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I ntroduction

In 2017, the Crow Canyon Archaeological Center (Crow Canyon) conductsehénthyear of

field research as part of the Basketmaker Communities Project, a multiyear study of early Pueblo
community development in the central Mesa Verde reditie first four years of the study

focused on a pivotal, but undewestigated, time in Pueblo histéryhe Basketmaker Ill period
(A.D.500750) . The focus of Crow Canyonobtés field re
consisting of more than 100 Baskaiker sites located within a 4k’ area near the town of

Cortez, in southwestern Coloradeom 20150 2016 Crow Canyonods dbn el d r e
the Hatch group ' a series of four closely spac
Basketmaker 111 A.D. 500 750) and Pueblo Il (A.D. 900150) periods. This temporal

broadeningvasan effort to answer questions posed in Research Domains Il and V in the
Basketmaker Communities Project research design (Ortman et al. 2011) and in the research

design addaiium (Ryan and Diederichs 2014). These research domains address the following
questions: (1) Is there evidence for changes in community organization over time? (2) Is there
evidence for environmental change related to-asel patterns during the Basketmakl

Pueblo Il periods? (3) How did the momentary population change through time, and is there
evidence for this change being linked to environmental degradation?

In 2017, our field researcfocusedon completing excavatiand documentatioat the

Ridgeline site (5SMT10711)nformation fromthis site will broaden our dataset for the
Basketmaker Il time period on Indian Camp Ranch and will help us address the following
research question (Ortman et al. 2011): Is there additional public architéatudates from the
Basketmaker Ill period on Indian Camp Ranch? The inclusitigs$ite in our dataset may help
us understand population change through time and how the wider Basketmaker 11l population
related to the aggregated Basketmaker Il settl¢mietime Dillard site

This report summarizes progress on the Basketmaker Communities Project during/the 201
Crow Canyon field season, which was conducted from March thraugbstunder the State of
Colorado Archaeological Permit NB0174. This field season wagartly fundedby a History
Colorado State Historical Fund grant (No. 2@115005). Fieldworkwasconducted by members

of the archaeology staff with assistance from intdmg017, there was no public involvement

at the Ridgeline sitd=ield and laboratory work conducted by contractors is also summarized in
this report. Upon completion of all fieldwork and laboratory analyses, Crow Canyon will publish
detailed results of the Basketmaker Communities Project on its website (www.crowcanyon.org).

Project Area Location and Ownership

The Basketmaker Communities Project study area is located in the central Mesa Verde region
(Figure 1). Specifically, the study area is located in the McEImo drainage unit, which is defined
as lands that are drad by McEIlmo CreeKThe settlement cluster that is the focus of Crow
Canyonods mertb ef this adek, dnia dissected upland between Alkali Canyon to the
west and the lessubstantial Crow Canyon drainage to the east, just over 6 km (abouinshi)

of Cortez, Colorado.



The primary project area is defined by the property boundaries of Indian Camp Ranch; a 1,200
acre, 31ot private residential community developed in the late 1980s and early 1990s. There are
208 known archaeological sites ondia within the Ranch (Ortman et al. 2011). Surface remains
suggest that, of those sites, 107 date from the Basketmaker Il period, 49 date from the Pueblo I
period, three are multicomponent Basketmaker Ill/Pueblo Il sites, and 10 are multicomponent
Puebloll/Pueblolll sites. Figure Z2illustrates the boundaries of Indian Camp Ranch and of
individual lots for which Crow Canyon obtained permission from individual landowners to
conduct field investigations duringigtfield season.

Permits and Permissions

During 20T, excavatiorwasconducted under State of Colorado archaeological permit No.

2017-4 and with the permission of the Indian Camp Ranch Homeowners Association and
individual landowners. Both the bylaws and covenants of Indian Camp Ranch @adign

Ranch Homeowners Association 2007) were crafted to promote the preservation of, and research
on, archaeological sites on the Ranch. In 2010, the Association granted Crow Canyon permission
to conduct field research at Basketmaker sites located withiRanch subject only to

restrictions imposed by individual landowners and provided that the work complied with the
professional and ethical standards established by the Society for American Archaeology and the
Register of Professional Archaeologists

Environmental Setting

The topography of the Basketmaker Communities Project study area consists of gently rolling
uplands where varying thicknesses of eolian silt loam overlie Dakota Sandstone. The elevation at
the center of the project area is about 189200 ft). Approximately 100 million years of

geologic history dating from the late Triassic/Jurassic through the middle Cretaceous are exposed
west of the project area in Alkali Canyon. The various geologic strata provided Pueblo people
with constructbn stone and raw material for tools, and the permeable layers form-quatity

aquifer that gives rise to numerous springs at the interfaces between fine sandstone beds and
lesspermeable mudstones.

Indian Camp Ranch was probably once completely/by pinyoruniper woodlands that

were dominated by pinyon pine and Utah juniper and that included an understory of bunch
grasses, yucca, and prickly pear cactus. Today, remnants of this woodland can be found in the
northwest and soutbentral portion®f the Ranch, but elsewhere the native vegetation has been
replaced (in the past 100 years) by ranch land and farm fields. Properties in the eadtdrd one

of the Ranch have been cultivated and are planted in winter wheat. Vegetation on ranch lands is
dominated by big sagebrush, rabbitbrush, and bunch grasses

2017 Fieldwork: The Ridgeline Site

Excavatiors during the 207 field seasonvereconductednly atthe Ridgeline site (5MT10711).
Table 1 lists all excavation uniitsvestigated at #asite By the end of the 2(lseasonthefinal
six excavation unitdadbeen fully excavated and documented. Befsackfilling, exposed walls
and floors within structures were protected with Geotech @&lathreathable synthetic fabric



that does not deterioratmless exposed to ultraviolet ligiackfill sediment was tamped down
to reduce settling, and tlgeoundsurface was restored as much as possible texmavation
condition

The Ridgelinesite, 5SMT10711 (Figures), is located on the westernmost ridgeha Indian

Camp Ranch subdivision (Figure 2). This site was identifietNVoods Canyoirchaeological
Consultantsn 1991 (Honeycutt and Fetterman 1991) and was surveyed using electrical
resistivity in 2012 (Charles 2012). The results of both surveysestitjzat the site dates from the
Basketmaker Il period. During the 2Dfield season, we focused completingexcavatons in

the east half ofraoversizeqit structure (Structure 16103, threeextramural surfaces
(Nonstructures 109, 112nd 120, andthreepit roons (Structurs 110, 116, and 11)/

Structure 101-103

Structure 104103 is a large pit structure that measures approximately 11 m from the north wall
of the main chamber (Structure 101) to the south wall of the antechamber (Structuiieh&03)
main chamber measures approximately 9 mwast, and the antechamber measur
approximately 6 m eastest During the 2017 field season, excavations focusedocumenting
and recording all surfaces loth the main chamber and the antechamber

Sufacel in Structure 101 was tlimal floor and was formally prepared with red plaster and
tan'brown sandThehearth the northeast and southeastin support posts deflector,a sipapu,
awing wall, and several pit features wassociated witlsurfae 1 (Figure4). During the
excavatiorof these featuresin earlier surfaceas detectebeneattSurfacel. The fill
composing Surfacd wasthenremoved to reveal Surfa@e

Surface2 predatesSurfacel and wadormed ofa mixture of adobe, charcoaldrplaster,
crushed sandstone, and calcium carborfdte few artifacts recovered from Surface 2 are
interpreted as secondary refuse within Surface 2 sedi®ewtral pit features, some of which
were filled with sandy loam, were identifiett Surface 1A floor vault, four post hole@wo of
which were earlier versions of thertheast and southeasainsupport posfs andonepaho
markwere also documentd&igure5). Excavation of the featuresssociated witlthis floor
resulted in the discovery afthrd floor underlying Surfac@.

Surface3 in Structure 101 wake earliestloor in themain chamberSurface3 is formed of
undisturbed nativealciumcarbonatgFigure6). No artifacts were observed on this flobwo
sipapusand twopostholes that ondeeld earlymainsupportposs wereassociated witlthis

floor. Thepresence and locations of these sugthesstxistence o&n earlier, smaller pit structure
that was later subsumed Byructure 104103

Thebenchfacein Structure 101 displayeslidenceof three distinct plasteringvents (Figurg).
The bench itseldppearso have been constructedhenthe pit structurevasbuilt. The bench
was carved out aindisturbedcalciumcarbonate depositsandstone slabsere therplaced
verticallyinto wet adbe alonghe benclace Redlishplaster waspplied tothe horizontal
surface of the bench ana the faces atheverticalsandstone slabs alobgnchface(Figure8).



In Structure 108 the antechamber for Structure ¥0the last use surface &urfacel; this
surfacewas not formally prepardout consists ofisecompacted nativeediment (Figuré).
Northeast and southeast main supposdts and the doorway between the main chamber
(Structure 101) and the antechamber (Structure &@3associated witlhis surfaceThe
construction and use of the béris also associated with SurfaceSeventeen postholegere
documented on thieorizontal surface of thizench After the excavation and documentation of
these featuresn earlier useurface Surface 2was discovered

Surface? is the earliest ussurface in Structure 10®ne paho mark anasgeralothersmall pit
featuresas well asan undercut nook under the bench, wassociated witlthis surface(Figure
10). The benclwasconstructed ofedepositd naive sediment and ight have beeradded after
the structure was bui{Eigurell). If sq, theoriginal roof would haveneeded a support system
independent of the absent benidlowever, o postholes were identified on tegtramural
surface surroundin§tructure 103Perhapshe antechambariginally had a cribbed ropbr the
prehistoric ground surfa@nd associated posthoksrounding the antechambeave been
destroyed

Nonstructure 109

As previously repodd (Sommer et al. 200, Nonstructire 109 is an extramural surfatat was
exposed in 2-x-2-m unitin the northern part of the site. The surfaceasmposed of native
sediment containing charcoal and calcium carbamnatasions This unitwasexcavatedo
investigate whethererticalslabsexposed at the modern ground surfaeeewalls of a pit room
(see Structure 110)

Structure 110

As previously reported (Sommer et al. ZPIStructure 110 is a slalalledpit room north of
Structure 104103 (Figure3). Duringthe 2017 field seson, the floor of this structure was
expoed anddocumentedFigurel1?). The flooris usecompacted native sedimenb plaster

was observed-ewartifactsp flakedlithic debitage and a fragment of nonhuman lgpnere
recovered from the flooirhe slabgorming the walls of Structure 110 did not rest at floor level
rather, theyhad beersetinto undisturbed native sedimehat formed the lower walls of the
room

Nonstructure 112

Nonstructure 112 is an extramural surfaoenposed of undisturbethtive sediment. The surface
wasexposed in -x-2-m unitnorth of Structure 10103 that wasocated to investigateeveral
verticalsandstone slabs visibé¢the modern ground surfacks previously noted (Sommer et

al. 2017), several artifacts were recovered fromdtarface. During the 2017 field season, three
pit features were identified on this surface, as waalavghlled pit room(seeStructure 11Y.
Thethree pit features associated with Nonstructure 112 were filled with secondary refuse; the
uses of theits areunknown.



Structure 116

Structure 116 is a pit room north of Structure-10B (Figure3). Thestructure was identified
during the excavatimand documentation ektramural surfacBlonstructure 109Although the
room was aburned the fill of the room contained a small amounbafned roofing material
probablyfrom Structure 110The presence of this matenalthe fill of Structure 11éndicaes
thatthe structuravasno longer beingised as a roomvhen Structure 110 burnefurther the
east wall ofStructurell1l6passedeneath the vertical slathat formthe southwest wall of
Structure 110whichconstitutes additional evidendsat Stucture 116 was built and
decommissionebeforeStructure 11@vasconstruced (Figure13). No artifacts were found on
the floor of Structurd 16,althoughmultiple artifacts that appear to Ipendant blanks were
recoveredrom refuse in the fill of the room

Structure 117

Structure 117 is a slalalled pit room north of Structure 18103and east of Structure 110
(Figure3). Theroomwas identified during the excavation and documentati@xtwbmural
surfaceNonstructure 112. The roof &tructure 11 hadburnedthough only one
dendrochronological sample was recoveiidte flooris usecompacted native sedimei@everal
gray waresherds, a fewieces oflake lithic debitage a mano, raw clay, red ochre, a couple of
reconstructible vessels, angartionof abowl were recovered from the floor. Three featuaes
associated witlthis surface: atorage bin, a footer trench for vertioall slabs, and a paf
indeterminateise(Figure 14)

Nonstructure 120

Nonstructure 120 is an extramural ssefacebelow Nonstructure 10%tructure 116 was
excavatednto Nonstructure 120fwo pit features but no artifacts were associated with
Nonstructure 120The uses of thpit featureareindeterminate, buheymight beassociated
with Structure 116all threewere excavated intblonstructure 120.

Plant and Artifact Analyses
Pollen Analysis

Twenty-five pollen samples collected during the Basketmaker Communities Project were
processed by the Palynology Laboratory at Texas A&M University, where pollers gvaie
separated and concentrated utilizing protocols developed and tested by Vaughn Bryant, Jr. The
pollen was identified and analyzed by Susan Smith. During thesson, Smith analyzé®
samples from th&lueller Little Housesite (5SMT1081), five samples from the Dry Ridge site
(5MT10684),and fivesamples from th&idgelinesite (5SMT111). One report (Smith 207
discusses a5 pollen samples.



Obsidian Analysis

Severo b s i d i a n thraeframitie ®itatd site (5MT10647}wo from the Pdulaca Point

site (6MT10709), one from the Mueller Little House site (6MT10631), and one from the

Ridgelinesite (5MT1071) " wer e anal yzed for el emental <conce
dispersive Xrayfluorescence by Steve Shackley (ZDJAll analyses wereonducted on a
ThermoScientifi@Q u a n EDXRF spectrometer located at the iBisity of California,

Berkeley The artifacts were identified to three source areas in New MariddJtah El

Rechuelos in the Jemez MountgiNew Mexico;Grants Ridge sourced Mount Taylonn New

Mexico; and Wild Horse Canyon in UtaWith the exception of the artifact sourced to Wild

Horse Canyon hese results are similar to those of earlier studfebsidian artifacts for the

Basketmaker Communities Proje8th@ackley P13, 2015.

Compositional Analysis of Pottery

Using neutron activation analysis, Jeffrey Ferguson and Michael Glascock &@ilylded 123
pottery sherds from the Dillard site (5MT10647) for elemental concentraidirenalyses were
conducted athe Archaeometry Laboratory at the University of Missdresearch Reactor
Center.

Artifact Analysis

In-house artifact cataloging and analysis for the Basketmaker Communities Project is ongoing.
Thus far more than 39,000 flakelithic artifacts and 44,4Dpottery sherds have been analyzed
and 1,900 flotation samples have been proces3fithe 39,000 pieces of chipped stone, 2,000
pieces were analyzed in 2017. Of the 44,400 pottery sherds analyzed, 5,800 sherds were
analyzed in 2017. Of the 1,900 flotati samples processed, 300 were processed in 2017.

Chronometric Analyses

One of the primary objectives of the Basketmaker Communities Project is to create a
Basketmaker Il settlement history of the project area by collecting materials from halatation
ancillary structures that yield absolute dates. Three dating methods are being applied:
radiocarbon accelerator mass spectrometry, archaeomagnetism, and dendrochridnalegy.
dendrochronologal dateswere available as Movember2017.

During the 2017seasonl3radiocarbon accelerator mass spectronmsdnples were submitted

to Beta Analytic Inc,. and threearchaeomagnetgamplesvere submitted tthe

Archaeomagnetic Laboratory at East Tennessee State Univ&edilg. 2 provides radiocarbon
aaceleratomass spectrometry dates received in 20Wb of the three archaeomagnetic samples
were datableThe archaeomagnetic sample taken from the hearth in Structureth@Ivaieller
Little House site§MT1063]) yielded nunerousdate rangesherangemost likelyto be accurate

is A.D. 660 690 (Lengyel 2017a)The sample taken from the hearth in Structure 1@8eaDry
Ridge site pMT10684 yielded numeroudate rangegnostlikely to be accurate isither A.D.
9851040 or A.D. 10601140 (Lengyel 2013). The third archaeomagnetic sample, taken from
hearth at the Ridgeline site (5MT1071did not produce a plainthe curve. This sample plots



near the A.D. 900 window of the dating curve, although even this daterithan the
Basketmaker lIdaterange(A.D. 5001 750) expected for this samplegtigyel 2017b).

Human Remains

No human remains weexposediuring excavationat the Ridgeline sitan 2017.

Curation

Crow Canyon has an executed agreement with the Anasazi Heritage Center, Qalloresio,

for the curation of collected materials and associated documentation from the Basketmaker
Communities Project. The Anasazi Heritage Center will curate materials generated as a result of
all field seasong2 0 1 1 )¢fth2 Grdiect.

Summary

The goals of the sevenémd finalyear offield work forthe Basketmaker Communities Project
were to complete all excavati®and documentatioatthe Ridgeline siteWe learned that the
oversized pit structurenderwentat least three distinct construati episodesg the initial
construction of the pit staiure and two remodeling even@e also learned that pit room
Structure 110 was superimposed over an earlier pit room, Strddttiréhese datauggesthat
the site was occupied for a prolongestiod of time

Several analyses were completed, and the resulting data provide us with a greater understanding

of the ancestral Pueblo community that inhabited the landscape that i@tedayed by Indian

Camp Ranch. Several special analyses are ongbivegtollowingmaterials from the

Basketmaker Community Project sitemve been selected asubmitted to specialists

for analysis: pollesamplesfaunal remainsanddendrochronologicadamplesA

comprehensive report on all excavations conducted as part of CrowrCango Bas ket maker
Communities Project will be published on Crow



Personnel, 207 Field Season
Archaeology Department Staff

Shirley Powell, vice president of programs
Susan Ryan, director of archaeology

Caitlin Sommer, supervisory archaeologist
Shanna Diederichs, supervisory archaeologist
Steve Copeland, field archaeologist

Rebecca Simon, field archaeologist

Kari Schleher, laboratory manager

Jamie Merewether, collections manager
Leigh Cominiellg laboratory assistant

Kate Hughes, laboratosducation coordinator
Grant Coffey, GIS archaeologist

Kristin Kuckelman, research publications manager
Jessica Petrie, field intern

Caelie Butler, field intern

Genevieve Woodheathboratory intern
Christina Stewartlaboratory intern
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Figure 3. The Ridgeline site (5SMT10711).
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Figure 4. Excavated features on Surfacé in Structure 101,
the Ridgeline site (5MT10711).

14



Figure 5. Excavated features orSurface2 in Structure 101, the Ridgeline site (5SMT10711).
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