objectives and Results  
 
PAL was successful in completing the project objectives as specified in the scope of work 
by documenting a substantial degree of soil disturbance within the project impact areas 
that effectively precluded the survival of intact archeological deposits dating to the Battle 
of Bunker Hill or any subsequent battlefield commemorative construction.  Given the 
limited nature of the testing and the inferred archeological sensitivity of the site, 
however, PAL did exercise caution in recommending archeological monitoring of the 
project impact areas during the construction phase of the project to ensure that no 
undocumented, intact soils would be disturbed. 
 
On a more general level, the results of the project are important in that they document, 
albeit through a highly selective sampling strategy, the substantial degree of late 
twentieth-century soil disturbance immediately surrounding the base of the monument 
and at the southeast corner of the base of the hill.  The level of this disturbance makes it 
unlikely, although not impossible, that intact soils dating to either period of significance 
for the monument survive in those locations. 
 
 Status of Collections  
 
A total of 2,491 pieces of pre- and post-contact period cultural material was collected 
during the intensive survey and cataloged at the PAL laboratory according to the NRAP 
guidelines and using the Automated National Cataloging System+ (ANCS+), Version 
6.31.  The associated documentation for the project, including the field maps and field 
forms, color slides, and final reports, were similarly processed.  The collection is 
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assigned accession number BOSTB-00095.  All of the materials, including the final 
report copies and ANCS+ catalog records, were delivered by PAL to the Boston National 
Historical Park offices at the Charlestown Navy Yard on May 16, 2005. 
 
Bunker Hill Concrete Repair and Electrical Trenching Archeological Monitoring 
Project, Steven R. Pendery, 2006  
 
 Project Objectives and Fieldwork Summary  
 
In June 2006, Steven R. Pendery, Senior Archeologist with NRAP, conducted 
archeological monitoring at the Bunker Hill Monument during construction work 
associated with concrete repair and the installation of new lighting.  This monitoring 
program was conducted over four days between June 2 and June 20.  Based on review of 
the available field data on file at the NRAP offices in Lowell, the trench excavations 
occurred along the entire perimeter of the base of Monument Square (Trench Segments 
1–10); along the east and west sides of the staircase and concrete walkway leading up 
from the Massachusetts Gate (Trench Segments 12, 13); along the east and west sides of 
the New Hampshire Gate staircase (Trench Segments 18, 19); along the north and south 
sides of the Connecticut Gate staircase (Trench Segment 15); along the perimeter of the 
concrete plaza surrounding the obelisk (Trench Segment 14); at two locations east and 
north of the Granite Lodge within the concrete plaza (Trench Segments 11 and 17, 
respectively); and at a 45 degree projection from the northeast corner of the base of the 
square (Trench Segment 16).   
 
The monitoring program resulted in a series of seven profile drawings taken from the 
south and east sides of the monument; no profile drawings from the north or west sides 
could be located (see Figure 4-1).  The stratigraphic units identified in the soil profiles are 
labeled with Harris Matrix context numbers, although the use of those numbers is 
sporadic and there is no master table providing either a physical or functional/descriptive 
inventory of the soils.    
 
All of the soil profiles opened with a consistent 30-centimeter (cm) thick “loam/topsoil” 
horizon that, using the previous 2005 excavations as a guide, may be interpreted as a 
recent landscape topsoil stratum associated with late twentieth-century improvements to 
the property.  Underlying the landscaped A horizon, a number of fill deposits and intact 
subsoil strata are recorded.  The “middle unit,” for example, located along the west side 
of the Massachusetts Gate walkway, provides a straightforward soil profile of topsoil 
followed by an intact, probably B2,  subsoil to a termination depth of roughly 85 cmbs.  A 
small pocket of clay and “dark soil” containing brick fragments, one piece of creamware 
or whiteware, and one piece of redware is noted at the northwest corner of the unit and 
tentatively interpreted as a “paving”(?) hole, but the reasons for this conclusion are not 
specifically stated. 
 
Trench Segment 16, located on the northeast slope of the hill, provides a slightly more 
complicated stratigraphic picture.  This area also is characterized by a modern landscaped 
A horizon, but is underlain by what is identified as a roughly 45-cm deep “landscape fill” 
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(Context 27).  This fill, in turn, rests on top of what is tentatively identified as a truncated 
45-cm wide “rubble walking surface” lying on top of intact subsoil.   Based on the 
monument landscape history, the deep landscape fill identified at the northwest corner of 
hill in Trench Segment 16 may be associated with the filling and grading activities that 
occurred at the site in 1829 as part of the sale of the monument grounds for residential 
development (see Chapter 3).  This conclusion, however, is speculative, as there is no 
record of any cultural material collected or observed from the fill that might provide its 
deposit date.   
 
The profile drawing for Trench Segments 6/7 provides the most complicated stratigraphic 
profile.  This trench profile, located at what is identified as the base of a monument 
commemorating the original monument erected in 1794 by King Solomon’s Lodge, 
opened with a 30-cm thick loam/topsoil layer followed by a deep bowl-shaped soil 
deposit labeled Context 26.  This context, mottled with subsoil, contained brick and stone 
rubble, pockets of black soil, and pockets of the “landscape fill” identified in Trench 
Segment 16.   
 
 Evaluation of Project Objectives and Results 
 
In the absence of any explicit statement regarding the objective of the work, it is assumed 
that the archeological monitoring was performed in response to the 2005 PAL report 
recommendations (Bonner and Cherau 2005:59 – see above).  It is further assumed that 
the focus on the south and west sides of the monument during the monitoring program 
was an effort to expand upon and complement PAL’s 2005 archeological work that 
focused primarily on the east side of the hill’s summit.   
 
In this respect, the monitoring program was successful in documenting similar levels of 
soil disturbance to the site that preclude the survival of intact archeological deposits 
dating to the Battle of Bunker Hill period of significance.  By the same token, if the 
interpretation of the “landscape fill” in Trench Segment 16 is properly associated with the 
filling efforts on the north side of the hill in 1829, then the project also was successful in 
identifying intact landscape evidence dating to the site’s second period of significance, 
the construction of the monument from 1825–1842.  More detailed field documentation, 
however, would be required to substantiate these statements. 
 
The lack of a report makes it difficult to assess the contribution of the 2006 archeological 
monitoring program.  The interpretations and conclusions offered above are based on the 
available field documentation correlated with the known and inferred landscape history 
of the site, and should be considered highly tentative. 
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 Status of Collections  
 
Four small bags of artifacts were collected during the 2006 monitoring project, and are 
currently at the NRAP lab in Lowell, as are the field notes for the project.  Both the field 
notes and the artifacts for the project should be cataloged and curated to NRAP standards. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
 
The Role of Archeology and the Bunker Hill National Monument  
 
The Bunker Hill Monument was designated a National Historic Landmark in 1961 and 
subsequently was listed on the National Register in 1966.  At the time of its listing on the 
National Register, the site’s period of significance was identified as 1700–1899 with 
specific significance dates: 1775, the year of the battle of Bunker Hill; and 1825–1842, 
the years during which the obelisk was planned and erected in commemoration of that 
battle.  The period from 1842–1899 was included in recognition of the efforts of the 
Bunker Hill Monument Association to shape the grounds into an environment reflective 
of the significance of the memorialized battle (Brouillette and Brown 2000:xii).    In 
1996, as part of the NPS List of Classified Structures, the commemorative period was 
extended to 1902 to include the construction of the granite lodge.  The cultural landscape 
report for the property has recommended that the period of significance be further 
extended to 1947 in recognition of the MDC stewardship and their efforts toward the full 
realization of the monument landscape (Brouillette and Brown 2000:xii), but that 
recommendation has not been implemented as of the production of this AOA.   
 
As to the monument’s first and primary period of significance, the Battle of Bunker Hill, 
the 1996 subsurface testing program conducted by Pendery and Griswold and the two 
geophysical surveys that followed were successful in identifying the possible remains of 
a trench feature associated with the Revolutionary War-era fortifications that were 
erected on Breed’s Hill in 1775.  As discussed in Chapter 5, the three projects when 
viewed as a group provide equivocal, and in some instances contradictory, results 
regarding the exact location, orientation, and affiliation (i.e., American or British) of the 
trench feature.  Of the three, the Pendery and Griswold excavations provide the most 
compelling evidence for the survival of the trench, but even that work is constrained in its 
overall conclusions by the limited excavation strategy employed at the site.     
 
It is the discrepancies among the three data sets, however, that underscore the value of 
the surveys as a group.  When taken as a whole, they provide multiple lines of evidence 
with which to critically assess the historical and archeological ambiguities surrounding 
the redoubt.   This synthetic approach is not only valuable, but necessary in the absence 
of the kind of single large-scale horizontal and vertical exposure of the feature that would 
be necessary to conclusively determine its overall configuration, function, and integrity.   
 
As to the property’s second period of significance from 1825–1902, Thomas Mahlstedt’s 
monitoring work provides substantive archeological data regarding building and grade 
changes to the site and the identification of previously undocumented building campaigns 
associated with the construction period. This data, as well as the unexpected discovery of 
the base of Holmes hoisting apparatus in the newel, are particularly important to 
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supplementing and expanding existing documentary information about the construction 
of the obelisk.  On a larger level, the hoisting apparatus provides tangible evidence not 
only of the technology used in the construction of a historically significant monument, 
but may also be considered a significant example of an innovative nineteenth-century 
engineering mechanism in and of itself.  Finally, Mahlstedt’s identification of a 
previously undocumented macadam walkway associated with the MDC stewardship of 
the property may be considered to contribute substantive archeological data to the 
proposed extension of the commemorative period of significance to include the MDC 
ownership period from 1919–1947 (Brouillette and Brown 2000:xii). 
 
None of the remaining archeological projects (PAL 2005; Pendery 2006; Schley 1991) 
resulted in the identification of individual, potentially significant archeological deposits 
attributable to either period of significance for the site.  Schley did identify a rounded 
brick manhole feature and a rough-dressed stone slab resting on three courses of brick in 
the course of his monitoring, but the lack of adequate field documentation makes it 
impossible to assess the dates, functions, or potential significance of the resources.  
 
All three projects, however, do catalog a series of major and minor disturbances to the 
monument landscape and, as such, provide important information regarding the overall 
archeological sensitivity of the property.  A comparison of the results of PAL’s 2005 
survey with Pendery’s 2006 archeological monitoring program, for example, suggests 
that the areas immediately surrounding the base of the obelisk and along the perimeter 
walkway are so disturbed as to preclude the survival of any archeological deposits 
associated with the Battle of Bunker Hill.  By way of contrast, the Pendery and PAL 
survey results also serve to highlight the comparative lack of disturbance in the grassy 
southwest and northwest quadrants of the site as demonstrated by the identification of a 
Revolutionary War-era ditch feature in those locations (Pendery and Griswold 1996).  
   
A review of all of the archeological work conducted at the site to date provides 
information with which to develop an archeological sensitivity map for both the Battle of 
Bunker Hill and Commemorative periods of significance (Figure 5-1).  Given the inferred 
and observed landscape history of the site and following from the 1996 Pendery and 
Griswold recommendations, subsurface impacts to the site measuring less than 20 
centimeters below ground surface (cbgs) will not impact any potentially significant 
archeological deposits and, as such, do not require any advance archeological 
investigations.  In the event that ground disturbance is proposed from 20–30 cbgs, that 
work should be archeologically monitored especially for evidence of the surface of the 
redoubt trench feature. Ground disturbance in excess of 30 cbgs is discouraged but, in the 
event that such disturbance cannot be avoided, archeological testing should be conducted 
in the higher sensitivity portions of the park including the four quadrants at the top of the 
hill, and archeological monitoring should be conducted in less sensitive areas of the park 
extending down the hillsides.  
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Figure 5-1.  Archeological sensitivity map, Bunker Hill Monument.
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It should be noted that the machine excavations around the obelisk that occurred in 1980 
would seem to preclude any archeological sensitivity in that location (see Figure 4-1).  
The maximum depths of those excavations, however, are not clearly documented and, as 
such, deeply buried archeological deposits associated specifically with the construction of 
the obelisk may survive. Mahlstedt notes that during his monitoring work, hand 
excavation replaced machine excavation between the first and second courses of the 
monument foundation for lack of maneuverability and that “if the entire foundation had 
been excavated by hand there might exist a sizeable and potentially meaningful artifact 
assemblage . . . reflective of a variety of personal and behavioral idiosyncracies of the 
nineteenth-century laborers involved in the monument construction” (Mahlstedt 
1980:31). 
  
In consideration of the actual and potential contributions of archeological research 
to a more substantive understanding of the history of the Battle of Bunker Hill and 
the Bunker Hill commemorative period, it is recommended that any future 
amendments to the existing National Register documentation for the Bunker Hill 
National Monument include post-contact period archeology as an area of 
significance for the property under Criterion D. 
 
National Register Eligibility of Identified Archeological Resources  
 
As detailed in Chapter 4 and discussed above, the number, types, and quality of 
archeological data identified at the Bunker Hill National Monument is sufficient to 
recommend post-contact period archeology as an area of significance for the property 
under Criterion D.  The resources themselves, however, also may be considered 
individually as National Register-eligible archeological properties. 
 
The NPS has established four criteria for listing significant properties in the National 
Register (36 CFR 60). The criteria are broadly defined to include the wide range of 
properties that are significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, 
engineering, and culture. The quality of significance may be present in districts, sites, 
buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The criteria allow for the listing of 
properties: 
 
 A. that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history; or 
 
 B. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
 
 C. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction; or 
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 D. that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to prehistory 
or history. 

  
Archeological properties can be determined eligible for listing in the National Register 
under all four criteria (Little et al. 2000).  Significance under any of these criteria is 
determined by the kind of data contained in the property, the relative importance of 
research topics that could be addressed by the data, whether these data are unique or 
redundant, and the current state of knowledge relating to the research topic(s).  A 
defensible argument must establish that a property “has important legitimate associations 
and/or information value based upon existing knowledge and interpretations that have 
been made, evaluated, and accepted” (McManamon 1990:15). 
 
Another critical component in assessing the significance of a historic property is an 
evaluation of its integrity.  Historic properties either retain integrity (this is, convey their 
significance) or they do not.  The National Register criteria recognize seven aspects or 
qualities that, in various combinations, define integrity including:  
 

• location, the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where 
the historic event occurred; 

 
• design, the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, 

and style of a property;  
 

• setting, the physical environment of a historic property;  
 

• materials, the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a 
particular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a 
historic property;  

 
• workmanship, the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people 

during any given period in history or prehistory;  
 
• feeling, a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular 

period of time; and  
 

• association, the direct link between an important historic event or person and a 
historic property.  

 
To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and usually most, of 
these aspects. The retention of specific aspects of integrity is paramount for a property to 
convey its significance. Determining which of these aspects are most important to a 
particular property requires knowing why, where, and when the property is significant 
(NPS 2002). 
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Table 5-1 summarizes the archeological resources identified at the Bunker Hill 
Monument property to date; the period of significance to which each resource would 
most logically contribute; the physical integrity of each resource; the integrity of each 
resource as evaluated using National Register criteria; the research value of each source; 
and recommendations regarding the National Register eligibility of each resource based 
on a synthetic evaluation of the preceding categories.  Given the landscape history of the 
property, it is unsurprising that resources dating to the Commemorative period of 
significance comprise the bulk of the archeological inventory or that, moreover, those 
resources span a broad range of interpretive value.   
 
Despite the pre-eminent significance of the Battle of Bunker Hill to the property, only 
one archeological resource dating to that period, the remains of the redoubt ditch feature, 
has been identified to date.  The survival of this one feature, however, has the potential to 
contribute substantive information with which to clarify outstanding questions regarding 
the size, shape, and affiliation of the fortifications.  The level of integrity for the ditch is 
currently unknown, but given the importance of the Battle of Bunker Hill to American 
history, the National Register status of the site based on that event, and the unique nature 
of the resource, any surviving remnant of the feature should be considered potentially 
significant. 
 
Recommendations for Future Research  
 
The Bunker Hill Monument site poses a unique challenge insofar as additional 
archeological investigations are concerned.  The Revolutionary War-era redoubt trench is 
a large-scale landscape feature that under normal circumstances would be most 
effectively delineated through machine-assisted soil stripping over large portions of the 
site.  Given the unique historical significance of the monument landscape, however, this 
approach is likely neither prudent nor practical.  Despite this limitation, the existing and 
potential archeological data has the potential to clarify ambiguities surrounding the Battle 
of Bunker Hill that are not otherwise resolvable using the conflicting historical 
documentation about the site. 
 
The development of more reliable geo-prospecting techniques likely will provide the 
most cost effective and least destructive means of conclusively identifying the size, 
shape, orientation, and integrity of the redoubt trench feature.  In the meantime, targeted 
trench and unit excavations conducted in advance of proposed construction projects 
continues to be the best strategy for exposing additional elements of the trench and, 
secondarily, for identifying previously undocumented obelisk construction episodes.  For 
this work to be of maximum value, the Harris matrix soil recording system should be 
employed so that soil contexts can be correlated temporally and spatially in the likely 
event that the various archeological projects are separated by a span of several years.  
 
The realized and potential value of archeology to the interpretation of the monument 
property also may add an important public education component to the site.  The results 
of the GPR surveys combined and/or overlaid with the results of the Pendery and 
Griswold excavations, for example, could provide a meaningful visual representation of 
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the uncertainties surrounding the location of the Bunker Hill redoubt.  Similarly, 
photographs taken during Mahlstedt’s archeological monitoring program might be used 
to “deconstruct” the construction of the obelisk, providing evidence of creative or cost-
saving field engineering techniques either not available through existing records or not 
visible on the current landscape.   
 
Another aspect of this public education component should include the display of select 
artifacts recovered during archeological excavations conducted at the monument. While 
not necessarily interpretively significant to the site, many of the artifacts are important in 
that they provide tangible and evocative reminders of both the military and 
commemorative aspects of the site’s history. Appendix I provides a list of artifacts 
recommended for public display.  With the exception of the latten spoon and Holmes 
hoisting apparatus, the selected artifacts are associated with the Pendery and Griswold 
excavations and were collected from Feature 1, the redoubt ditch feature, and Stratum 
3A, an eighteenth-century context that may be a relict topsoil dating roughly to the period 
of the battle.  The items provide a sample of cultural material that may be directly 
associated with the Battle of Bunker Hill itself, such as musket balls, as well as more 
mundane materials such as bottles and ceramics that highlight the domestic trappings of 
day-to-day life in the second half of the eighteenth century.  As for the nineteenth-century 
Commemorative period of significance, the remains of the Holmes hoisting apparatus, 
while not strictly archeological in recovery, are significant as the only surviving element 
of an innovative technology critical to the construction of the obelisk.  
 
The newly-opened Bunker Hill Museum at 43 Monument Square would provide an 
appropriate venue for the display of the archeologically derived materials and provide 
necessary historical context so that the public may read and interpret the archeological 
data independently.   
 
Summary  
 
The assessment of the known and potential archeological resources within Bunker Hill 
National Monument must be an ongoing process.  The current project was most useful for 
compiling information relating to archeological sites and sensitivity that can grow with 
the needs of the Park.  In order for the AOA to be effective for the future management of 
archeological resources, new and updated information must be added.  This information 
includes the recordation of new archeological sites identified through excavation or 
accidental discovery and the collection of additional information from Park employees, 
local residents and historians.  By viewing the AOA report as a resource to be utilized 
and improved upon, the NPS can continue to successfully identify, manage and interpret 
the archeological sites and resources within the Bunker Hill National Monument.   
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APPENDIX I 
 

ARTIFACTS RECOMMENDED FOR PUBLIC EXHIBIT 



Collection Accession # Catalog # Context Description 
 

Mahlstedt 1980 BOSTB-00029 _ Recovered from fill between the first 
and second course of the obelisk 
foundation 
 

17th-century latten seal top spoon handle 

Mahlstedt 1980 BOSTB-00027 _ Newel basement  Remains of the Holmes hoisting apparatus 
 

Pendery and Griswold 1996 BOSTB-00090 433 Trench 1, Unit 6, Feature 1 – redoubt 
ditch 
 

Ball clay tobacco pipe stem fragment 

Pendery and Griswold 1996 BOSTB-00090 424 Trench 1, Unit 6, Feature 1 – redoubt 
ditch 
 

Black molded glass bead 

Pendery and Griswold 1996 BOSTB-00090 507 Trench 2, Unit 2, Stratum 3A Westerwald stoneware sherd with cobalt and 
manganese decoration 
 

Pendery and Griswold 1996 BOSTB-00090 508 Trench 2, Unit 2, Stratum 3A Ball clay tobacco pipe stem fragment with 
molded geometric design 
 

Pendery and Griswold 1996 
 

BOSTB-00090 592 Trench 2, Unit 10, Stratum 3A Lead musket ball – flattened by impact 

Pendery and Griswold 1996 BOSTB-00090 631 Trench 4, Level 4, Feature 1 – redoubt 
ditch 
 

Lead musket ball 

Pendery and Griswold 1996 BOSTB-00090 676 Trench 7, Feature 1 – redoubt ditch, 
upper ditch fill 
 

Free-blown dark olive green bottle lip and string 
rim  

Pendery and Griswold 1996 
 

BOSTB-00090 652 Trench 4, backhoe cleaning English yellow slipware sherd 

Pendery and Griswold 1996 
 

BOSTB-00090 830 Trench 7, Feature 1 Slate gravestone fragment  
 

Pendery and Griswold 1996 BOSTB-00090 831 Trench 7, backfill Slate gravestone fragment – mends with #830 
 

 


