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ABSTRACT

H 1y Hamlet (Si* &M * an Arcl « wp/Anas. 1 i1 ¢
site in the Sagehen Flats Locality of the Dol J
(D.A.P.) study area. Investigations were initiated during the fall of
1979 as part of the project's standard fall testing program; the goal of
the work was to add information to the Sagehen Flats cultural data bases,
specifically to the Sagehen Phase West Sagehen Ne' _iborhood and Archaic
North Marsh Band categories. The site was reopened in 1981 to resolve
interpretational ambiguities concerning the architectural units discovered
during the initial season of operations. Two major use components are
inferred to have occurred at the site. The first apparently represents
seasonal or temporary use of the site area by Archaic peoples, perhaps
about 2500 B.C. The second use was by an Anasazi group who built and used
a roomblock and pitstructure. Tree-ring analysis suggests the Anasazi
component dates to the time span A.D. 760-780. Two burials were also
recovered from the site and apparently date to the Anasazi.component.
There is slight evidence for later Anasazi use or visitation of the site,

but lack of evidence preludes definitive descriptions.
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INTRODUCTION

Hor :fly Hamlet is located 2 km west of the Dolores River and about
9 km northwest of the town of Dolores. The legal location of the site is
as follows: Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Sec 36, T38N,
R16W. The Universal Transverse Mercator grid coordinates for the site
are 715,280 mE and 4,154,490 mN in zone 12. The elevation of Site 5MT2236
averages 2110 m above sea Tlevel. The reference map for the area is the
Trimble Point Quadrangle, Colorado, U.S.G.S. 7.5 Minute Series 19 .
Topographic Map. According to project systematics (Kane [1]) the site is
located in the Sagehen Flats Locality, a division of the Escalante Sector
comprising lowland and mesa areas west of the river valley and centered on
the Sagehen Flats marsh. This locality has been one of the primary foci
of project studies and exhibits evidence of prehistoric occupation
beginning with the Archaic period and continuing intermittently until
historic times. The Anasazi Tradition is particularly well represented by

habitation and limited activity sites within the locality.

Administrative Work Summary

The site was first recorded during the initial reconnaissance of
Dolores River project archaeological resources performed by the University
of Colorado in the fall of 1972 (Breternitz and Martin [2]). The site
form, compieted by H.W. Toll, describes the site as consisting of two 10
by 15 m areas containing scattered rubble and artifactual materials; the
areas are about 30 m apart. The materials collected during the :cording
process suggest a long sequence of Anasazi use beginning with the

Basketmaker III period and ending with Pueblo II.



After tl initiation of the Dolores Archaeological Program in June of
1978, the site was selected for testing as part of the magnetometer sury y
dufing the first field season. The site was magnetically surveyed on 2,
10, and 11 October 1978; six 20 by 20 m grid blocks, including the two
material concentrations recorded by Toll, were tested.

The site was again 1nvestigafed in 1979 as a portion of the 1979 fall
testing programn. Standard D.A.P. procedures for this type of work are the
systematic collection of surface materials, mechanical blading to expose
prehistoric structures and extramural syrfaces, and limited mechanical
trenching and hand tool exploration to determine the characteristics of
discovered structures and features (Greenwald and Hewitt [3]). This pha
of investigations was begun on 5 September 1979 and was directed by the
Sagehen Flats Locality Supervisor, D. Greenwald. The crew consisted (at
different times) of S. Bradley, M. Chenault, P. Hancock, D. Harriman, R.
Harriman, N. Hewitt, M. Hovezak, T. Hovezak, H. Hoy, J. Kleidon, A.
Schwab, G. Snyder, and A. Tucker.

The excavations were reopened for a brief period in 1981; this work
was supervised by N. Morris, who was aided by J. Brisbin and K. Kuckelman.
A total labor effort of 47 person-days was expended during the four

fieldwork periods.

Ervi~onmental Setting

The descriptive summaries which follow are based on observations mad-
during the 1979 testing program; the described characteristics will not
necessari y ref 2ct prehistoric conditions, of course. The descriptions
in this report are only intended to provide background material for the
reader, a more detailed discussion of the local environment is available

_2-
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The climate characteristic of low elevation (2050-2150 m) areas in
the Escalante Sector is noteworthy for low humidity, mild summers, and
cold, dry winters. There is typically a wide range of temperatures for
each 24-hour period, reflecting the 2100 m plus elevation above sea level.
Local U.S. Weather Bureau data indicate that the average precipitation
for the area is 450-500 mm; accumulating primarily in winter and midsummer
wet seasons. The site vicinity probably has a normal growing season of
120-130 days (this is an extrapolation based on compilations of annual
data from tne U.S. Weather Bureau station at Yellowjacket, located about
15 km to the west and at about the same elevation). A more detailed
discussion of the local climate can be found in the Sagehen Flats Locality

reports (Kane [5], Greenwald [4]).

Flora

Tne present-day dominant vegetation type at the site is big sagebrush

(Artemisia tridentata). Thistle (Cirsium sp.), lupine (Lupinus sp.),

birdbeak (Cordylanthus sp.), and rabbitorush (Chrysethamnic paysencocl are

also present. The marsh to the south of the site contéins cattail (Typha

latifolia), American bulrush (Scirpus americanus), bulrush (Scirpus

acutus), common arrowhead (Sagittaria latifolia), and willow (Salix sp.).

South of tne marshy area are higher knolls with a cover of pinyon (Pinus

edulis) and juniper (Juniperus osteosperma), both of which might have been

more prevalent before the lower areas were cleared for cultivation in
historic times.
Other vegetation in the area of Site 5MT2236 include: broadleaf

yucca (Yucca baccata), prickly pear (Upuntia sp.), wild onion (Allium

acuminatum), sego lily {(Calochortus nuttallii), Indian rice grass

-5-




(Oryzopsis hymenoides), serviceberry (Amelanchier utahensis), squawbush

(Rhus aromatica spp. trilobata), chokecherry (Prunus virginiana), squaw

apple (Peraphyllum ramosissimum), wild buckwheat (Eriogonum sp.), globe

mallow (Sphaeralcea coccinea), fleabane (Frigeron coulteri), evening

primrose (Oenothera caespitosa), yarrow (Achillea lanulosa), miner's

candle (Cryptantha bakerii), buttercup (Ranunculus sp.), sweet clover

(Melilotus offirinalis), aster (Aster sp.), Indian paintbrush (Castilleja

chromosa), tansy mustards (Si<wmbrium sp.), stickseed (Lappula sp.), flax

inum sp.), vetch (Astragalus sp.), foxtail barley (Hordeum jubatum),

cheat grass (Bromus ter*~rum), western wheatgrass (Agropyron smithii), {

crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum).

Faunal species which occur near the site today include the following:

Nuttall's cottontail (Sylvilagus nutt~'?%i), rock squirrel (Spermophilus

variegatus), Gunnison's prairie dog (Cynomys gunnisoni), black-tailed

jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), Colorado chipmunk fFutamias

quadrivittatus), badger (Taxidea taxus), striped skunk (Mephitis

mephitis), porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum), raccoon (Procyon lotor), mouse

(Peromyscus sp.), American elk (Cervus canadensis), mule deer (0Odocoileus

hemionus), and coyote (Canis latrans).

Avifauna observed near the site include: northern harrier (Circus

cyaneus), common raven (Corvus corax), mourning dove (Zenaidura macroura),

black-billed magpie (Pica pica), mountain bluebird (Sialia currucoides),

steller's "1y (fvancritta stelleril  bald eagle (H21i=nntun
y grittd Ste g

leucocephalus), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), sparrow hawk (Falco

sparverius), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), red-tailed har (Buteo

jamaicensis), and night hawk (Chordeiles sp.).
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were identified as ponderosa pine; this suggests that nearby stands of
this species were present during the period of Anasazi occupation.

Historic Land Use

Historic land-use practices have significantly affected the natural
environment at the site. According to local informants, the site and the
immediate vicinity have been prepared for cultivation by using a one-way
plow in a north-south direction. The 1979 investigations confirmed the
presence of a plow zone constituting a 15 to 25 cm thick upper stratum of
disturbed deposits. The plowing apparently destroyed use surfaces of both
the Archaic and Anasazi components and probably upper portions, or the
entirety, of some structures or features. The rubble and material
concentrations noted by Toll (Breternitz and Martin [2]) may be the
remnants of plowed features. The plowing also resulted in some mixing of
materials from both components, thereby rendering interpretation more
difficult. A cal ranching/farming operation has used the site vicinity
for spring lambing and fall pasturage. This use, plus the plowing, has
destroyed the virgin vegetative cover at Horsefly Hamlet and prevented its
reestablishment. The modern vegetative community, therefore, is probably

not reflective of prehistoric conditions.

Social Setting

The primary temporal interpretation favored in this report is that
two major components are present at Site 5M7™7736: these represent the
Archaic and Anasazi cultural traditions. Descriptions of the social
setting for Horsefly Hamlet must therefore reflect the particular
conl poraneot )cial environment. A summary of tI social © .ting for
each designated component is presented below. Figure 15.2 indicates the

. -8~
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locations of contemporaneous sites discussed below.

Component 1 (Archaic Occupation)

Greenwald [4:Figure 1.7] has identified 10 sites with possible
Archaic components within a 1 km radius of Horsefly Hamlet.

Of these 10 sites, 4 have been excavated and hence are represented by
both surface and subsurface data, while the other 6 are represented by
selective (grab sample) or systematic surface collections. Features
assigned to the Ar;haic component at excavated sites are thus far limited
to shallow, basin-shaped hearths and possible "cooking pits" containing
cracked cobbles. The total number of these features per site varies
between one and five. Lithic assemblages recovered from sites with only
Archaic components, or from those thought to contain mixed Archaic and
Anasazi deposits, are being analyzed; preliminary findings indicate that
these assemblages contain a higher percentage of curated items than
assemblages from "pure® Anasazi components (Phagan and D.M. Greenwald
[7]). The Archaic and Archaic/Anasazi assemblages also show a higher
percentage of fine-versus coarse-grained raw materials, a higher compoéite
manufacturing index (the index is based on ambunt of facial thinning and
area employed as a tool for each item), and lower average item weight.
These characteristics suggest that the groups using these assemblages were
selecting durable, Tight-weight tools that could be easily transported;
the Anasazi assemblages, on the other hand, are characterized as employing
an "expedient" (low production-input) technology. The technological
strategy exhibited at the Sagehen Archaic sites would seem to correspond
with the general life-style model of Southwestern Archaic peoples (e.g.,
Irwin-Williams "3]), that is, small -—oups of people emphasizii mobili*
as a subsistence technique and moving from place to place to exploit

-10-



seasonally available resources. One possible interpretation of the
Archaic sites in the vicinity is that they are small seasonal camps used
by mobile groups that exploited resources available in and around the
marsh. The exact contemporaneity of the components represented cannot be
established because of the lack of materials for absolute dating.

Component 2 (Anasazi Occupation)

Based on the analysis of materials and samples recovered from the
site, the Anasazi component dates to A.D. 760-780; according to the
temporal system developed by Kane, the component is assigned to the
Sagehen Phase (A.D. 600-850). Greenwald [4:Figure 1.9] identifies 16
Sagehen Phase sites (9 habitations and 7 limited activity loci) within a
1-km radius of Horsefly Hamlet. If the area of interest is increased to
include Sagehen sites within a 2-km radius, then the number of habitation
sites increases to 60 and the number of limited activity loci to 29 for a
total of 89. Assuming that most Sagehen habitation sites were occupied
for 20 to 25 years (a plausible aésumption based on interpretations of
stratigraphy and dating samples at excavated sites), then probably about 8
to 13 of the 60 habitations were absolutely contemporaneous with Horsefly
Hamlet. When considering limited activity sites within 2 km of Horsefly
Hamlet, the evidence for well-defined use periods when considering limited
activity is thus far nonexistent; the only justified statement is that
some of these sites may be contemporaneous with the Anasazi habitation
defined at Site 5MT2236.

Excavations in the Sagehen Flats area have confirmed the existence of
nearby hamlets that are contemporaneous with Site 5MT2236. A pitstructure
and associated roomblock at Dos Casas Hamlet (Site 5MT2193, Brisbin et al.
[9]) were constructed about A.D. 770 and were probably occupied into the

-11-



A.D. 780s; tnis habitation is approximately 1200 m west of Horsefly
Hamlet. A tree-ring cutting date of A.D. 784r* was obtained from a pit-
structure at Rusty Ridge Hamlet, Site 5MT2848 (Greenwald [10:10]), located
about 750 m north of Site 5MT2236. This information suggests that con-
struction of house units at Rusty Ridge Hamlet took place in the mid-780s;
hence the use of the latter site may be contemporaneous with Horsefly
Hamlet. While no absolute dats were recovered from Pheasant \ 2w Hamlet
(Site 5MT2192, Yarnell [11]), a habitation located 850 m west of Site
5MT2236, the existent architectural and artifact styles indicate probable
occupation in the A.D. 750-800 period. The same interpretation can be
made for Aldea Sierritas, a habitation site 1900 m northeast of Horsefly

. Hamlet (Site 5MT2184, Kuckelman [12]). Both sites, therefore, may be
contemporaneous with the roomblock-pithouse complex at Site 5MT2236. Ex-
amination of site inventory records suggests that the followir nearby
unexcavated habitation sites might also be truly contemporaneous: Sites
5MT4514 (550 m to the southwest), 5MT4543 (1800 m west), 5MT5138 (1500 m
northwest), 5MT4654 (1400 m northwest), 5MT4664 (1200 m northwest),
5MT4659 (1600 m northwest), 5MT2866 (1400 m north), 5MT2864 (1 )0 m north-
east), 5MT2224 (700 m northeast), and 5MT4693 (1300 m east).

The standard interpretation of the local settlement pattern at A.D.
750-800 is that the small settlements and Timited activity loci represent
a dispersed farming community or "neighborhood." According to Kane [1], a
dispersed community is an area "of dispersed habitations with little or no

tendency toward centralization."

*r - less than a full section is present, but the outermost ring is
continuous around available circumference.

-12-
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One possible cerpretation of dispersed patterning is that the
inhabitants of each settlement were independent in many of their
activities. This is not to say that the occupants of Horsefly Hamlet had
no social contact with other contemporaneous settlements in the
neighboring area. There was probably a great deal of contact among the
inhabitants and some group effort in undertakings involving considerable
labor input, such as hunting and clearing of fields. There might also
have been some ceremonial association of peoples, perhaps in extended
family groups; however, no evidence has been found in the immediate area

to suggest the presence of a communal center during this time.
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PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATIONS

Particulars of the investigations at Horsefly Hamlet were developed
according to standard procedures for D.A.P. testing programs; such
programs are classified as "Track 2" field recovery efforts (Knudson et
al. [3]). Track 2 investigations include systematic surface
investigations and other preliminary work, and random, probability, or
judgmental sampling of subsurface deposits (Knudson et al. [13:42]).
Preliminary operations undertaken at Horsefly Hamlet were limited to

surface collection and magnetometer survey.

Surface Collection

A systematic collection of modern ground surface materials was
completed at Horsefly Hamlet during the first two days of the 1979
operations. To establish controls for the collection, a 60 m north-south
by 80 m east-west grid of 4 by 4 m squares was placed over the site area
recorded in 1972. The grid was then sampled by collecting materials in
every other square in a checkerboard fashion.

The surface distributions of flaked lithic, nonflaked 1ithic, and
ceramic items are illustrated in Figures 15.3, 15.4, and 15.5
respectively.

A visual examination of the flaked lithic distribution map (Figure
15 Sl its two conc 1trations of mal ‘ials; one is cen in the
southwest quarter of the site at approximately square 40S, 12E. The main
concentration appears to be about 25 m in diameter with a lesser
concentration centered 10 m to the northeast and measuring about 35 m
east-west by about 20 m north-south. A second concentration of materials

-14-
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is evident in the northeastern quarter of the site centered approximately
at square 8S, 64E. This concentration exhibits a lesser density than the
western one and measures about 25 m east-west by 15 m north-south.

Two material concentrations are also evident when examining the map
of nonflaked stone surface materials (Figure.15.4). One is centered at
approximately square 40S, 8E and measures about 20 m in diameter, while
the second is centered at approximately square 12S, 28E. These
concentrations approximate the areas of greater and lesser densities
defined for the western concentration of flaked lithic materials.

The map of ceramic surface materials (Figure 15.5) shows a
concentration of items in the southwestern guarter of the site centered
approximately on square 40S, 8E; the concentration is about 20 m in
diameter. Again, this locus corresponds to flaked Tithic and nonflaked
lithic centers of material concentrations.

To summarize, the surface distribution of materials at Horsefly
Hamlet is nonuniform; three areas representing higher material densities
have been located. The most distinctive is centered at grid square
40S, 8E and is 20 to 25 m in diameter; all three material classes are
represented by higher densities in this area. The second is 10 to 20 m
northeast of the first and centered in grid square 125, 28E. It is about
30-35 m east-west and 15-20 m north-south; only flaked and nonflaked

ithic items exhibit noticeably higher densities in this area. The third
n ntration is located in the northeast quarter of the site, cen -ed
grid square 8S, 64E; only flaked lithic materials exhibit greater
density in this area. The southwest and northeast concentrations are
probably the same as noted by Toll during the initial reconnaissance and
recoi ng of the site (Breternitz and Martin [2]). Also noteworthy when

-18-
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consic *ing the distribution of ma ‘ials are the relative scarcity of
materials in the southeastern quarter of the site and the overall greater
material densities in the western portion of the site when compared to e
eastern portion.

The distribution of surface materials at Horsefly Hamlet exhibits
similarities to the distributions at other sites. The western portion of
the site can be interpreted as exhibiting the surface distribution
"fingerprint" common to Anasazi hamlet habitations; that is, a northern
concentration representing the roomblock area, a lower middle density of
materials representing the location of a pitstructure, and a southern
concentration representing a midden or sheet trash area. Such
"fingerprints" have been recorded at excavated hamlet sites in the
vicinity, including Pheasant View Hamlet (Site 5MT2192, Yarnell [11]), Dos
Casas Hamlet (Site 5MT2193, Brisbin et al. [9]), and Rusty Ridge Hamlet
(Site 5MT2848, Greenwald [10]). The eastern surface artifact
distributions are more ambiguous. It may be that the concentration of
surface flaked stone items in the northeast quarter of the grid represents
the Archaic component as a mixture of Archaic/Anasazi deposits related to

the subsurface features to the south and southwest of the concentration.

Magnetometer Survey

Horsefly Hamlet was visited by the magnetometer testing crew during
the fall of 1978; two and one-half days were spent at the site surveying
six 20 by 20 m magnetometer blocks (Appendix A). The magnetomer grid
closely corresponds to the later surface collection-excavation grid. Two
20 by 20 m blocks in the northwestern and southeastern portions of the
site were not magnetometer surveyed, nor was the area south of grid line
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40S. The surveyed area thus included the area thought to represent an
Anasazi habitation, inc]qding roomblock, pitstructure, and midden (except
for the southern half of the midden), but did not encompass the eastern
concentration of surface materials. As a result of the analysis of the
field data done during the fall and winter of 1978-1979, 10 areas of
potential archaeological interest were defined, and the locations of 14
test s 1ares were recommended (Figure 15.A.3, Appendix A). Of primary
interest was a prominent high located in grid square 20S, 28E which was
predicted to represent a pitstructure. A1l other areas of interest were
thought to represent burned areas, hearths, or other small features.

The location of the possible pitstructure anomaly matched up well
with the Anasazi habitation "fingerprint" inherent in the distr wution of
surface materials. No areas of magnetic interest were located in the
high density concentrations of surface materials thought to represent
roomblock and midden areas. The high magnetic "ridge" trending northwest
to sou :ast through the center of the site (Figure 15.A.1, Appendix A)
may have obscured potentially interesting anomalies in = e hypothetical
roomblock area.

Blading and hand tool investigations during the testing program
substantiated that the anomaly in square 20S, 28E was in fact a
pitstructure. Less success was encountered with the other predictions; no
archaeological features coinciding with magnetic areas of interest were

discovered.
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exposed by the blading process were placed in three general collecting
proveniences corresponding to the west, central, and eastern portions of
the site (designated Areas 1, 2, and 3).

The 1979 blading oper :.ion resulted in the definition of six
locations where additional work was to be scheduled (Figure 15.7). These
locations are described as follows:

1. Grid squares 16S, 72E and 16S, 76E. A charcoal stain,
sandstone fragments, and cobbles were exposed by the grader. It was
decided to further investigate the stain and a 2 m area around the
potential feature by employing shovels, trowels, and brushes. A
large slab-lined pit exhibiting considerable oxidation (designated
Feature 4) was outlined and excavated.

2. Grid squares 16S, 44E, 16S, 48t, 20S, 48E, 20S, 52E, 24S,
52E, 24S, 56E, 28S, 52E, and 28S, 56E. The grader exposed three
stains on a rough northwest-southeast line in the east-central
portion of the bladed area. It was decided to investigate the stains
and the surrounding area by shovel and trowel. Three hearths
(Features 1, 2, and 3) were outlined and excavated.

3. Grid squares 8S, 24E, 8S 28E, 85, 32E, 125, 24E, 125 28E,
vand 12S, 32E. The grader exposed sandstone fragments and the tops of
vertical slabs in the north-central part of the site grid. It was
decided to define the extent of these potential architectural units
by shovel-scraping. A Tinear roomblock containing three rectangular
rooms (designated Rooms 1, 2, and 3) was outlined. A fourth oval
room (Room 4) was outlined south of Room 3.

4. Grid squares S, 24E, 20S, 28E, 20S, 32E, 24S, 24E, 24S,
28E, 24S, 32E, 28S, 2« , 28S, 28E, and 28S, 32E. The grader exposed
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a large circular stain near the center of the site grid corresponding
with the potential pitstructure magnetic anomaly. A systematic
augering effort resulted in the definition of a rectangular
pitstructure (Pitstructure 1). The pitstructure was trenched with a
backhoe to investigate fill and architectural characteristics.
Discovered surfaces and features were further investigated with
shovel and trowel,

5. Grid square 32S, 4E. A stain was exposed near the westefn
limit of the site grid. This was investigated with shovel and
trowel; Feature 12 (a small hearth) was defined and excavated.

6. Grid squares 36S, 8E, 36S, 12E, 36S, 16E, 40S, 8E, 40S, 12E,
40S, 16E, 44S, 8E, 44S, 12E, and 44S, 16E. Near the southwest corner
of the bladed zone, an area containing sandstone and ceramic
fragments and bone splinters was encountered; this corresponded with
the area of the suspected midden deposits. The area was further
investigated with shovel and trowel, and two burials plus two
possible rooms (Rooms 5 and 6) were defined. The burials were
excavated using standard D.A.P. techniques (Kane [1]).

The areas recommended for testing as a result of the analysis of the
magnetometer field results were given close attention during the blading
process. However, only the predicted pitstructure location yielded
positive results.

The 1981 work was performed in the roomblock area (location 2), in
the suspected midden area (location 6), and in an area south of the
suspected midden (designated location 7 in Figure 15.7). Additional fill
south of Rooms 1-3 was removed with a backhoe and a possible "surface"
(probably plow zone-undisturbed deposits contact) was investigated using
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shovels and trowels. In addition, the areas to the east and west of Rooms
1-3 were shovel-scraped. This work resulted in the identification and
excavation of several features and the designation of two additional rooms
(Rooms 7 and 8).

The original Room 4 outlined in 1979 was determined to be only
disturbed rubble fragments; a probable architectural unit west of Room 3
was des*-nated as Room 9.

The additional work in the midden was performed with shovel and
trowel. The rooms designated in 1979 (Rooms 5 and 6) were determined to
represent only midden deposits, and hence these designations were
discarded. Six backhoe trenches were excavated south of the midden area
to test for the presence of a pitstructure south of the possible rooms;
these trenches were positioned to intersect several magnetic anomalies
that might have centers south of the magnetometer survey grid and also to
intersect any structures with positions corresponding to "normal"
north-south orientations of Anasazi habitations. The results of the

backhoe te: ; were negative; no cultural materials were encountered.

First Use Period (Episode 1)

The first period of use has been assigned to the Archaic Tradition
and is designated as Episode 1 according to project temporal systematics.
An episode is defined as a temporary or seasonal visitation to a
particular cation for a specific purpose. Structures and features
thought to have originated during this use episode are the three small
fireplaces in Area 3, the eastern portion of the site (Figure 5.6).

Post-abandonment Processes

Based on the preservational context of the three fireplaces and the

-26-

-l IIII‘I.IIII G &G N &G = I‘I" G G G D D e e ‘Itlll L



I‘I' G G G G & am e 'I'..' [

characteristics of the soil matrix covering these features (no formal
stratigraphic analysis was undertaken), post-abandonment processes seem to
have had relatively minor effects on this portion of the site. The
prehistoric surface on which the fireplaces were constructed was probably
subsequently covered with wind- or water-deposited materials. The Anasazi
reoccupation of the site had no effect on the original features. The area
was plowed in historic times to an approximate depth of 15 cm, but the
plow zone was not deep enough to destroy these features, although some
damage was noted. It is possible that the plowing destroyed other Aréhaic
features in the vicinity; the recording of several amorphous soil
discolorations during the removal of the plow zone by blading is possible
evidence for the former presence of additional remains.

Material Ram=ins

Three features are assigned to the first use period; these are
described as follows.

Material Remains

Three features are assigned to the first use period; these are
described as follows:

Fireplace (Feature 1).

Dimensions:

Diameter: 55 cm
Depth from base of plow zone: 10 cm

The feature is a shallow, basin-shaped, sandstone-lined pit, which
was dug into the sterile soil of the site. Thirteen stones were used to
line the pit. The fill of the fireplace was a dark silty loam; some of

this dark soil occurs beneath the stone lining. No artifacts were found
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in the fill. The dark nature of the fill is believed to have been due to
the presence of charcoal.
Fireplace (Featyre 2)
Dimensions:

Diameter: 40 cm
Depth from base of plow zone: 10 ¢cm

This feature is shallow, basin-shaped, and lined with seven sandstone
rocks. The feature was constructed by digging into the sterile soil. The
fill was a silty loam containing no cultural artifacts. The fireplace had
been heavily disturbed by both historic plowing and by the blading of the
site. However, that portion of the fireplace which was left intact showed
clearly that both the sides and bottom of the feature had been lined with
rock.

Fireplace (Feature 3).

Dimensions:

Diameter: 45 cm
Depth from base of plow zone: 17 cm

This feature is sandstone-lined and basin-shaped in profile. It is
lTined with two layers of stone. The lower layer rests on the bottom of
the pit, which was dug 17 cm into the sterile soil below the base of the
plow Zone; the second layer was placed on top of the bottom layer, raising
the bottom of the pit to 12 cm below the plow zone. The charcoal present
in the silty loam fill indicated that wood had been burned in the pit.
This feature also was disturbed by historic plowir~ and by the blading
the site. No cultural artifacts were recovered.

Interpretations .

The three features may be associated by virtue of their spatial
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proximity and shared physical characteristics. Although plowing s
destroyed any prehistoric surfaces in the vicinity of the features, their
relatively uniform depths below the modern ground surface might indicate
nearness in time, or even true contemporaneity. The fireplaces exhibit
several morphological similarities: they are each 40-55 cm in diameter
with depths about 10 cm below the plow zone-undisturbed deposits contact,
and all are circular in outline, basin-shaped in profile, and inc e
sandstone rubble 1inings. The fills of the fireplaces are also similar,
cons ing of reddish local soils (probably wind- and water-deposited
materials) with darkening or staining common near the surfaces of the

basins.

Second Period of Use (Element 1)

The second use period was the more intensive in terms of total number
of structures and features and has been designated as an element, implying
greater investment in facilities than an episode. The major units are
concentrated in the center portion of the site (Area 1), although other
remains are distributed to both the east and west. The investigated
phenomena as a whole constitute the remnants of an Anasazi residence unit;
tt  usual physical complements of such a unit, including a roomblock,
pitstructure, midden/sheet trash area, and peripheral outdoor features,
are present; the layout of the structural units assigned to Element 1 is

shown in Figure 15.8.
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Pitstructure 1

Dimensions:

North-south diameter: 4,07 m
East-west diameter: 4.52 m
Depth from base of plow zone: 1.68 m
Total floor area: 22.5 m
Main chamber, south of wingwall:
Length (north-south): ca. 1m
Width (east-west): ca. 4.5 m,
Floor area: 4.5m
Main chamber, north of wingwall: >
Floor area: 18.0m

The testing operations undertaken to investigate this structure
confirm that the architectural characteristics correspond to other Pueblo
I pitstructures excavated in southwest Colorado (Brisbin et al. [9], Hayes
and Lancaster [14], Farmer [15]). The structure is rectangular with
rounded corners, incorporates a wingwall, central hearth, and ventilator
system, and is 1.5-1.75 m in depth (Figures 15.9 and 15.10).

Fi1l sequence. The zone of burned roof fall which began at the floor

and ranged from 10-55 cm in thickness contained very few artifacts. The
area of thickest deposit was over the deflector and hearth area, possibly
due to the placement of additional beams and supports in this area for the
construction of the roof entrywéy. Figure 15.10 depicts the depositional
sequence of the pitstructure. Above the roof fall zone, the sequence of
fill appeared to be the result of natural deposition. This stratum was
very similar to the native soil at Site 5MT2236 and originally made
definition of the pitstructure very difficult.

Walls. During the testing of the structure, no evidence was found to
indicate that the walls had been plastered. The walls were cut into
sterile soil, with erosion evident in the upper portions, and were
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vertical except for a slight curvature at the wall-floor juncture. No
bench was evident in the profiles exposed by the backhoe trenches.

Floor. The floor of the pitstructure was a use-compacted surface
containing areas which might have been floor-repair patches. The floor
was of native soil with dark stains apparently due to continual use. A
thin layer of sand that extended across the floor was also dark,
suggesting that the lighter colored sand had mixed with soil, ash, and
charcoal ported on the feet of the inhabitants. This deposit was
thicker near the walls and thinner near the central hearth.

Central Hearth (Feature 4)

Dimensions:
Length: 69 cm
Width: 68 cm
Depth: 25 cm

The hearth was a centrally located circular pit dug into the sterile

soil below floor level (Figure 15.11). It was lined with clay which

extended above the floor, forming a coped rim. The fill within the hearth

was compot ~ of nine strata. These are illustrated in Figure 15.11.
Several interpretations of the fill sequence are possible. Based on
the nature of these strata, a gradual build-up of fill in the hearth from
prehistoric use does not seem p]ausib]e.. Strata 7, 8, and 9 might have
been deposited during initial use of the hearth, and Stratum 6, a
homogeneous sterile material, might have been placed there intentionally.
Str¢ im 6 partially filled the hearth; Stratum 1 was « )osited over it,
possibly reflecting continued use of the hearth.
Another pit had been dug through Stratum 1 into Stratum 6, and an
ad ng ‘atum _,; placed around the rim of this second | :. ...is
might have been ne to retain the ash of Stratum 1. However, Stratum 1
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also represent ash which was scooped out of the remodeled hearth and
deposited | 1ind the second coping, rather than a stratigraphic layer that
was in place before the construction of the adobe ring (Stratum 2).

Several central hearths in pitstructures in the Sagehen Flats
Locality show evidence of remodeling: in Pitstructure 1 at Site 5MT2198
(Hewitt [16]) the hearth was enlarged; in Pitstructure 2 at Site 5MT2854
(Kucl  nan [ ]) the hearth was relined, making it smaller; in
Pitstructure 1 at Site 5MT2854 the size of the hearth was also modified.
These changes in size may reflect seasonal use: for example, a larger
hearth, providing a greater amount of heat, would have been more desirable
in winter than in summer. An alternative explanation is a later
occupation of the pitstructure. The hearth might have been | ally
filled when the structure was abandoned and then reopened during a later
occupation by either the same group or a different group, who added coping
to prevent the uncompacted fill from eroding into the hearth.

The deflector, a sandstone slab 40 cm wide and 5 c¢cm thick (Figure
5.9), was incorporated into the wingwalls and the coping of the original
hearth (Figure 5.11). The same clay as was used to line the hearth was
also used to plaster around the base of the deflector. Because the
wingwalls and ¢ ‘lector were constructed as one unit, it seemed likely
that adobe mortar would be found between the adjoining edges of the
upright sandstone slabs; however, no indication of plastering over the
deflector slab was found.

Wingwalls. The north-south backhoe trench removed a portion of the
east wingwall (Figures 15.9 and 15.10). In the east wall of this trench

is an exposed vertical sandstone slab which is part of the east wingwi ;
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it is 40 c¢cm high and 4 cm wide. No plaster was found on the slab, but
mortar was found where the base contacts the floor.

Roof. The pitstructure was tested only by trenching; the height and
mode of construction of the roof are therefore unknown. Because the
structure burned, many portions of the roof structure were preserved,
including parts of roof beams, adobe roof molds, and an upright main
support post (Feature 8). These preserved portions suggest that the roof
Wi ipported by four primary support posts, two located within the
wingwalls, one in the northeast corner of the pitstructure, and one in the
northwest corner. The recovered post remains were found in the northwest
corner, within 15 c¢cm of the wall (Figure 15.9). They include a charred
section of wood which was collected as a dendrochronological sample.

Based on the assumed presence of four support posts, it is probable
that roof construction was similar to typical structures of the same time
and area. It is likely that, after the main support posts were erected,
large beams wer strung between them, with smaller beams laid horizontally
across these stringer poles, and a thick layer of adobe added to cover the

itire framework. Based on tt depth of the pitstructure, the height
the superstructure extending above the prehistoric ground surface might
have ranged from 20 to 60 cm, or more.

. .oor artifacts. Only one artifact, a lapstone, was recovered from

the floor of the pitstructure (Figure 15.9). This artifact was located in
the northeast quarter of the structure. The general lack of artifacts
suggests that the structure was cleared of cultural materials before it
burned.

Samples. Good preservation of construction materials from the super-
structure permitted the collection of 19 dendrochronological samples. The
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1ining of the lower hearth was also well preserved, and an archaeomagnetic
sample (Sample 2) was collected from this 1ining (Appendix B).

Interpretations. The pitstructure corresponds to other such

structures of the same period (A.D. 750-800) in size, shape, depth, and
placement and characteristics of features. Evidence was found of a change
in the size of the central hearth, which might have been the result of
seasonal use requirements or may reflect permanent remodeling. The
structure was cleaned of cultural materials at the time of abandonment;
artifactual materials were nearly absent from the floor in the section
excavated. The structure was probably also burned at the time of
abandonment, since burned roofing materials were found in contact with the
floor.

Surfara Structures

Investigations in 1979 and 1981 were successful in identifying three
certain and three possible surface structures or rooms. The six
architectural units probably formed a single prehistoric roomblock of four
sn ler back rooms and two large front rooms (Figure 15.12). The possible
presence of a roomblock north of the suspected pitstructure was not
im diately obvious from the results of the magnetometer survey or from
analysis of the distribution of surface collection materials (refer to
discussion in Surface Investigations section).

Regular alignments of vertical sandstone slabs were no | upon
removal of the plow zor stratum by mechanized equipment. Shovel and
trowel work in the alignment area resulted in the definition of three
contiguous rooms; these small rectangular rooms were designated Rooms 1,
2, and 3. In 1 mect 1ical and hand work carried out to ti it
south, and west of Rooms 1-3 resulted in the designation of three possible

-38-

e ay G G G s s e ‘Illll s






(?) additional architectural units, Room 9(?) to the west of Room 3, d
Rooms 7(?) and 8(?) forming a second row to the south of Rooms 1, 2, 3 and
9.*%

The evidence used to postulate the original presence of three
additional rooms was not conclusive. Scatterings of construction
materials (sandstone fragr its, burned adobe casts, two sandstor slabs
resembling door slabs, and one vertical sandstone slab in line w 1 the
back wall of Rooms 1-3) in the area west of Room 3 suggest the p ;si-
bility of up to three additional rear rooms to the west. As muc con-
struction debris was located immediately west of Room 3, a room signment
(Room 9) was given to this area. Rooms 7(?) and 8(?) were assic¢ :d on the
basis of regularly spaced features and the presence of a possible parti-
tion wall to the south of Rooms 1-3. These features {two hearths, several
pits containing charcoal-stained soil, and other charcoal stains) appear
to approximate the floor patterns observed in other early Pueblo I
"living" rooms (e.g., compare Brisbin et al. [9], Brisbin [17]).

The two hearths might represent the central hearths of two front
rooms and are positioned in the logical location for such features. = ey
are also in the correct location if the site is symmetrical about a nor -
south axis corresponding to a line bisecting the pitstructure and general-
ly corresponding to the possible partition wall. The evidence for such a
wall consists of one north-south aligned vertical slab and a horizontal
slab (possibly fallen) on the same alignment 2 m further south. The most

tenable alternative hypothesis is that the features represent outdoor work

*Note: the designations Room 5 and Room 6 were or1g1na11v assigned
to | isible units in the midden t. T e we | | on
the 1981 work.
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areas or features in ramada-like structures. The lack of lower wall
remnants and post foundations supports this alternative.

The six (or possibly seven or eight) rooms may form two "apartments,"
each consisting of a large front "living" room and two to four rear
"storage" rooms; this reconstruction is consistent with descriptions of
other Pueblo I roomblock units (e.g., Kane [1], Hayes and Lancaster [14]).
Al room units at Horsefly Hamlet appear to have been used
contemporaneously; they exhibit no obvious remodeling or evidence of

different abandonment periods.

Room 1.
Dimensions:
North-south: ca. 1.8 m
East-west: ca. 1.4 m
Floor area: ca. 2.5 mé

Room 1 (Figure 15.12) was the most substantial of the surface
structures in Area 1. The remains of the walls consist of double rows of
sandstone set into the sterile soil; these stones probably served as a
foundation for a jacal or adobe superstructure. From the existing
evidence, it is impossible to determine the height of the roof. The west
wall of Room 1 also served as the east wall of Room 2. The entrance to
Room 1 was | ‘haps local | in the uth wall,  indic :ed by tt nce
of vertical stones.

A floor test indicated that the walls and original fill of Room 1,
except for the lowest 5 cm, were destroyed or highly disturbed by historic
plowing. The lower intact fill appeared to be similar to the red loess B
horizon in the immediate area; it is thus thought that the fill deposits
represent deposition by natural forces. The lower intact fill stratum and
the upper plow zone yielded very few artifacts. The floor test indicated
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a u¢ :ompacted surfac with little artifactual material at the base of
the vertical wall slabs; the floor was therefore not further investigated,
a decision consistent with standard D.A.P. testing program procedures
(Kane et al. [18]).

Room 2.

Dimensions:

North-south: ca. 1.8 m
East-west: ca, 2.0m
Floor area: ca. 3.6 m

Room 2 was similar in construction to Room 1, having a doub row of

vertical stones serving as basal supports for jacal or adobe walls (Figure
15.12). Many of the stones forming the walls were displaced dur g
historic plowing of the site and removal of the plow zone at the site.
The fill in Room 2 contained more artifactual material than did - at in
Room 1. This may reflect contrasting prehistoric uses of these two
structures. No prepared floor surface was found in the room; ho' ver, a
definable contact zone was encountered at the juncture between the fill
deposits and undisturbed native soil, perhaps representing use compaction.
As in Room 1, the floor of Room 2 was not investigated except for a small
(0.5 by 0.5 cm) test square.

Room 3.

Dimensions:

North-south: ca. 1.8 m
East-west: ca. 2.2 m2
Floor area: ca. 4.0 m

The only material remnant of Room 3 encountered was a line of

ver ically set stones approximately 1.6 m in length which represents the

north wall of the structure (Figw "~.777. T infem 1y 1 1 shown |
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n 1 » figure were placed so that the size of Room 3 would be similar to
the other back rooms.

The fill of the structure was a fine reddish soil with no cultural
inc isions; it appeared to be the same as the B horizon soils encountered
in ¢ 1er parts of the site. The floor surface of Room 3 wés not
systematically investigated.

Room 9/?Y. The 1981 investigations conducted west of Room 3 revealed
scattered construction materials, perhaps representing one or more
additional rear rooms (Figure 15.12). Al1 former prehistoric use surfaces
and lower walls were apparently destroyed by historic plowing. Dimension
estimates for these possible structures are unjustified; the room(s) may
have been of roughly the same size as Rooms 1, 2, and 3.

Room 75?2.

Dimensions (inferred):

North-south: ca. 4m
East-west: ca. 5m
Floor area: ca. 20 m

Room 7 is the possible western front room (Figure 15.12). No wall
remnants or post foundations were discovered; hence no description of
these construction features is possible.

The original fill of the room had been severely disturbed by plowing,
and no artifactual materials were noted during removal of the plow zone
stratum. A horizontal soil unconformity was noted at the same level as
the features and this may represent a use surface, although a more
reasonable inference is that it is the undisturbed native soil-plow zone
contact. This interpretation is supported by the lack of artifactual

materials on the "surface" and the smeared or truncated appearance of the
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features. The latter consist of a hearth, two pits containing charco¢ -
stained soil, and several dark charcoal smears on the unconformity contact
surface.

Fireplace (Feature 19):

Dimensions:
Diameter: 60-65 cm
Depth: 15 cm

In form, the feature is essentially a circular, basin-shape pit
(Figure 15.12). Sandstone slabs line the northern and eastern sides. The
sides and bottom exhibit slight oxidation indicating in situ burning. No
formal y constructed rim was noted; perhaps it was destroyed by plowing.
The fi11 of the fireplace consisted of charcoal and charcoal-stained silt.
No laminae were noted.

Pit features (Features 18 and 20):

Dimensions (Feature 18):

Diameter: 60-72 cm
Depth: . 15 cm

Dimensions (Feature 20):

Diameter: 50-52 cm
Depth: not ascertained

Both pits are circular in plan and basin-shaped in profile (Figure
15.12). The rims of both features appear to have been destroyed by
plowing. The fill of Feature 18 consisted of charcoal-stained fine silt
with no evidence of in situ burning: Feature 20 was not excavated.

P of the scant rides availab™ |, in en » to the 1 :ion of

these pits were not formulated.
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Other findings: Several irregular charcoal s u discovered on
the plow zone-native soil contact near the western boundary of the room.
No interpretation of these traces has been attempted.

Room 8(?):

Dimensions (inferred):

North-south: ca. 4m
East-west: ca. bm
Floor area: ca. 20 m

Room 8 is the possible eastern front room. The archaeological
context of Room 8 is similar to that of Room 7: severe disburbance by
plow, few artifacts in the plow zone, no evidence of wall remnants, and
the presence of a plow zone-undisturbed soil contact surface. A hearth, a
pit feature, and three charcoal stains were associated with the contact
surface.

Hearth (Feature 15):

Dimensions:

Diameter: 78-80 cm
Depth: 20 cm

The t wrth, located + r the center of the possible room, is a
circular, basin-shaped pit; the rim appears to have been destroyed by
plowing. The fii] of the feature consisted of charcoal fragments and
blown- or washed-in local soil. It was termed a hearth because of its
size, form, and fill characteristics.

Pit feature (Feature 13):

Dimensions:
Diameter: 40-45 cm
Depth: 14 ¢cm
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Feature 13 is located east of the hearth in the northeast quarter of
the room. The pit is circular in outline and basin shaped in profile.
The fill consisted of fine, reddish soil with charcoal stains. No
inferences are offered regarding the possible function of this feature.

Other findings: Three other regular charcoal stains ' ‘e discovered,
but not excavated. Feature 14 is located south of the hearth near the
hypothetical south wall of the room. Features 16 and 17 are loc .ed
northwest of the hearth. These features, most likely pits of so @ type,
were not excavated and no hypotheses are presented regarding their
function,

Midden or Sheet Refuse Area

1e distribution of site surface collection materials suggested the
presence of a midden or sheet trash area centered approximately 24 m
southwest of the pitstructure. The extent of the midden area appears to
be about 35 m east-west by 20 m north-south. The original midden deposits
apparently were relatively shallow (less than 30 cm in depth) and have
been extremely disturbed by plow cultivation. Three features--t' burials
and a hearth--were recorded near the center of the midden.

Burial 1 (Feature 6). The first human burial was encountered during

stripping by backhoe of the plow zone south and west of the pitstructure.
It had been extremely disturbed by historic plowing, rodent activity, and
eros . No burial pit could be defined, and only fragments of bone were
recovered. No artifactual materials were found directly associated v+ :h
the remains. The location of the burial suggests that the remains had
simply been placed in the center of the midden deposits; this coincidence
suggests the individual was interred when the midden was active; it may
therefore be associated with the roomblock-pitstructure residence unit.
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Burial (Fe i 7). The second burial was also di+ djvered during
removal of the plow zone; it is located near the center of the midden area
about 6 m northeast of Burial 1.

The archaeological context was similar to that of Burial 1: the
feature consisted of a scatter of fragmentary bones without recognizable
grave goods or an identifiable burial pit; one Moccasin Gray sherd was
found within the limits of the feature. Burial 2 is also believed to be
associated with the residential roomblock pitstructure complex to the
northeast.

rarth (Feature 12). This feature was also discovered during removal

of the plow zone from the site; it is located in the midden area about 6 m
northwest of Burial 1. The location of the feature was mapped, but it was
not otherwise investigated because of other scheduling priorities and

inclement weather.

Other Rem=2inc

Only one other feature was discovered during investigations at Site
5MT2236.

Fireplace 3 (Feature 4).

Dimensions:
Length: 1.10 m
Width: 1.06 m
Depth from base of plow zone: 35 cm

The feature is located approximately 40 m east of the roomblock-
pitstructure residential unit. Its architectural characteristics and fill
artifacts suggest affiliation with the Anasazi Tradition, although its
assignment to the residential occupation (Element 1) is based primarily on

¢« 1tial association.
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This feature is a large, slab-lined, basin-shaped pit which perhaps
served as a roasting pit. It was dug into the native undisturbed
soil, and its sides and base were lined with sandstone slabs. There are
two layers of slabs at the base of the pit. The fill above both layers
was a silty 1¢ ; a charcoal-filled, clay soil occurred under the upper
sandstone 1ining and also under the second layer of stone. A rag iocarbon
sample was recovered from the fill, and an archaeomagnetic sample (Sample
1, Appendix A) was taken from the feature. Cultural material fc 1d in the
fill consisted of two gray ware sherds, one flaked lithic item, and one
nonhuman bone.

Summary and Interpretations

The second use period (Element 1) is thought to represent an Anasazi
habitation with a pitstructure, roomblock, midden, and peripheral area.
This conclusion is based on archaeological analogy and on consistencies
among the units in architectural and artifactual styles. The plan of the
habitation (roomblock, pitstructure, and midden on a north-south axis) is
similar to other project area and southwest Colorado Pueblo I sites
(Brisbin et al. [9], Hayes and Lancaster [14]). There are no te »ral
discrepancies among the three units when considering architecture of rooms
versus pitstructures or architecture versus ceramic types, etc.

The pitstructure is subrectangular in plan and exhibits an assumed
four-post roof pattern, a central hearth, a wingwall, and a ventilator
system. It possesses no unusual characteristics when compared to other
Pueblo I pitstructures investigated in southwestern Colorado. No
functional interpretations of the structure are possible given the imits

of the information available from the testing operations.
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MATERIAL CULTURE

The assemblage of artifacts co]]ectedvfrom Horsefly Hamlet was
limited vy desi 1; 50 percent of modern ground surface was collected
(Figures 15.3, 15.4, and 15.5) and only limited test excavations were
conducte in architectural units. Blading of the site, which followed
surface collection, removed the plow zone and any subsurface patterns of
artifactu¢ distribul in that might have existed within it. 1e
postblading artifact collection was biased in that only diagnostic
artifacts (e.g., rim sherds and projectile points) were collected.

Test excavation included exposure of surface structure walls and
excavation of surface features. Very few cultural materials were
collected as a result of these efforts. Testing in the pitstructure

occurred primarily in the form of north-south and east-west backhoe

trenches. The collection of artifacts in the pithouse was sparse, due not

only to the Timited excavation but also to the relative scarcity of

artifacts in the pithouse fill and on the floor of the structure.

Ceramics
A variety of ceramic types was recovered from Site 5MT72236. = ese
ceramics can be separated into two basic time periods of the Anasazi
Tradition: Pueblo I (A.D. 750-900) and Pueblo II (A.D. 900-1100).
Most sherds found at the site were nondiagnostic gray wares. The
majority ¢ these were placed by analysis in an Early Pueblo Gray
(pre-A.D. 900) category. Others were Late Pueblo Gray sherds and

corrugated body sherds (post-A.D. 900). The ceramic sample from the site
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this feature to the early Pueblo I residence. A quantitative sun ary of

the ceramic assemblage is presented in Appendix C.

Lithirs

Analysis of the lithic artifact assemblage recovered from the site
(see Appendix D) supports the primary interpretation of two site compon-
ents, the earlier representing the Archaic Tradition and the later repres-
enting the Anasazi Tradition. The alternative interpretation of three
components including an early (Late Basketmaker III) Anasazi occupation in
the southwestern quarter of the site was not supported by the Tit ic
analysis.

Because the modern ground surface at the site was - e top of the plow
zone, the artifact distribution could not be interpreted in any way that
would indicate activity areas within the separate occupation areas. Also,
no occupational surfaces were revealed by blading, possibly due to the
fact that the plow zone extended below the occupational surfaces; artifact
collection from this bladed surface and from the test excavation was so
small and biase that few interpretations could be made.

The Tithic assemblage recovered from Hor: "1y Hamlet contains several
items which are useful in temporal interpretations of the site. ~ ree
projectile points are included in the collection (Figure 15.13). One (b,
in Figure 15.13) is fragmentary, but exhibits possible Archaic character-
istics, including size, form, -and quality of manufacture. It is similar
to a ype reported by Rohn [19] and by Schlanger [20]. Two others (Figure
15.13, a and c) were collected during the 1972 initial site visit and were
not included in the 1979-1980 a1 ysis of mal -ials. Pl jan, tl A
Tithic specialist, has examined the two items in light of a projectile
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the mic :n in the area of the human burials. Sixteen of these bones were
from a single cottontail (Sylvilagus sp.) which may have been intrusive
and not related to prehistoric activity at the site. The worked bone,
from an un :ntifiab lar: mammal, was recovered from the fill of the
pitstructure. The limited nature of the data precludes any observations
or inferences regarding patterns of prehistoric faunal procurement or

use.

ng Samples
Tree. ing Dating

A total of 19 dendrochronological samples was recovered from the
site, « of them from the pitstructure. The samples were recovered from
a stratum apparently representing roof materials; the samples themselves
almost certainly represent burned roofing timbers. Each of these samp 2s

was from ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa). Of the 19 samples, 8 were

suitable for dating. The analysis was performed and results were
tal lated by the Tree-Ring Laboratory, University of Arizona; the results

are listed in Table 15.1.

Table 15.1 Tree-Ring Dates for Samples
Recovered from Horsefly Hamlet

Date
rovenience inside Outside
FITSTructure 1:
Roof fall 0728p 0758vv
Roof fall 0725 0760vv
Roof fall 0728p 0761vv
Roof fall 0718 0762vv
Roof fall 0720p 0762v
Roof fall 0727p 0765vyv
Roof fall 0729 0765vv
_ Roof fall 0722p 0765
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Radiocarbon Samples

One radiocarbon sample was recovered from the site; the sampie was
obtained from burned vegetal materials in the fill of Feature 4 (fhe
isolated fireplace on the eastern extremity of the site). The sample has
not been analyzed because of the low po” 1tial for providing additional or
more exact dating information. Unfortunately, none of the fireplaces
thought to represent the Archaic occupation yielded enough organic
material for collection of a sample.

Interpretatinon

The tree-ring sample analysis supports a use date range of A.D.
760-780 for the Anasazi pitstructure. The archaeomagnetic date of A.D.
750 + 35 years obtained from the central hearth is collaborative evidence
for this assessment. The archaeomagnetic date of A.D. 1150 + 65 years
obtained from Feature 4 is problematic; it may indicate a later (Sundial
Phase) occupation of the site, or an error due to unsuitability of the
original sample matrix or manipulations during the recovery of the sample.

No samples representing the Archaic use of the site were recovered.
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residence patterning, for the roomblock and midden area as well. As no
positive evidence for major architectural remodeling was discovered
(realignment of walls, reroofing using different postholes, etc.) and the
midden deposits were relatively shallow, it is inferred that the Anasazi
occupation was brief, probably 10-20 years.

There is some evidence for later, short-term use of the site area by
Anasazi groups. Included in this category are two corrugated Mesa Verde
Gray Ware sherds, two Mancos Black-on-white sherd, and a slab metate (all
from scattered surface and ptow zone proveniences, including initial
survey data) and the A.D. 1150 + 65 archaeomagnetic date from Feature 4.
The Jast is problematic in that it is not supported by other sources of
evidence: the fill of the feature contained plain Mesa Verde Gray Ware
sherds which ' 3gest affiliation with the pitstructure and roomblock
complex rather than a later occupation. The later sherds and slab metate
were recovered from proveniences 10 or more meters away from the feature.
Because the evidence for the late Anasazi use or visitation is so slight,

a formal project temporal unit was not assigned.

itegration of Spatial and Temporal Units

Formal assignments of units integral to the D.A.P. Spatial and
Temporal oseries (nane | 1)) were made for both the Archaic and Anasazi
components identified at Horsefly Hamlet. The Archaic occupation was
assig | an episode number; an episode is defined by the project staff as
a temporary or seasonal visitation to a particular location for a specific
purpose. The responsible group might construct low-input facilities such

~as, hearths or temporary shelters while pursuing their objectives; the
emphasis is on short-term use (Kane and Phagan [22]). The Anasazi compon-
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Element 1

This temporal unit represents the Anasazi Pueblo I occupation and
can be assigned a fairly certain date of A.D. 760-780. The occupation is
a permanent or semipermanent habitation with substantial architectural
facilities. Based on artifact and feature distributions, the inhabitants
made use of most of the central and western portions of the site
(roor ik, pitstructure, and midden) plus the area around Feature 4, the
slab-lined fireplace near the eastern limit of the site grid. The eleme
has been assigned three spatial units at the household or interhouseho]d
level (Kane [1]): an interhousehold cluster representing the space used
by all groups at the site (probably about 1300-1400 m2, including the
pitstr :ture, roomblock, midden, and peripheral space at the site) and two
household clusters centered in the roomblock area (probably about 25-30

iy

of roofed structural space apiece, plus additional extramural space).
This interpretation is based on several assumptions: first, that there
are two "apartmer " in the roomblock area, each consisting of a front
living room and several back storage rooms; second, that the inhabitants
of each "apartment" shared the pitstructure and midden areas. That is,
one apartment or household cluster would consist of the western front room
(Room 7) plus the two western rear rooms (Rooms 3 and 9), while the other
consists of Rooms 8, 1, and 2 (the eastern rooms).

Use Area 2. This is the midden or sheet refuse area, w ‘ch is
thoi 1t to have been + :d ¢ both households. Tt midi | about
25 m in diameter, with a surface area of about 500 m2. The midden has
been severely disturbed, but was probably about 25-30 cm in depth at the

¢ ter and more shallow near the perimeter.

Activity =veas. The primary activity associated with the midden is
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and 7 represent the rear rooms assigned to Household Clusters 1 and 2.
Use Area 6 consists of Rooms 3 and 9 and possible additional units to the
west; Use Area 7 consists of Rooms 1 and 2; these use areas contain about
4 m2 of roofed space.

Activities. Again, comprehensive interpretations are impossible
because of the limited nature of the field information. | : Areas 4 and 5
are ass 1€ to represent living spaces because of their size and position,
and because they incorporate central hearths. Use Areas 6 and 7 are
assume to 2 space for storage and miscellaneous household activities,
again because of their size, position, and lack of internal features.
These interpretations are consistent with those contained in descriptions
of such units at other Pueblo I sites {Brew 23], Hayes and Lancaster
[14], McKenna [24]).

Use Area 8. Use Area 8 represents the peripheral area around the
midden, pitstructure, and roomblock. Its outer boundaries are indistinct
but include Feature 4 (near the western limits of the site).

Activities., Again, few interpretations are possible because of the
mode of investigation and the destruction by plowing. Feature 4 probably
ser' 1 as the location of a specialized activity employing heat

processing.

Adaptation 2n4 Economy

- el
From the existing evidence, the Archaic component at Horsefly

Hamlet does not appear to have been associated with h. itation. However,

remains of living structures and other evidence of habitation, such as

use-¢ pacted iving surfaces, might have been obliterated by the
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In addition, other types of resources would have been available from the
marsh located to the south during wet periods.

ant 1

1e small Anasazi hamlet at Site 5MT2236 was probably inhabited
year-round by two household units. Cordell and Plog [27:415-416] state:
"Sites of this period [A.D. 700-1000] are generally very small, suggesting
a very widespread pattern of homestead/farmstead 1iving arrangements with
a large nu¢ 2ar or small extended family at its core."

The occupants could have subsisted on crops grown and wild foods
collected in the surrounding area. Few external surface features, such as
hearths, were found in close association with the structures. Perhaps
such features were originally present but were later destroyed when the
site was plowed or bladed. Preparation of food might have taken place
primarily in the pitstructure or roomblock and not in the area outside of
these s .ures.

Altho |h Birkedal [28] suggests that social organization, rather than
environmental conditions, determines settlement configuration, it seems
that the Tocation of Site 5MT2236 was primarily determined by severé]
environmental variables. For example, due to the Tow porosity of the sc |
and the lTow slope angle (which impair runoff), sor arable land is not
suitable for construction of pithouses (Adams [29]). Therefore,
pitstructures might have been constructed in areas near, but not on,
arat 2 land and dug into clayey soils of sufficient depth near the tops of
high spots such as the small ridge on which Site 5MT2236 is located.

Adams 29] gives the following reasons for building a pithouse as ¢ Jse as
possible to farmland: to assert aownership; to maintain visual contact
with the crops so as to prevent or reduce losses to natural forces; and to
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and numbers of site inhabitants. Rohn [30] suggests five to seven persons
per housel d su- :; this is a moderate estimate and application of this
conversion to Horsefly Hamlet suggests a momentary population of 10-14
people. T s estimate is similar to that calculated for the contempor-
aneous occ ation at Dos Casas Hamlet, Site 5MT2193 (Brisbin et al. [9]);
the 1ta from Dos Casas suggest a similar pop. ation level based on : ace
and r bers of facilities.

The burials recovered from thé midden did not yield any interpretable
data regarding mortuary practices or physical characteristics of the
inhabitants other than that both burials are primary inhumations of adult

individuals.

Social Organization

From the avie 3able evidence, few inferences can be made regarding
the soc: organization of Archaic groups or individu. 3 using the s =2,
As the occupants are assumed to have been hunters and gatherers, they may
have been organized by bands, as described by Service [31].

The Anasazi component is thought to represent permanent occupancy by
an interhousehold group consisting of two household units. This
interpretation includes cooperation and coordination of effort between t
two household units and perhaps integrative mechanisms. It is suggested
that househo™ space and activities were separated in the roomblock area,
but that all or « ‘tain members of both households shared e

pitstructure. The two households may have cooperated in certain economic

ventures such as hunting, land clearing, or harvesting.
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APPENDIX A
THE MAGNETOMETER REPORT FOR HORSEFLY HAMLET
by
Rt ert Huggins and John D. Weymouth
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Site 5MT2236 was surveyed on 2, 10, and 11 October 1978 a1 covered
the largest individual site examined to date in the D.A.P. area. The site
is 1 atively flat except for a 0.15 m high knoll which covers a 5 to 6

me

area surrounding the point 34N, 49E where there appears to be a re-

oriented dipole. The southern and western edges of the site slope gently

downwards, but this apparently has no affect on the magnetic field.

The site has a variety of anomalies which includes some apparent
geologic trends. 1ese are shown on the SYMAP [32] and line contour maps
(Figure 15.A.1, 15.A.2 and 15.A.3) and are described as follows:

1. A wide prominent monopole high Tocated about the point 21N, 31E. A’
signs suggest the presence of a pithouse.

2. Another less prominent monopole high located at 18N, 40E to the
southeast of the previous anomaly. The high is too wide to make
accurate depth estimations, but its shape and intensity suggest an
associated burned feature such as a hearth. At 14N, 30E a subtle
dipole with normal orientation can be seen. This implies a feature
which has a near surface contribution, shown by the existence of the
low pole to the north. FWHM estimates show a maximum depth to the
feature of 1 m.

3. A region in which there are several monopc 2s within the confines of
the rer angle defined by the points 3N, 53E; 16N, 43E; 19N, 53E; and
5N, 53E. It is difficult to pinpoint any individual anc 11y which

gl 1o it an chitectural feature, but the region pe¢ to

an activity area, providing there is no geological contribution. Test
squares have been located at three positions and might prove
i es 3.
4. A sin ar monopole high situated in the area of 16N, 60E. It is of
-71-
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the same extended nature as the other highs, which makes depth estimates

impractical and suggests a feature which has an extended vertical

dimension. This anomaly should be tested.

5.

A high monopole which extends off the northern edge of the map at
41N,46E. It has sufficient magnitude to be a burned region, but
because the entire shape of the anomaly is not known, it is difficult
to estimate the likelihood of the anomaly being attributable to an
archaeological source. Although a test pit is indicated, it would be
advisable to magnetically survey a small region further to the north
before excavating.
A region of high magnetic field variance where it is difficult to
pinoint individual anomalies (anomalies which might suggest the
location of a feature), but it appears to be a region that might
v ‘rant investigation as an activity area. Two test squares have been
cated in the vicinity of 2N, 40E.

A Tocalized monopole high situated around the point 16N, 16E shows

se of having an arch. )logical source. There is no apparent low
pole s;sociated with the anomaly; this suggests a feature of extended
vertici geometry.
A monopole high at 14N, 23E which has a magnitude of only 3.5 gamma.
It is suc :stive of a burned region.
Two monopole highs, at 2N, 68E and 3N, 75E, which are extremes of a
broader plateau. The first anomaly extends off the southern edge of
the map but has an angular shape which is indicative of a low-contrast
architectural feature. The second anomaly, although possibly a
reoriented dipole with a weak low pole (Figure 15.A.2), is also worth
investigating as an archaeological feature.
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10. The final anomaly of interest is located in the northern portion of
the grid at 40N, 37E and is circled in Figure 15.A.3. It has an
unusual 'H' shape, atypical of gedlogic features and more Tike an
architectural form. The region is indicated by a dotted 1ine; test
pit locations are 1left to the discretion of the archaeologist.

If the first two anomalies prove to have archaeological sources, the
other si  ler monopoles in the immediate vicinity should be investigat:

in the event that they are also caused by burning.

Location of Test Squares

Fourteen suggested areas for test excavations are indicated, by
anomaly number, on Figure 15.A.3.

Are3s for Future Surveying

The excavation of anomalies which are on the periphery of the grid
will ctate whether it ; advisable to continue to survey additional

small regions. It is advised in particular that a small section be tacked

on north of °~ .t Square 5.
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APPENDIX B
ARCHAEOMAGNETIC REPORT FOR HORSEFLY HAMLET

by
J. Holly Hathaway and Jeffrey L. Eighmy
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necessary for the production of good archaeomagnetic results. ..e firing
atmosphere, maximum attained temperature, type of affected ferrous
mineral, and amount of intrusive n .erial all contribute to the resultant

thermoremanent magnetization created by the ancient firing.







APPENDIX C
CERAMIC REPORT FOR HORSEFLY HAMLET
by

William A. Lucius

-86-

-~

























- a ‘l'FIII Gl A & n e I'Ii Gl G G & W am e ‘I‘... ol

APPENDIX D
LITHIC REPORT FOR HORSEFLY HAMLET
by
omas H. Hruby and Carl J. Phagan
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