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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Good morning. Our presentation concerns the preliminary results of multidisciplinary archaeological testing that was recently carried out at Camp Williams, Utah County, Utah by USU Archeological services and the Utah National Guard.Our goals this morning are to place Camp Williams in its regional context, describes the project background, present the methodology and preliminary results of multidisciplinary testing at three archaeological sites, and briefly discuss what the current results may mean with regard to Wasatch front upland settlement.Finally, I will present some brief results on site reassessment of 16 sites conducted this past fall also in the West Canyon area.
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Camp Williams is located along the eastern edge of the Great Basin about 25 miles south of Salt Lake City, and encompasses a range of rolling hills, the Traverse Mountains, that separate Salt Lake and Utah Valleys. 
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This figure shows the boundary of Camp Williams superimposed on an air photograph.  The Traverse Mountains are an east-west trending mountain range that lies between the Wasatch Range to the east and the Oquirrh Mountains to the west.  Flowing north from Utah Lake to Great Salt Lake, the Jordan River forms the boundary between the western and eastern Traverse Mountains.  (Point)  Within Camp Williams the geology of the Traverse Mountains and adjacent areas consists of steep mountain slopes formed of Oquirrh Group rocks consisting of quartzitic sandstone, calcareous sandstone, sandy limestone, and limestone. The mountain slopes are also composed of block and ash flow tuffs and lava flows that overlie the Oquirrh Group rocks. The lower flanks of the mountain slopes and the West Canyon, Oak Springs, and Tickville Gulch drainages and adjacent areas are formed of alluvial and colluvial deposits. (Point)  Numerous springs are present at the heads of these drainages.
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The installation includes approximately 25,000 acres and contains a cantonment area, firing ranges, artillery firing points, an impact area, and other training lands and facilities.  The National Guard manages approximately 150 archaeological sites at Camp Williams and the vast majority of it has been surveyed for cultural resources.  Survey reveals that Camp Williams has a relatively high prehistoric site density.  General prehistoric site settlement patterns discernible at Camp Williams from the perspective of topographic and drainage are that most sites are located in more moderately sloping areas, are located near or adjacent to drainages, and the largest sites and area of densest settlement are located on slopes with southern or southeastern exposures.  One of them, Site 42UT551, is a large Fremont Complex site which is located just outside the impact area. (Point)
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In the 1980s, the Utah National Guard constructed machine gun and grenade ranges near the site, and in 2008 they began planning for an expanded machine gun range which would significantly impact the site.  With construction scheduled to begin in 2012, the Utah National Guard partnered with USU Archaeological Services to draft a plan for data recovery on the site.
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Unfortunately, it soon became evident that the site was located within an area littered with significant concentrations of unexploded ordnance.  Given the obvious safety concerns, the National Guard and USU Archaeological Services developed an alternative plan to mitigate for impacts to the site.
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We developed a two-phase mitigation plan.  The first phase involved testing of three sites in West Canyon.  These sites are similar to 42UT551 and consist of 42UT123, a Fremont and Archaic lithic scatter/chipping station/habitation,  42UT170,  a relatively large Fremont long-term camp/habitation, and 42UT544, a relatively large Archaic lithic scatter.  Unauthorized public access on these sites over the years resulted in damage due to collecting, ATV use, and grazing.  Testing was designed to answer questions about site structure and occupation as well as determine the extent of damage to the sites. 
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Slide 8:  42UT123 was initially recorded, surface collected, and tested in the 1960s by BYU students Carl Jones (1962) and Edward Wheeler (1968), and was mapped and surface collected by Metcalf-Zier Archaeologists in 1983.  Jones and Wheeler were in touch with noted local collector John Hutchings of Lehi during their work and he told them that three mounds were once present on the ridge top but had been leveled when an air strip was constructed.  Wheeler’s notes indentify the air strip as Civilian Conservation Core (or C. C. C.) one suggesting a construction date in the 1930s.  USU Archaeological Services examination of historic air photos indicate that the air strip was actually cleared in the early to mid 1950s.   Wheeler noted the presence of surface artifacts just north of the air strip and he collected 139 sherds and five lithic tools.  With respect to the location of the site on the ridge top, Metcalf-Zier Archaeologists noted that they had only intensively searched in the area of Sample Unit 468 and established the site polygon in this area and called it 42UT123 because it was in the same approximate area as indicated by Wheeler.  (Point)  An examination of 42UT123 site plot in Wheeler’s master’s thesis shows the location of the site to the east of Metcalf-Zier polygon.  (Point)  Given this, our archaeological testing at the site began with an intensive archaeological survey – with five-meter spacing between archaeologists – of the ridge top.
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Intensive archaeological survey revealed a light density lithic artifact scatter across the ridge top, as well as a high density ceramic and lithic artifact scatter just north of the airstrip near its eastern end.  (Point)  We also mapped the airstrip berms, a two-track road/ATV trail, and diagnostic lithic artifacts outside of the high density ceramic and lithic scatter.  This is the approximate location where Wheeler plotted the site. This area was given the pithy title of Locus A.�



Surface survey and mapping
with RTK.
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Once the general area of Locus A had been established, we pin flagged sherds, lithic tools, and areas of particularly dense artifact concentrations within the locus to better define its surface character.
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Most of the sherds were quite small and we reason that the larger ones were picked up by Wheeler in the 1960s.
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As mentioned, the artifact scatter was quite dense as illustrated by this photograph of a biface tip fragment and adjacent lithic debitage.
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Within the locus we defined northern and southern artifact concentrations.  Five Test Units, 1 through 4 and 6, were excavated to explore the subsurface characteristics of the locus and to look for subsurface features.  Test Unit 5 (point) was excavated south of the locus within the area disturbed by the airstrip to provide a subsurface comparison of the two areas.
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This is a photograph of the stratigraphy revealed by Test Unit 2 placed in Concentration 2 in the northern part of the locus.
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This is the stratigraphy revealed by Test Unit 1 in Concentration 1 in the central part of the locus.  Along with Test Units 3 and 4, these excavations revealed the locus deposit to be approximately 25 cm thick consisting of gray lightly charcoal-stained matrix with numerous artifacts.  The gray matrix overlaid a yellow clay.  I would characterize this deposit as a midden. Unfortunately, none of the Locus A test units encountered any features.
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This photograph shows the stratigraphy revealed by a Test Unit 5, which was placed to the south of Locus A in the area disturbed by airstrip construction.  The stratigraphy is essentially the same as the Locus A test units, consisting of a gray approximately 25 cm thick matrix overlying yellow clay.  The gray matrix was overlain by a stratum of light tan aeolian-deposited sand.  However, in this location the gray matrix did not exhibit charcoal flecking or contain artifacts.  This strongly suggests that the Locus A deposit was not present in this area and thus was not disturbed by airstrip construction.  The stratigraphy revealed by the 42UT123 test units was also described by geomorphologist Bill Eckerle.  His forthcoming report will contain additional insights regarding natural and cultural formation processes in the site area.
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Our investigations at 42UT123 also included a magnetometer survey.  The magnetometer grid is indicated by the red rectangles on the site testing work effort map.  (point) This photograph shows Molly Cannon working with the magnetometer.  Our goal with the magnetometer was to see if this remote-sensing technique would pick up signatures of subsurface features in Locus A.This slide shows the magnetometer readout. The red circles denote areas of potential interest with regard to subsurface features.  (point)  We decided to place a test unit over this anomaly (point) in the hopes that a small feature such as a hearth might be present.
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Test Unit 6 was excavated over the aforementioned magnetometer anomaly. While no features were encountered, excavators noticed that the Locus A deposit in this area was more charcoal-flecked than in other areas.  We took a number of flotation samples as a part of the Test Unit 6 excavations and we hope they yield some interesting carbonized micro-fossils.  Additionally, a metate fragment was encountered in Test Unit 6. (point)  The higher charcoal flecking density, and possibly the metate fragment, likely caused the magnetometer anomaly.  The Locus A deposit is fairly shallow but small features such as hearths and post holes could well be present.
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Our testing methodology at 42UT544 and 170 was the same as that employed for 42UT123.  We began by conducting an intensive survey, with 5 m spacing, of the site areas.  Previous investigations had noted the presence of ceramics on the surface of 42UT170.  (point)  We were unable to locate any ceramics at 42UT170 or 544.  As was the case with 42UT123, we were able to define artifact concentrations within the larger site artifact scatters.  (point)  Survey also located a petroglyph carved on a small ground surface level boulder at site 42UT544.  (point)
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This photograph shows the context of the petroglyph.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here's a close-up of the petroglyph.  While we did not find any ceramics, this petroglyph is likely the result of Fremont activity in the site area.



42UT544
• Excavation of two 1m2 test units.
• One 1-x-2 m surface collection 

unit.
• Excavations revealed two 

aceramic components.
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This figure is a blowup of the site 42UT544 work effort map showing it's artifact concentration.  At this site, as well as at 42UT170, we dug two test units and did a 1 x 2 m surface collection unit.  Excavations at 42UT544 are of interest because they revealed the presence of two aceramic components. 



Modern

2130 +/- 25 BP
207-88 cal BC (83.4%)
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This view shows the stratigraphy of 42UT544.  The upper aceramic component at the site was present on the surface down to approximately 20 cm below the present ground surface.  The first component is associated with the gray upper stratum. (point)  There was a noticeable drop off in artifacts at the base of the stratum.  At approximately 30 cm below the present ground surface and associated with the brownish tan stratum (point), a second aceramic component was present.  The artifact density of the second component dropped off near the base of the brownish tan stratum.  We recovered no temporally diagnostic artifacts from either Test Unit 2 or Test Unit 1, so we are attempting to infer the age of the components via radiocarbon and optically stimulated luminescence, or OS L, dating techniques.  We AMS radiocarbon dated single fragments of carbonized wood associated with the components.  The carbon samples were admittedly not definitely of cultural origin.  This was our only option as we did not encounter any features.  The radiocarbon dates are interesting but should be viewed with caution. (point)  The 207 to 88 calibrated BC upper date is roughly what we would expect given that the site was inferred as an Archaic-aged lithic scatter based on surface evidence.  The modern-aged lower date is obviously problematic and indicates that bioturbation has resulted in recent carbonized wood being transported approximately 35 cm below the present ground surface.
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In the field we were aware of the issues with radiocarbon dating.  We felt that it was worth it to collect and run radiocarbon samples but another line of evidence with respect to inferring the age of the components would be useful.  Thus, we collected two OS L samples from Test Unit 2 to supplement the radiocarbon samples. (point)  The samples are currently being processed by the OSL lab at Utah State University and we hope the results, along with the radiocarbon dates, will provide the basis for reasonable inferences of the ages of the aceramic components.



Ongoing Analyses
• Geochemical analysis of obisidan

artifacts by Dr. Richard Hughes 
(Geochemical Research 
Laboratory).

• OHD by Dr. Tom Origer (Origer
and Associates).

• Macrobotanical remains by Dr. 
Tim Riley (USU-Eastern)

• Protein residue analysis of stone 
tools (PaleoResearch Institute).

• Pollen/phytolith/starch analysis of 
groundstone (PaleoResearch
Institute).
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To conclude, and related to our efforts to date the aceramic components at 42UT544, we note that approximately 80% of the Camp Williams archaeological sites are lithic scatters of unknown temporal affiliation.  Inferring temporal affiliation for Camp William’s sites is obviously an important topic and is the foundation on which additional explanations and interpretations can be built.  We hope the OSL results will allow us to infer temporal affiliation for the 42UT544 components.  Then, comparison of 42UT544 lithic assemblages to those from 42UT170, as well as the lithic assemblages from the Fremont-era 42UT123 site, will allow us to begin establishing clearer parameters from which to infer the ages of other Camp Williams sites.  This is part of an ongoing effort to develop a cultural context for upland archaeological sites in the region.  This context will help the National Guard to better understand and more effectively manage the archaeological sites at Camp Williams. Thank you.
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Our second project is also in the West Canyon area of the reservation and is typical in that it exhibits high archaeological site densities associated with lithic raw material and water sources.  The vast majority of these sites are currently recorded as lithic scatters with no further specification. As a part of an ongoing cooperative effort with the Utah National Guard, a USU Archaeological Services team recently reassessed the 16 previously recorded sites in this area.  The reassessment yielded two important results with regard to the description and interpretation of Camp Williams upland sites.First, revised and, in some instances, new site boundaries were established resulting in a clearer picture of surface distribution of artifacts in the reassessment area.  This graphic shows the previous site polygons and points in black in contrast to the new site polygons in yellow.
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Second, USU Archaeological Services archaeologist Paul Santrone conducted infield lithic analysis of artifacts within the newly established site boundaries, as well as within site artifact concentrations.  Reduction stage, reduction strategy, and raw material type categories were used to characterize the lithic debitage while bifacial tool type, non-bifacial tool type, raw material type, and use evidence categories were applied to lithic tools.  Site type categories more discrete than “lithic scatter” were then inferred for the sites based on the lithic analysis.  This graphic shows the distribution of reassessed site types.  As might be expected, sites formed wholly or in part by lithic resource procurement activity dominate the landscape.  However, sites where cutting, scraping, sawing, and planing activities occurred are also present.  The reassessment has resulted in a better understanding of the spatial patterning of activities across the landscape. 
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