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Interim Performance Report
Accomplishments

The orginal proposal for the project detailed a numbesp¥cificannual goals.
Most fundamentally, the project wassigned to completexcavatiorof the 13 floors
and seven roofs assated with Housejp 54 at the Bridge River site. Taxcomplishthis,
it was anticipated that approximatehb3loors and where necessary, associated roofs
would be excavatenh each of the three field seasons. Thus, we expected to complete
excavation of at least three floors during 2012 to bevia@tbby the full range of
expectedaboratorystudies and development of artistionks.

Field research in 2012 focused exclusively on the final floor and roof from
Housepit 54. Excavations revedlthat the depdsivas deeper and far more complex
than had been anticipated from test excavations conducted in Z8B. described in
detail in the appengj the final floor and roof dated to the Fur Trade period and
represents the first tiena house of this size from the™&ntury has been fully
excavated. Cultural matals recovered included hearth and cache pit featoves,
12,000 stone artifacteyer 10,00(pieces of firecracked rockfrom cooking activities)
5118" and 19' century European trade items (beads, butiag, etc.) over 5500 fanal
remains several hundred plant items, and a complex arrapibfieochemical and
ancient DNAsamples. These data provide an extraordiopportunityto reconstruct an
aboriginal household actively engagegmductionand exhangeof goodswith
Europeanswhile preserving traditional cultural values in the face of an expanding
European presence. Early in the field phase in 20&2P| and colleagues recognized
that even if this slowed the schedule, it was critical not to waste this opportunity by
excavaing too fast and losmimportant data. The materials are significant enough that
we now plan to submit a manuscript to the University of Utah Press for pudslicat
focusing entirely on the Furrade occupation at Housepit 54.

Careful excavation of the Fiiirade floor and roof at Housepit 54 did slow down
progress towards completion of the excavatidhis means that wieave to complete six
floors per year in the coming two field seasoAsticipating the coming two summer
field seasons, it is unlikely that this will happen. It is more likely dpgiroximately far
floors will be excavated per year. Fortunately, the old flaasoccasional roof$o not
appear to bas thickor densewith cultural materialg¢especiallyfire-cracked rockps
those of the final floor and roof. Thus, more rapid progress should be ratzii@ing an
ideal goal of six floors per seasoihe project willstill expect to publish a scholarly
book on these deeper and older floors and follow wiilghly illustratedbroad audience
book examining the entire project.

The proposal outlined a plan to develop a project website under the assumption
that the University would make this option aahike free of charge. This did not happen
and consequently the Pl is raising funds to developettpectatiorin the coming six
months. Fortunately, until now the project na$ had results to display in this context.
We expect to havihe results available on the web i fiorm of the excavation report
and associatedlata (attached appendix) in the coming days.

All laboratoryand artistic works are moving forward@anned The project
developed studies ofating and stratigraphirthic artifacts historical artifacts, animal



bones, plant remains, sediment geochemistry, and ancient DNA. The ancient DNA has
been initiatedut not completed for this cycle. Isotope studieanimal bones and plant
remains €speciallypine needlesyill begin after the next field seasoBpatial analyses

of recowered materials are ongoingrtistic depictions have been initiated by artist Eric
Carlson as field sketches to be finalizedvaesdeveloghe publications.

Changes toProject Methodology

There are no changes to project methodology at this time. Field and laboratory
research arproceeding as outlined in tipeoposal.

Consultants

There are no changes in the role of project consultants.
Automation

As demonstrated in the appended report, the project has benefitted fromya variet
of computer applicationsicludingdata base, statistical, and mapping (GIS) programs.
No changes anticipated with computer applications.

Matching Funds

Not relevant to this project.
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Chapter One
Introduction
(Anna Marie Prentis}
'Department of Anthropology, The University of Montana, Missoula MT 59812

During summer of 2012 the Bridge River Archaeological project initiated the first
of several field seasons of excavation focused on Haus&piThe Bridge River site is a
large housepit village located several kilometers from the confluence of the Bridge River
and large Fraser River, near Lillooet, British Columbia. The village is one of several in
the Middle Fraser Canyon context thav&éaeceived intensive archaeological studies
during the past several decades (Prentiss and Kuijt 2012). While Middle Fraser
archaeological research has focused most intensely on occupatiaiaipgeabout 1000
years ago, the Middle Fraser villages affer abundant evidence for more recent
occupation associated di (UgperLilloget)psaple h t he hi st
known best from the detailed ethnographies of James Teit (1906) and a variety of more
recent works€.g. Hayden 199Xennedy and Buchardl977,1978 1998. The two
most intensively studied villages, Bridge River and Keatley Crarekknown to have
multiple latedating housepits (Hayden and Adams 2004; Prentiss 22@8) though
they are not generallknown to contain materials sciated with the presence of
Europeans in the Canadian Plateau region. Housepit 54 is an exception to this rule.
Housepit 54 at Bridge River is a moderate sized house of about 13 meters
diameter, thought to contain approximately 13 finely bedded odoand&tors and
possibly seven roof deposits interspersed between some of the stratified floors (Prentiss et
al. 2012; Prentiss and Kuijt 2012). The deepest 12 floordair=1100 cal. B.P., but the
final floor and roof contain materials clearly patsting the arrival of Europeans in the
region and signaig the likelihood of a household engaged in setonomic and
political relationships with a varietyf Native and nofNative groups While the Bridge
River project seeks to develop a detailed un@erding of processes of change across the
dozen floors predating 1100 years ago, the final occupation presents an outstanding
opportunitytostudg¢ ul t ur al practices of the St 68t éi mc
period. In doing so, it permits us to oftemtributions taawider range ofdiscussions
within Colonial period indigenous archaeology focusingr@demographic, socio
economic and political hi story of the Sto6g8tod
increasinglycomplex world impactetly an encroehing Capitalist world system.
Thisresearch takes a number of positions regarding the nature of history and
cultural processedrirst, following Wolf (1977), we assert thetdigenous history,
ethnohistory, and oral history reflect histpttye same htery we describe for western
nations. Thus, a fundamental goal to our research is gaining an understanding of
St 68t 6i mc h immedmtelyefdrerandtdirieg the Caonial period. This
permits us to avoid the pitfalls of some models of woriddny (e.g. Wallerstein 1974)
t hat could easily relegate t hed(SHEind®).60i mc t o
Second, we do not view the cultural practice
assimplistically boundedautonomousandselfregulatingas might be impliethy some



models of sociologyanthropology and archaeologfe.g.Binford 1986;Rostow 1960;
Sahlins and Service 1960/hite 194). Rather we view them as the outcome of a
complex web of inheritances, influences anérattions. Thus, understanding the
dynamics of Middle Fraser settlement, subsistence and social behavior takes us beyond
essentialist conceptions to a view of people interacting in array of complex social
networks. This does not mean that human sonetiwvorks and cultural transmission
processes existloutside of the effects of local and global economic and ecological
contexts(Wolf 1977) Nor does it mean thttese groups did not hold common
traditions that were only effectively visible in theiaos of finite human populations
(e.g. Soltis et al. 1995). Human history from this standpoint is effectively an outcome of
cultural transmission, human action, feedback (e.g. ecorammdiclemographignpacts),
and the effects of events of historical éogéncy, operating simultaneously on multiple
scales (Boyd and Rielnson 1992; Prentiss 2011; W&B77). Third, we recognize that
given the cultural and historical complexity of this context, that theoretical plurality may
yield complimentary insightsThus, we employ a range of theoretical models from
Darwinian cultural transmission ahdman behavioral ecology to Marxiarspired
political economy andocial theory in our considerations of technologicadiitions
foraging strategies, household protlon activities, social arrangements, and exchange
relationships.

This chapter seeks to provide context for this study beginning with a short
introductionto issues in Fur Trade period archaeology in British Columbia. Moladh
a discussiomf latepre-Colonial and Fur Trade period cultural dynamics in the Middle
Fraser context drawing upon sources that include archaeology, Fur Trade history, and
ethnology. These ideg@sovide a broad framework to develop a range of more specific
hypotheses to bested with the myriad of archaeological data developed in this project.
Finally, | introduce and review the contribanis of the chapters in this report.

Archaeologyand Ethnology of Aboriginal Societies in British Columbia during the
Fur Trade Period

Archaeological research into the Fur Trade in western Canada has
overwhelmingly favored investigation of European settlements, especially forts (Carlson
2000; Klimko 2004). Withinnterior British Columbia this included such placesFort
d o6 Epi neatdtl3®0BUrRet al. 1996), Fort Mcleod (Quackenbush 1990), Rocky
Mountain Portage House (Burley etaml . 1996),
Fort Kamloops (Carlson 2000, 2006). With rare excepfiergs Carlson 2000, 2006),
Native settlenents during this time have rarely been studied. As noted by Carlson
(200Q 20086 see also Rubertori®89, 2000) Fur Trade archaeolagyto the early 1980s
emphasized two dominant research themes, a focus on Europeans as primary drivers of
the major cuural developments of this period, and subsequently, Native peoples as
passive consumers and victims of an inevitably expanding Eamqpesence.cholars
implicitly avoided recognition of indigenous agency and assumed that Native peoples
were simply sulgct to acculturation processe€onsequently, despite a significant
amount of important research, researchers were for the most part tienednesider
differentforms of engagement that included salkerested participatiom exchange



networks and restance to colonial depredatioresd.Klimko 2004; Lightfoot et al.
1998;Rogers 1990Rubertone 2000).

Perspectives on aboriginal cultures during the colonial period have changed
significantly in recent decades. A range of studies have examinadiablosettlement
and architecture, subsistence, and social relationdlages on the Northwest Codstg.
Mackie am Williamson 2003; Marshall 2000artindale 2003; McMillan 1999).0ne
implication d this work is the recognition that aboriginal eggments with Europeans
often altered relationshgpbetween indigenowgoups with sometimes unanticipated
consequences. One good example is the development of complex confederations and
polities in someportions of the B.C. coastal regidaring the colaial period (Martindale
2003; McMillan 1999; Schaepe 2006). It is well known that the flood of European
goods within aboriginal exchange networks altered long standing social relationships
between households and led to increased overt status compettjpotlatching and
warfare (Acheson and Delgado 2004; Fisher 1977, 1996)

Carlson (2000, 200&)nducted the most comprehensive archaeological study of
aboriginal cultural practices on the British Columbia Plathaing the Fur Trade period
Her stugy examines Secwepemc (Shuswhplisepitoccupations associated with Fort
Kamloops at the confluence of the North and South Thompson Rivere
demonstrates that despite occupations at the fort and frequent interactions with Europeans
employed bythe HllIs o n 6 s B a lyegithiogmpld821,ySecwepemc people
maintained a wide range of traditional practices that included house construction
primarily with native materials (e.g. nails and glass rarely used), reluctance to favor many
European technologies, apdrsistent use of traditional tools (e.g. lithic projectile points,
knives, scrapers, basketry, leather items). On the other hand some things did change as
for example shifting cooking from stone boiling in baskets to placement of metal basins
directlyover heat. Social relations appeared as substantially egalitarian though the few
ceramic fragments of European origin appeared in the larger pithouses suggesting the
possibility of variation in household standing with European traders and thus difierenti
abilityto accessgoodsCar | sonds study has filled an i mpoa
aboriginal practices directly associated with Fur Trade fatt. results confirm similar
outcomes elsewhere (e.g. Lightfaatal. 1998; Rogers 1990However,we still know
relatively little regarding persistence of cultural traditions and engagements with
Europeans within aboriginal communities at greater distances from the forts.

The Middle Fraser Canyon had no frade fort or permanent European presence
during the early decades of the™@ntury. Yet, it is clear that aboriginal pépf the
region didinteract with Europeans and other Native peoples who in turn were in more
direct contact with the newcomerased in such places as Fort Kamloops ant For
Langley(Porter 1997) Historically, the Middle Fraser area was occupied by three
Plateau Salishan speaking groups. The area between approximately Cayoosh Creek and
Pavilion Creek (generally known as the Lillooet area referring to the contemporary tow
of that name) was controll ed byt héreLiSIt®Watdi n
or Lower Lillooet occupied the montane valleys west of the Fraser Canyon associated
with Seton lake, the Lillooet River, and upper Harrison Lake (Teit 1906).
South/'southeasof this areancluding a substantial portion of the Lower Fraser Canyon
was generally consideredaka’pamux or Thompson territory (Teit 1900, 1906). North
of Pavilion Creek and to the east of the Middle Fraser Canyon were the Secwepemc or
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Shusvap people (Teit 1909). The Athapaskan speaking Chilcotin occupied the montane
forests and valleys to the northwetin of t he
the Sto6o8todéi mc area, aboriginal groups intera
Fount aind a narrow spot in the Fraser River r
fishing duringthe late summer spawning season. Teit (1906:231) notes that not only

would repesentatives from the Canadialateau Salishan groups meet herefifgning

and trade, but that representativesftome Hudsondés Bay Company wou
also make the trip presumably from Fort Kamloops.

The St 68t 6iwitlicHistod& Peopl e

Whil e ancestors of todayodés Salishan peopl
Columbiafor many millennia, the Middle Fraser Canyon (henceforth-Fraser)
villages appear to have had their start in the centuries immediately following 2000 years
ago (Prentiss and Kuijt 2012). Intensive research at the Bridge River site along with
nearby Katley Creek and Bell (Prentiss et al. 2003, 2005, 2007, 2008, 2012; Prentiss and
Kuijt 2012; Stryd 1973) has resulted in the development of a chronology of village
evolutionthat suggests early establishment of what would become the largest villages at
daesspanning approximately ca. 160850 cal. B.P. The early villages require
significant further research. However, current data suggest that they consisted of small
groups of housepits of a wide range of siddsto 16 m in diameter) reflecting a rargfe
group sizes. Between this time and ca. 1000 the Bridge River village grew from a
maximum of 7o at leasB0 simultaneously occupied housealthough data are limited
it would appear that other villages may have grown at similar rates (Prentis30£t3al
2007). An analysis of intehousehold variability imaterial wealth markers (Prentiss et
al. 2012) indicates there was limited variation during the BR 2 period or ca16800
cal. B.P. However, by BR 3 times (ca. 130100 cal. B.P.), thereave significant
differences in a host of indicators including subsistence items, dog remaiflecabn
lithic raw materials, and prestige artifacts like steatite beads and nephrite To@se
have been interpreted as indicators of emergent socialaligg While the data doot
strongly indicate long term inherited status within houses, it is still possible that some
form of ascribed status could have developed right at this time as better manifested at
Keatley Creek and possibly the Bell site (Risnet al. 2007). Another important
development recognized at Bridge River is the establishment of circular arrangements of
houses during BR 2 times. By the BR 3 period, we recognize two distinct
Ainei ghborhoods, 0 t he s esinatsiagleminggmndthemrthere at ur i n
neighborhood exhibiting a double ring of 19 housédso, during BR 3, we recognize
for the first time the development and use of large extrzgsehold meat and fish roasting
pits (Dietz 2004). Finally, we recogniaethis point one very large house (HP 25)
lacking storage facilities but containing an abnormally large central fire pit and a dense
scatter of minimally butchered deer bones. The latter house is the best candidate for a
house designated at least pare for community events that could have included
feasting.

Drawing from Teitds et hnogr ap h-dFraser, it has
villages were much like those of the coast, autonomous-sgoioomic and political
entities, connected to nearbmaller villages only by kin and trade relations. However,
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archaeologists have periodically suggested that at peak sizes, say e200G@@al. B.P.,
that the MidFraser villages could have been organized in some form of-willdgje
chiefdomlike polities (Hayden and Ryder 1991; Prentiss and Kuijt 201Ranked
families in households (e.g. Hayden 1997), formal arrangements of ranked houses
centered around plazas, structures set aside for special social rituals, public displays of
wealth, and a triadf settlement sizes within individual valleys could potentially imply
the latter. While the polity question remains to be formally investigated it is clear that by
the BR 3 period the villages were large and socially complex. They were also on the
brink of abandonment. Currestudies implicate an array of factonay have ben
important in declining access to critical food resources. Climate change is a likely factor
in reduction in salmon numbers (Prentiss et al. 2011) while rapid population grahah an
prestige economy may have been hard on local deer and possibly geophyte or root
populations Kuijt 2001; Kuijt and Prentiss 20Q4rentiss et al. n.d.). Whether
autonomous village or polity, this combination of economic factors may have been
enough o cause local households to drop their investment (e.g. Tainter 1988) in the
social experiment underway in the large villages and return to more egalitarian and
mobile lifestyles.

Current data suggest that while the Nfichser Canyon area was never refyi
abandoned, regular life in sesedentary housepit villages didtrresume until some
point arouncta. 500 cal. B.P. (or ca. A.D. 1450). While we are not yet sure about all the
critical factors involved in the reoccupation of places like Bridge RinerKeatley
Creek, it is clear that salmon populations were largk predictable again, hkely were
geophytes and various mammal populatimietuding deer However, the pattern of late
pre-Colonial village occupations was now different from befok¢ouses in the
reoccupied villages were no longer organized in rings as at Bridge River or formal rows
as might have been the case at Keatley Creek prior to 1000 cal. Bh'@ Bridge River
village now featured nearly random distributions of perhapsrat severo ten
simultaneously occupied houses. Occupation patterns at Keatley Creek are less well
understood, but appear to have included some houses in the core village (Prentiss and
Kuijt 2012) and some smaller structures on terraces beyond tharear@Hayden and
Adams 2004). Gmphysical investigations and tesxcavations at Bridge River (Prentiss
et al. 2012) along withearlyfull house excavations at Keatley Creek (Muir et al. 2008)
indicate that houses were no longer organized as-fautily dwelling with separate
family spaces positioned around the perimeters of the floors. Now, houses were
organized around a single central hearth witlviddal kitchen sleeping, tool making
and perhaps, ritual arepssitioned across the floors.aNability in material wealth items
still suggests the likelihood of wealtlased ranking on an intousehold level
(Reininghaus 2010). However, there is no evidence forhtdusehold distinctions or
variability on an intewillage basis glimpsed at timgse-dating about 1000 years ago.
Then, at aboutthetim&#Si mon Fraser 6s famous vABRage down
1808, the big villages appe@vith exceptions such as HP 54 at Bridge Riveave
been largelywacated. Since there is no good ieence for catastrophic epidemics at this
date, it seems more likely that village occupants may have recognized opportunity that
would come with positioning closer to th&in trunk of the Fraser River say near the
town of Lillooet or on Fountain Flats rghly east of the Bridge River confluence.
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Indeed, Simon Fraser identifiedaatified village on the east side of the Fraser River
opposite the confluence of the Seton River (Lamb 1960).
Indigenous people dominated the earlyntd-19" Century landscap@ British

Columbia and small groups of Europeans were far more reliant upon the natives than vice

ver sa. Carl sondés (2000, 2006) archaeol ogi c a

Fort Kamloops suggest that indigenous cultural traditions remainsthstially

unchanged despite direct regular contact with the newcomers. If Carlson is correct, it may

be that aboriginal groups on the Canadian Plateau sought economic opportunity through
interactions with Fur Traders while maintaining their more anciaysvef life. This
raises the possibility that for groups living at greater distances, as was the case with the

St 68t 61 mc, European encounters were infreque

European trade goods was thus primarily embedded within edbange relationships.
This does not mean, however, that there
groups. Desire for certain European goods such as cloth, iron, beads, and even horses
could have driven individuals within households to engageirplus production on

scales higher than under previous conditions.

Teit (1900 provides someetails regardingems exchanged between First
Nations groups and European traders. | t
of exchange ofgoodsaht ended up in European hands.
Bay CompanyfHBC) members could travel to the Fountain for direct exchange during
the height of fishing season. Second,
the 1 ineo exSahaSmgdds marh teaded to intermediaries from adjacent
Nations Middle Fraser folk produced and exchanged a variety of products included

dried salmon, salmon oil, dentalia (from the coast), hemp bark, bark twine and rope, deer

products (e.g. drietheat and hides), furs (marten and other fur bearers), native copper
sheets and manufactured itemmguntain goat blanketand hunting dogérTeit 1900,

1906, 1909) Recent research also suggests that nephritesiochsas adzesere

produced and traded/tMiddle Fraser peoples (Morin 2012A variety of materials were
receivedinturri r om surrounding groups. Lower
goods from the coast and the coastal forests that included dentalia and otherestealls
yew,andiivineem a p weod;blacktail deer hides, hazelnuts, goat hair blankets, and fish
oil. Secwepemc people to the east exchanged dentalia, deer, elk, caribou, moose, and
buffalo hides, hemp bark, limited roots and berries, bone beadaf aathe point horses
(Teit 1900) Teit (1900) describes various European goods traded from HBC employees
to the Nlaka7pamux including red cloth, tobacco, hatchets and tomahawks, flintlock
guns, horses, kettles, steel traps, HBC shirts, and cattagdikely that HBC traérs

t

wer €

i s
Fi

he n

Lil |l

brought similar items dir ebownthelinewaddimhe St 68t 6

European goods likg also includedylass beads, finger rings, ball and shot, steels and
flints, woolen blankets, and iron, acquired initially by Secwepemc peogle Fort
Kamloops was establish@&u 1821 (Teit 1909).

We can expect that there may have been significant advantages to optimal
geographic positioning as the Fur Trade
visit. Given the importance of sabn to the Europeans, there may also have been some
practical advantage to having such villages very close to the fishery and its associated
fish processing areas along the river in terms of defending this resource from human
raiders (Cannon 1992) and madang bears. Howeverjy@n the range of productsade

13

net w



by Sto68to6i mc households for exchange, it
produce exactly the same goods. Household and village locations would likely have
played a major role in the tgpand quantity of specialty goods produced. Obviously,
those located on terraces directly adjacent to the best fishing places along the Fraser
River would have had some advantage in salmon production, a resource often desperately
desired at Fort Kamloog€arlson 2000, 200@®rake Terry 1989;Teit 1900, 1906) But
residential contexts located at some distance from the river might have had advantage
with other resources more easily obtained away from the maiik dftthe river.
Housepit 54, located ahe longlived Bridge River villagdocality, may have offered
some advantages in this regard/hile located several km from the famous fishing rocks
of Six Mile Rapids and the Fountain, salmon did run in large numbers up the Bridge
River. However, th@ridge River context may have offered otfermore significant
advantages over localities along the Fraser Rilggulate populations including deer
and mountain goats were likely far more abundant up the Bridge River valley than in the
Fraser CanyonThe Bridge River valley also contains significant exposures of
metamorphic rocks including steatite, nephrite and native copper, highly valued for
production of a range of tools and ornaments. Given variability in the distributions of
these resourcesphse groups may have had the opportunity to make strategic decisions
regarding trade good specializationtso, then some may have chosen to remain in
higher terraces and river valleys at some distance from the Fountain/Six Mile Rapids area
if such altenatives to salmon were available in enough abundance as to make production
of surplus for exchange cesffective.

If Bridge River and other MidFraser house groups did engage in production of
surplus goods for purpose of exchange within Fur Trade enriet, then it appropriate
to ask if this had significant effects on other aspects of ssmmaomic and political
organization.Mid-Fraser groups were not economicallyhegtd to any specific Fur
Trade posand thus were free to pursue traditional resesi following the traditional
annual cycle (Alexander 1992; Prentiss and Kuijt 20Ewever, @mands for
production of surpluanimal productsnay haveresulted in local reductions in critical
species and thus, increased the frequency and severiyiodio famines (Drakderry
1989). Further, demands of intensified goods production (e.g. fish, hides, blankets, stone
items) could havéavored shifts in the organization of work and in the demographics of
some households.As on the Northwest Coasiiter-household competition could have
been heightened leading to larger scale potlatches and feasts and rapid growth in numbers
of persons occupying the most successful househbldsi t 6 s 1 &ofby®ofteet hnogr
St 6 § implicates a societynuch like oher Salishan groups of the nearby Northwest
Coast. Teit describes household and village groapgganized around social ranking that
included chiefs, commoners, and slayasth all individuals also born into a range of
social groups (e.g. HHTout 1905)or clans He notes two pathways to elite status, that of
achievement and inheritance. Achievement and maintenance of inherited status required
demonstration of wealth, leadership, and generosity. Wealthy households maintained
position throughat leastpartialcontrol of fishing, hunting and possibly even quarrying
locales. Large households had the capatlifgroducing a lavish array of goods
including ornaments, foods, hides, and woven blartketscould be&ept for household
use, traded, or giveaway in potlatcHike events (Kennedy and Bouchard 1978). Teit
(1906)notes that villagelemographigrowth could lead to fissioning and establishment
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of new villages. In the latter case, highest ranked chiefs in the original village could still
assersomelimited authorityin the new village context

Teitdos goal in his ethnographies was
society prior to the significant impacts of Et€anadian expansion during the mid to late

to ¢cC

19‘hcentury. But,itisnot | ear from his work wh4d ch el ement

economic and political organization were of more ancient origin and which had
developed during the Fur Tra¢f@arlson 200Q) Two alternative hypotheses can be

offered to fully understand the historic@velopment of the ethnographic seplitical

pattern. First, it is possible that thystem of social ranking, feasting and potlatching,

and property ownership developed prior to the coming of Europeans. Currently two
alternatives are equally likel One could be that these practices have an ancient origin,
dating perhaps prior to 1000 years ago,
Ryder 1991 Prentiss and Kuijt 2032 However, given the abandonment of the Mid

Fraser villagege.g. Bidge River and Keatley Creejound 1000 years ago and thek re
settlement during the final twio threecenturies before the coming of Europeans, it is
possible that some practices was transmi
reoccupy their acestral villages (Harris 2012). An entirely different hypothesis would
assert that while some trappings of social inequality associated with feasting and control
of hunting and fishing locations had developed prior to 1000 years ago (e.g. Preiitiss et a
2007, 2012; Prentiss and Kuijt 2012), the abandonment of the great villages during the
Medieval Warm period (ca. 11800 years ago), effectivehgturned MidFraser groups

to a much more egalitarian political economy. This approach to social lifetid

change appreciably with the-pppulation of the Middle Fraser villages. Thus, the

altered social conditions and enhanced opportunities for acquisition of prestige goods in
the Fur Trade period triggered a revolution in household growth, produatidn,

competition. This in turn led to the formation of distinct status identities and the
installation of the system of ranks over a possibly more ancient clan system described by
Teit.

This Study

dur i

tted

This study has several goals. First, it seekstoexare St 6 8t 6i mc cul tur

during the Fur Trade period from the standpoint of the archaeological record of Housepit
54. This is accomplished by developing and testing hypotheses concbmisg
architecture anthe organization of technologgpods prodction,subsistence,

household spacand social relationships in Housepit 54 drawing from ethnographic
information (e.g. Hayden 1992; Hillout 1905; Kennedy and Bouchard 1978, 1998; Teit
1900, 1906, 1909) considergdlight of archaeologicahieoizing regarding socio
economic and political organizatioam household contexte(g. Ashmore and Wilk 1988;
Blanton 1994; Byrd 200@Zouplandet al.2009;Flannery and Winter 1976{ayden and
Cannon 1982Hayden et al. 1985dastorf 1991; Kent 1984, 1987; Maeh2000;

Netting et al. 1984Smith 1987 Wilk and Rathje 1982yanagisako 1979)We expect

this work to permit us tdevelop a more comprehensive understanding of indigenous
Middle Fraser cultural traditions and how they were maintained and adjusied this
portion of theFur Trade. This allowss to address questions of aboriginal agency
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during the early Colonial period. We expect it to permit us to derive new Middle Range
(cf. Binford 1977, 1981) insights into archaeological formation processexiated with
Mid-Fraser housepits that might be used to also better understand more ancient
occupation patterns. The second major goal of this study is diachronic in nature. Once a
comprehensive perspective on seeamnomic and political organizati at Housepit 54
is developed we will be able to examine patterns of continuity and change over time
between this houseld and others prdating the ©@lonial period at Bridge River, in the
Bridge River Valley (e.g. the S7i7stken site), and those elsewbeay. Keatley Creek).
This will permit us to offer an assessment of the utility of explanatory models associated
with Colonial period social and economic organization

This report is a comprehensive documentation of excavation results at Housepit
54 (HP 54) from the 2012 field season focusing on the Fur Trade period occupation,
which is also the final floor and roof the housepit Chapter o is an introduction to
the archaeology of the Bridge River site. This includes an overview of previous
invedigations and a detailed review of the 2012 Housepit 54 excavation that includes an
introduction to stratigraphy and dating. This chapter also considers evidence for
architecture during this final occupatio@hapter Tiree focuses on lithic artifacts. Rile
the primary goal is a review of basic lithic artifact data, some preliminary conclusions are
offered regarding raw material quarry and transport practices, tool production and raw
material management, atwbl use variability. Chapterdar provides a analysis of the
Euro-Canadian trade goods recovered at HP 54. Two goals are critical to this study: first
the chapter offers a preliminary examination of artifact origins and dating; second, the
chapter provides an initial assessment of artifactsarsg$unctions. The goal here is to
not only recognize the dating and sources of these items, but to also examine their roles
within HP 54.Chapter kve examines faunal remains from HP 54. Here the primary
focus is on reconstruction of diet and predapoactices. There are adequate faunal
remains to permit not only an examination of subsistence but also field butchery and
transport practices. This chapter also provides a review of bonetabts/o
osteological remaingecovered at HB4. Additional subsistence studies are reviewed in
appendices. AppendD covers paleoethnobotany. The 2012 excavation sampled floor,
feature and roof contextsr paleoethnobotanical remaiimsa relatively intensive manor,
thereby permitting a detailed assessmenaoiability in the uses and archaeological
deposition of plant materials. Data from this study contribute to our understanding of
diet and occupation seasonality, but also other practices like development of lzedtling
architecture Appendix Eintrodues residue studies on fioeacked rock that have the
goal of identifying food sources and consumption practices not easily recognized
otherwise in the archaeological recodhapter sixpresents a preliminary spatial
analysis of the flooand roofmaterals. This permits us to test alternative hypotheses
regarding the organization of family food and tool preparation, sleeping, and other
activities and traditionsThe roof study permits us to address questions concerning the
organization of work outsid@.g. rooftop) the house versus simple refuse discard in roof
sediments. Chapter seviatiows with a similar study of floor contexts drawing upon
data from geochemical analysis of fla@diments.

Chapter eightiraws the various strands of evidenceetbgr to summarize the
nature of the Housepit 54 occupation during the Fur Trade. This chapter provides an
overview of the range of studies and interpretations developed by contriantoosfers

16



implications of this study on a range of issues includingriginal engagements and
entanglements with Europeans in the Middle Fraser Canyon and elsewhere. It also
reviews outcomes of diachronic analysis and considers relevance of some models for
emergent social complexity. The report closes with appendiaestiude Appendix A
(ExcavationMaps and Photograph#)ppendix B (GIS Maps), Appendix (Lithic

Artifact Typology), Appendi D (Paleoethnobotany repor@ind Appendix EResidues
Report).
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Chapter Two
Archaeologyof Bridge River and Housepit 54
(Anna Marie Prentis}
'Department of Anthropology, The University of Montana, Missoula MT 59812

This chapter seeks to accomplish several goals. First, it introduces the
archaeology of Housepit 54 in its larger conteiihe Bridge River site and the Middle
Fraser Canyon. Then it provides an overview of the 2012 excavations with a focus on
excavation and data collection methods. Finally, the chapter reviews data on Housepit
54 stratigraphy, features, dating, and gpatrganization as measured by features and
mapped firecracked rock. Conclusions are drawn regarding occupation dating and
household activities during the Fur trade period.

Archaeological Investigations at Bridge River

The Bridge River Archaeologitproject was initiated as collaboration between
the Bridge River Band (Xwisten) and The University of Montana in 2003 and has
developed in three phases. The Phase | (2008) focus was on villageide mapping
and test excavations. The goal during gresod was to conduct a first test of alternative
models of Middle Fraser (Miffraser) village establishment and growth. Drawing from
data at the Keatley Creek site, Hayden (1997) and Hayden et al. (1996) had argued that
the Mid-Fraser villages were esilsshed as early as 2600 cal. B.P. and had not undergone
significant change since that period. Prentiss et al. (2003; 2007), also drawing from
Keatley Creek data, argued that the villages were initiated later, around 680@al.
B.P. Research at Bge River tested these hypotheses by mapping and testing most of
the houses in the core village. A total of 67 houses were tested and 55 were radiocarbon
dated out of a total of 80 houses (Prentiss et al. 2008). Results indicated that the village
developd during four periods: BR 1 (18415600 cal. B.P.), BR 2 (1600300 cal. B.P.),
BR 3 (13001100 cal. B.P.), and BR 4 (6A®O0 cal. B.P.). The final period (BR 4) had
evidence for both pr€olonial and early Colonial period occupations. Housepit 54 to
dat is the only known has with definitive early Colonial period (Fur Trade) occupation.

Phase 2 of the Bridge River project was focused primarily on examining BR 2 and
3 interhousehold variability with a goal of testing alternative models of emergetthwea
based inequality. Six housepits were examined using a combination of applied
geophysics and limited excavations of activity areas. Results suggested that material
wealthbased inequality emerged in the context of village growth and competition for
access to key subsistence resources, especially salmon and deer (Prentiss et al. 2012).
Excavations were conducted at Housepit (HP) 54 during 2008 permitting our team to
develop the first occupation sequence for HP 54. HP 54 has 13 occupation floors and
roof deposits spanning the BR4Z2periods. The final floor and roof were created during
the Colonial (Fur Trade) period and are the focus of this study.

The current research represents Phase 3 of the Bridge River project. Phase 3
focuses exclusivelgn HP 54 with the overarching goal of developing a detailed
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understanding of the history of this lehged house. While much attention in future

years will focus on the 12 BR2floors, this current research is focused on the Fur Trade
period floor andoof. The excavations were designed to expose nearly the entire floor
and roof so that variability in indoor and exterior activities could be examined to
reconstruct household life from the standpoints of building construction and maintenance,
householdsubsistence economy, technological strategies, regional trade, and social
relationships. The Fur Trade was a period of major flux in native culture and it has rarely
been possible to examine the indigenous experience during this time. Much greater
attertion has been paid to Fur Trade forts and posts of the period (Burley et al. 1996).

The 2012 Archaeological Investigations at Housepit 54: Excavation Methods

The 2012 excavations at HP 54 emphasized collection of a wide range of data in
order to pernt analyses of assemblage content and spatial organization. Excavations
were organized by a superimposed grid system consisting of six blocks identifidd as A
(see maps in Appendix A). Each block contained 16 1x1 m squares. The squares were
further sip-divided into four quads each. However, the squares were only excavated in
guads when in floor, bench or midden contexts. Surface and roof sediments were not
excavated in quads. The blocks were separated by 50 cm wide balks left in place to
permit trars-housepit profile mapping and to preserve a sample of archaeological
materials for future investigations. Excavations were conducted relying upon a
combination of cultural and arbitrary levels. A number of cultural strata were identified
(Table 1). Abitrary levels were excavated when cultural strata were too thick for a
single level. Stratum | was limited to a single 10 cm level. Strata V, and XVI were
excavated in 10 cm levels. Strata Il and XIV were excavated in 5 cm levels. Excavators
point plovenience mapped all cultural items (artifacts and bones) greater in maximum
diameter than 3 cm and other items including charcoal fragments awdaitleed rock
(FCR) greater than 5 cm. Soil samples were taken systematically. A one litre sample
was Bken from the SW and NE (1 and 4 respectively) quads on floors and upper (first
level) of bench for flotation and paleoethnobotanical analysis at Simon Fraser University
as directed by Dr. Dana Lepofsky. A .25 litre sample was taken in the SE (2) quad for
geochemical analysis at Hamilton College, as directed by Dr. Nathan Goodale. Quad 3
(NW) in each square was reserved for collection of sediment for extraction of genetic
materials in the laboratory of Dr. Dongya Yang. Features were either colletted in
entirety for flotation or sampled systematically in stratified contexts with 2 litre samples.
All un-collected sediments were screened with 1/8 inch hardware cloth and all cultural
materials collected by provenience context for laboratory analpdigpoint-
provenienced FCR were collected and samples were also taken from feature and midden
(Stratum XI1V) contexts to facilitate residue analyses. Excavators collected a variety of
additional data including counts of birch bark rolls and sedimerttsilaess. The latter
were fieldquantified using the Wentworth Scale as a guide using procedures outlined in
Fladmark (1978). Data for each block are summarized as mean percentages from
contributing squares.
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Table 2.1. Cultural Strata at Housepit S4identified in 2012.

Stratum I. Surface

Stratum 1. BR 4 floor

Stratum V. BR 4 roof

Stratum XIV. BR 4 midden

Stratum XVI. BR 4 bench/rim
Stratum Va. Final BR 3 roof deposit
Stratum lla. Final BR 3 floor

Stratigraphy

BR 4 sediments consisted of sudamof, floor, midden and bench and are
described by excavation block. Profile and plan maps can be located in Appendix A.

Block A

Block A sediments consisted of a thick roof (V) burying bench (XVI) and floor
(I sediments. Squares in the NE pantiaf the block also held a midden deposit (XIV)
filled with FCR, charcoal, bones, and lithic artifacts (Tables225). Several patterns
are obvious in Table 2.2. First, floor, bench and midden contexts have distinctly higher
clay content than roof gesits. Floors were likely created from sediments high in clay
content and it is likely that bench sediments consist primarily-dépmsited floor
materials. Second, the midden also has relatively high pebble content; most of the
pebble and cobble maials in this context derive from FCR (Table 2.3), probably
associated with the nearby hearth feature (Feature D.1). Bark rolls were relatively rare
and concentrated in floor and bench contekisally, a narrow pit feature was excavated
in Square 8 thiacould have been initiated as a posthole.

Table 2.2. Block A sediment summary (data derived from all squares) in percentages.

Stratum I \/ 1 XIV  XVI
Cobble 7 6 3 6 6
Pebble 18 13 13 27 14
Gravel 18 10 13 11 17
Sand 19 18 16 7 11
Silt 27 38 31 25 28
Clay 11 15 24 24 24
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Table 2.3. Block A firecracked rock data.

Stratum I \ [l XV XVI
SquargSubsquare)

5 23

6 51 169 41 2
7 433

Q) 11 30

2 30 63

3) 30 18

8 69 373

Q) 19

2 23

(3)

4) 1

9 45

10 93 204

(1) 32 187
3) 5 22
(4) 10 10

11 78 233

3 13 50

4) 12 219

12 72 178 109
13 34

14 131 627

Q) 7
(2) 16 26 42
3 6 7
(4) 31 21

15 138 376 640 35
16 115 144 768
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Table 2.4. Block A excavatl volume (cubic meters) data.
Stratum I \ [l XV XVI

Square (Subsquare)

5 .05
6 08 .08 .08 .08

7 05 .19

(1) .004 .004
) .003 .003
3) .006 .006
8 05 .19

(1) .006

) .01

()

(4) .01

9 .03

10 09 .12

(1) .006 .02

3) .009 01

(4) .003

11 08 .14

3) .003 .004

(4) .003 .013

12 06 .08 .08

13 .04

14 08 .19

(1) .003 .006
) .0001 .003

3) .01 01

(4) 004 .004

15 08 .19 1

16 06 .09 .08
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Table 2.5. Block A Bark Roll Data.
Stratum I V 1 XIV  XVI

Square (Subsquare)

7
3) 3

10
1) 7

14 3

Block B

Block B featured a relatively thick roof (V) deposit burying a floor (Il) of variable
thickness and, on the souditle of the block a thick bench (XVI) deposit (Tables 2.6
2.9). Roof sediments were distinct from floor and bench on the basis of higher
percentages of larger clast sizes (cobble, pebble, and gravel). Floor sediments were
higher in silt and clay. Benalias relatively high in silt and clay as well. As in Block A,
bench appears to be generally more similar in sedimentary makeup to floor than roof. A
very large quantity of FCR was recorded on the floor in several squares raising the
possibility of a durp zone or activity area. Bark rolls were found primarily in the roof
deposits in Block B, with a particularly large concentration in SquareAL&mall pit
feature was excavated in Square 5. Similar to the one in Block A, Square 8, this pit may
have oiginally served as a posthole.

Table 2.6. Block B sediment data summary (derived from units 5, 8, 13, and 16).

Stratum I \Y Il XVI
Cobble 3 5 1 1
Pebble 10 15 8 14
Gravel 12 8 8 10
Sand 11 10 8 10
Silt 49 39 51 32
Clay 15 22 24 33
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Table 2.7.Block B fire-cracked rock data.

Stratum I \ [l XV XVI
SquargSubsquare)

5 62 524

Q) 5

4) 7

6 196 1949

(1) 8 17
2 47 193
3) 61

4) 8

7 46 460

Q) 28 338
(2) 50 322
3 13

4) 44 186
8 50 145

(1) 501
2 414
(3) 52 174
4) 10 84
9 45 148

Q) 45

(4) 15

10 44 372

(1) 217

2 110

3 266

4) 132

11 39 515

2 74

(4) 66

12 73 487

(2 11

3 29

(4) 26

13 44 170

Q) 2

2 12

3 5

(4) 14

14 91 344

1) 47
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(2 50

3) 6
(4) 22
15 104 59

(1) 16
) 28
3) 26
(4) 2
16 70 275

(1) 28
) 11
3) 33
(4) 8

Table 2.8. Block B excavated volume (cubic meters) data.

Stratum I \Y I XV XVI
Squae (Subsquare)

5 A A1

(1) .002

2 .004

3 .002

4) .003

6 A .35

Q) .002 .01
(2) .002 .01
3) .002

(4) .002

7 08 .12

(1) .003 .04
2 .003 .02
3) .001

4) .001 .005
8 .08 .13

Q) .002 .02
(2) .003 .02
3 .003 .01
(4) .003 .01
9 .08 .08

(1) .002

(2)

3) .002

4) .003

10 .08 .07

(1) .007
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(2)
(3)
(4)
11
(2)
(4)

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
14
(1)
(2)
3)
(4)
15
(1)
(2)
3)
(4)
16
(1)
(2)
3)
(4)

.05

.08

.08

.08

.04

.06

A1

.23

.06

.05

.06

A1

.007
.007
.007

.004
.003

.008
.001
.01

.002

.01
.03
.005
.01

.004
.004
.003
.003

.01
.01
.01
.004

.007
.006
.006
.004
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Table 2.9. Block B bark roll data.
Stratum I \Y [l XIV  XVI

Square (Subsquare)
5

6 3

7

Q) 1
(2)
3)
8

9 4
(2) 1
(3)

(4)

15 1

16 22

Block C

Portions of Block C werehallenging to excavate due to inconsistency in
stratigraphic patterns across the block and, in some squares, significant bioturbation from
rye grass roots. There was no evidence for BR 4 floor deposits in squares 2, 3, and 6.
They were evidently removemt never established by the original occupants. Thus roof
(V) sat directly on the BR 3 final floor (lla). Excavators had a difficult time identifying
floor in square 8 due to bioturbation. Excavators also inadvertently excavated a portion
of the finalBR 3 roof and floor squares 3, 11, and 15, though no significant data were
collected from the latter squares. Midden (XIV) was found in squares 3 and 4. Bench
deposits (XVI) on the west and north sides of Block C were thick and apparently created
in el h&keo pattern. A rare posthole was four
were distinct from floor and bench with high percentages of cobbles and a comparatively
low percentage of clay. Block roof deposits also featured relatively frequent pieces
ponderosa pine bark and larger than usual pieces of birch bark. FCR was consistently
distributed on the roof and floor. The floor had lower numbers compared to Block B.
Bark rolls concentrated in the roof, particularly in Square 7.
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Table2.10. Block C edimert data smmary (units 4, 7, 14; 1l and XVI from Quad 3
where present in each square

Stratum I \% Il XIV  XVI
Cobble 3 5 0 3 2
Pebble 6 12 10 10 15
Gravel 11 16 16 8 8
Sand 14 10 10 10 5
Silt 63 41 37 54 30
Clay 3 16 27 15 40

Table 2.11Block C FCRdata

Stratum I \ [l Va lla XIV XVI
SquargSubsquare)

2 68 635

3 15 173 27 78

4 32 82 34

Q) 10

(2)

3) 9

(4) 1

5 46 188 54
2 5

(4) 3

6 86 148

7 44 242

(1)

(2 16

4) 34

8 113

9 85 230 347
(2 24

4) 42

10 46 700

Q) 11

(2 3

3 30

4) 5

11 86 352
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(1)
(2)
3)
(4)
12
(1)
(2)
3)
13
(2)
(4)

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
15
(1)
(2)
3)
(4)
16
(1)
(2)
3)
(4)

76

94

149

107

115

182

155

531

570

374

10
28

48

PR A

17
24

33
25
26
28

36
24
32
33

56
13

37

370

122

11



Table 2.12Block Cexcavatedvolume (cubic meters) data

Stratum I \% Il Va lla XV
SquargSubsquare)

2 .08 .23

3 .06 .06 .06 .07
4 .06 .04

(2) .005
(2) .0006
3) .03
4) .08
5 .03 .06

(2) .003
(4) .01
6 .05 A1

7 A .05

(1) .002
(2) .002
4) .0001
8 .08 .05

9 .04 A1

(2) .002
4) .01
10 .08 .3

(1) .002
(2) .002
3 .01
(4) .01
11 A1 2

(2) .003
(2) .008
3) .008
(4) .01
12 .08 .08

(1) .01
(2) .006
3) .01
13 .04 .08

(2) .01
4) .01
14 07 .22

(1) .01
(2) .008
3) .01
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.03
.005

.006
.003

.05
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(4) 01 01
15

1 26
1) .02 .02
2) .003 .03
(3) .02

(4) .01

16 08 .2

(1) .01

(2 .006

3) .01

4) .009

Table 2.13Block Cbarkroll data
Stratum I V I lla XV  XVI

Square (Subsquare)

9 1 2
11 1

12 1 7 1
14 1

15 1

16 1

Block D

Block D featured the same basic stratigraphy as seen in BloCk§TAbles 2.14
2.17). Roof (V) depots are relatively thin with the exception of the northern and eastern
edges of the block, closer to the bench zone. Block D included a low section of bench in
Squares 12, 15, and 16. Bl ock D also cont ai
located in §uares 1, 15, and 16. As recognized elsewhere, roof sediments are marked by
slightly higher large clast percentages and a low clay percentage. Floor and bench are
comparatively high in clay, again supporting the idea that bench refled¢posited
floor. The stratigraphic profile on the east side of Blocks D and B (Appendix A)
illustrates the high likelihood that a side entrance was located in this area given the slope
of bench sediments and overlying roof materials. FCR is consistently present duibugh
all deposits but appears to be particularly concentrated in the roof of Square 12. Bark
rolls are relatively common and concentrated in the roof of Square 11.
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Table 2.14Block D sedimentdatasummary (data from Units 2, 5, 10, and .16)
Stratum I \Y I XVI

Cobble 6 3 0 2
Pebble 12 10 6 14
Gravel 17 13 8 14
Sand 18 11 12 5
Silt 33 47 52 40
Clay 14 16 22 25
Table 2.15Block D FCRdata
Stratum I \Y Il Va lla A\ XVI
SquargSubsquare)

1 44 25

(1) 2

(2) 3

3) 5

(4) 12

2 79 42

(1) 1

(2)

3) 8

4) 2

3 77 184

4 195 192

(1) 9

(2) 8

(3) 20

(4) 5

5 52 72

(1) 12

(2) 10

3) 16

(4) 28

6 60 83

(2) 4

(4) 1

7 79 521

(1) 21

(2) 7

8 100 442

9 100 119
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1) 4

) 19

A3) 6

(4) 7

10 176 271

(1) 35

) 14

3) 16

(4) 21

11 528 597

12 254 1269 97 44
13 122 735

(1) 24

) 22

() 9

(4) 4

14 129 616

(1) 14

) 4

3) 3

(4) 1

15 63 398 222* 137 308
16 225 471 283
(1) 29

3) 24

(4) 14

*Associated with hearth feature not recognized during excavation of this unit.
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Table 2.16Block D excavatedvolume (cubic meters) data

Stratum I \ [l lla XV XVI
Square (Subsquare)

1 .05 .006

Q) .0002
2 .003
3 .004
4) .008
2 .08 .02

(1) .002
2 .002
3 .006
4) .0002
3 .08 .02

4 06 .04

(1) .0002
2 .0002
3 .0002
4) .006
5 .06 .04

Q) .01
(2 .03
3) .006
4) .01

6 09 .09

(1) 01
2 .003
(4) .008
7 A 14

(1) .001
2 .002
(4) .003
8 .08 .15

9 .06 .08

Q) .01
(2) .04
3 .01
(4) .04
10 A A3

(1) .04
(2) .02
3 .02
4) .02
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11 .09 .05

12 04 .17
13 08 .14

(1) .006

() .02

3) 01

(4) .02

14 1 .25

(1) .003

) .008

3) 01

(4) .003

15 1 1 1 .06 1
16 08 .03 .05
(1) .02

3) .003

(4) .008

Table 2.17Block D barkroll data
Stratum I V I lla XV  XVI

Square (Subsquare)

10

(4) 5

11 1

12 6
1
7

H

13
14
(4) 2
15

16 1

Block E

Only four squares (9, 13, 14, 15) were opened in Block E, located on the east side
of Block B. Sediments in this block consitentirely of roof (V), sloping down from
east to west over bench (XVI) deposits of maximum thickness to the east. Roof deposits
were relatively rocky and contained comparatively lower amounts of clay compared to
the bench. FCR was relatively common anty one bark roll was recovered.

43



Table 2.18Block E sedimentdata smmary (lata fromall square}.

Stratum I \Y XVI
Cobble 1 0 1
Pebble 13 25 11
Gravel 22 22 13
Sand 11 5 7
Silt 50 27 40
Clay 5 22 31

Table 2.19. Block E FCRata

Stratum I \% XVI
SquargSubsquare)

9 34 728 153
13 29 215 161
14 144 58 276*
15 52 534*

* FCR excavated as Il counted as XVI here.

Table 2.20Block E excavatedvolume (cubic meters) data

Stratum I \% XVI
SquargSubsquare)

9 07 .23 .04
13 06 .11 .03
14 .08 .05 .13
15 01 .06

Table 2.21Block Ebarkroll data
Stratum I V
Square (Subsquare)

14 1
15
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Block F

Like Block E, Block F consists entirely of roof (V) and bench (XVI) deposits
structured in a similar mannednlike other blocks, excavators recorded similar
guantities of larger clasts and clay in both roof and bench deposits. Relatively large
numbers of FCR were recovered in the bench deposits and bark rolls were also
concentrated in this context.

Table 2.2. Block F sediment dataisimary (lata derived from all squajes

Stratum I \Y XVI
Cobble 1 1 3
Pebble 7 13 11
Gravel 10 11 12
Sand 7 5 5
Silt 66 42 47
Clay 9 29 22

Table 2.23Block F FCRdata

Stratum I \% XVl  Va
SquargSubsquare)

1 2 123 84

5 10 132 500

9 69 104 559 10
10 108 82 200

Table 2.24Block Fexcavatedvolume (cubic meters) data

Stratum I \% XVI
SquargSubsquare)

1 .08 .11 .17
5 .08 .02 2
9 .08 .03 31
10 05 .03 1

Table 2.25Block Fbarkroll data

Stratum I \ XVI
Square (Subsquare)

5 3

9 7

45



10 3
Block G

Block G is located on the north side of Block D and includes only one square (1)
(Tables 2.282.27). Sediments are relatively consistent throughout, though roof (V)

deposits are slightly higher in cdbb and the bench (XVI) is higher in clay. FCR is
most common in the roof and there are no bark rolls.

Table 2.25Block G sedimentdatasummary (lata from all squargs

Stratum I \Y Il XVI
Cobble 1 1 0 0
Pebble 1 11 15 8
Gravel 9 15 10 9
Sand 41 15 20 8
Silt 43 28 30 40
Clay 5 25 25 36

Table 2.26Block G FCRdata

Stratum I \% Il XVI
SquargSubsquare)

1 178 653 46
Q) 11

%)) 1

3) 4

(4) 10

Table 2.27Block G excavatedvolume (cubic meters) data

Stratum I \% Il XVI
SquargSubsquare)

1 A .01 14
(1) .003

(2) .003

3) .03

4) .01
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Block H

Block H is located on the NE side of Block C and includes Squares 4 and 8
(Tables 2.28.31). A relatively thin roof (V) covered a thick bench (XVI). Excavators
inadvetently also excavated a portion of the BR 3 final roof (Va) in Square 4. Roof
deposits (whether BR 4 or 3) were generally low in clay content, while the opposite was
true for floor and bench sediments. FCR was most concentrated in the roof of Square 4
and only one bark roll was recovered from the Square 4 roof.

Table 2.28Block H sediment datausnmary (lata derived fronall squarel

Stratum I \/ 1 Va XVI
Cobble 1 1 1 0 0
Pebble 12 9 6 4 13
Gravel 11 13 11 7 14
Sand 7 31 4 4 8
Silt 54 36 53 73 43
Clay 15 10 24 12 22

Table 2.29. Block H FCRala

Stratum I Vv [l Va XVI
SquargSubsquare)

4 156 699 54 154

(1) 5

(2) 2

(3)

4) 3

8 30" 36

'Combines Strata | and V

2 Combines Strata Il and XVI as transition was not clear.

Table 2.30Block H excavatedvolume (cubic meters) data

Stratum I Vv Il Va  XVi
SquargSubsquare)

4 .08 .04 .002 .02
(2) .003

(2) .003

(3)

(4) .003

8 .05 .01

a7



Table 2.31Block H bark oll data

Stratum I \% XVI
Square (Subsquare)
4 1

Housepit Architecture

Alexander (2000) provides a detailed ethnographic overview of architectural
characteristics of Northern Plateau housepits drawing from a wide range of essential
sources including Boas (1891), Bouchard and Kennedy (1973,, 19&%¥son (1892),

Duff (1952), Hill-Tout (1899, 1905), Kennedy and Bouchard 1978, 1998), Laforet and
York (1981), Ray (1939), and Teit (1900, 1906, 1909, 1912). In brief, housepits were
established by excavation of a foundation pit in the range of 1.8 tm in depth

(Alexander 2000). Deeper pits were possible where water table was not a significant
concern, as on the Bridge River terraces. Wood for posts and beams was cut generally
from Ponderosa (or Yellow) pine, stripped of bark, and sometimesdshagieer

(blocked, hollowed, etc.) depending upon needs. Ethnographies describe the use of posts
to hold up a large roof superstructure. Smaller houses (e.g. less than 10 m diameter)
could be constructed i n what concalshapght cal |
(MacDonald 2000). Typically for larger houses, four central posts were sunken in the
floor at about 2/3 the radius from the wall (Alexander 2000). These posts formed the
basis for a square roof opening used for a household entrance aedtilation. They

had to be extremely sturdy to support the roof beams. Additional smaller posts could be
established closer to housepit walls if needed to support the roof beams. Some of these
could have been placed directly alongside the inner vealtth of the house. Four large
beams were attached to the posts that could support layers of additional beams. The
wooden framework was then covered by bark, needles, matting, or other materials to
prevent earthen insulation from falling through on ®flbor. A side entrance could

also be present to increase ease of access for elders and others. Sometimes an escape
tunnel was also established in case of attack. This is no agreement as to the preferred
roof slope and ethnographies suggest thatutdcbave ranged from 17 to well over 20
degrees (Alexander 2000). Entrance through the roof was facilitated by a ladder made
from a single hollowed out log, notched with steps.

It can be challenging to say the least to reconstruct pithouse angtatéoim
archaeological data as inferences must be drawn from the patterns evident in roof
sediments, preserved wood and mat material, and posthole distributions. The BR 4 (Fur
Trade period) occupation at Housepit 54 is no exception. Roof sedimenis eenya
little indicator of architecture as there are no intact roof beams or woven material. Given
this pattern, it is likely that this final roof did not burn but simply collapsed and settled
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into the housepit. Excavations revealed what are likelgtpostholes found at locations
associated with the margins of the house, literally against the walls in the northwest and
southern portions of the floor. Wall stratigraphy from the east side of Blocks B and D
and the west sides of Blocks E and F indi¢h&estrong possibility of a side entrance.
Significantly, there are no central postholes on this floor raising the possibility that either
the house was supported entirely by roof beams anchored on the margins or constructed
Al og cabi nodo sdtkgnheey 107B)mtiatmejordup@orn posts were simply
rested on the floor (Alexander 2000; MacDonald 2000). Small clusters of artifacts
mapped in the approximate centers of Blocks C and D could reflect the positions of such
posts if artifacts were peitted to accumulate in such spaces. The high density of
materials throughout much of Blocks A and B do not permit recognition of these patterns.
It is not clear whether the house included a+tadfier entrance. Empty spaces in the
north-central portias of the floor (Blocks C and D) could reflect spaces associated with
roof ladders. The great quantity of roof sediments and associated artifacts precludes the
possibility of a high slope roof (e.g. MacDonald 2000). Rather it seems far more likely
thatthis was a classic low slope roof upon which outdoor activities could take place,
refuse deposited, and access to the house (if a roof ladder) facilitated.

Dating

One radiocarbon was one run from the BR 4 roof at HP 54. The sample
consisted of a singlpiece of unburned Ponderosa pine bark derived from the Area 1
Trench excavated in 2008. In the 2012 grid system the piece of bark would be located in
Block C, Square 10, Quad 2. Stratigraphically, it was extracted from the lowest level of
the roof (V)nearly touching the Stratum Il floor. The sample was run at DirectAMS in
Seattle Washington using the AMS technique, which returned a date of23.2+/
(laboratory number 121@38-01). The date was calibrated using Calib(#0Stuiver,

P.J. Reimer, ahR. ReimeR013), generating the data in Table 2.32. At one sigma this
generates a range spanning AD 1692 to 1919 with highest probability being AD 1831
1890. At two sigmas we receive a more narrow date range of ADIIGB2 A number

of European trde items were found within the BR 4 deposits at Housepit 54 (Chapter
Four). Dates for these items span the latéth®ugh the midl9" century. Most

critically, a set of green, red, and white striped beads were like manufactured in Europe
between 188 and 1863. Given that some of the beads were found on the final floor of
Housepit 54 it is likely that the last occupation of the house falls within this period.
However, it is likely that the house was also occupied for a longer period potentially
extending back decades. This is suggested by accumulated BR 4 bench/rim material that
appears to be old floor and roof material and the presence of artifact types (horse shoe,
bone button, and glass beads) known to have manufactured during the late 17@s thro
the 1830s.
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Table 2.32. Calibration results (data from Calib 6.0 output).

% area enclosed cal AD age ranges relative area under
probability distribution
68.3 (L sigma) cal AD 16921709 0.151
1717 1728 0.089
1811- 1828 0.140
1831 1890 0.533
1909 1919 0.087
95.4 (2 sigma) cal AD 1682737 0.285
Features

Six features were excavated on Hhausepit 54 BR 4 floor (Table 2.33). Feature
Al (Block A, Square 8) is a relatively narrow cache pit. The bulk of the feature was
excavated in 2008 (Prentiss et al. 2009); excavations in 2012 emphasized collection of
samples for flotation and paleoethitdnical analysis. Fill within the feature suggests
that the final use was as a household garbage receptacle. Feature A2 (Block A, Square
10) is a relatively shallow bovdhaped pit. It is possible that this feature was initiated as
a posthole adjacetd the wall of the house, but was later widened and converted to a
garbage pit. Feature B1 (Block B, Square 5) is very similar to A2 but appears to preserve
a remnant of the original posthole as one portion of the pit is much deeper than the other
portions. Feature C1 (Block C, Square 13) is clearly a posthole given its relatively
narrow width (23.5 cm), depth (about 57 cm below floor surface) and position adjacent to
the NW wall of the house. Feature D1 is a relatively large shallow hearth, lot#ted i
approximate center of the floor (Block D, Square 1). Sediments are heavily oxidized well
into deeper sediments below suggesting frequent and intensive use. The dense
arrangement of FCR in the Stratum XIV midden and adjacent floor areas of BloBks A,
and C likely derive from activities associated with this feature. A very large quantity of
highly fragmentary bone (see faunal analysis chapter) was also recovered from flotation
of soil from Feature D1. Clearly, Feature D1 served as the centrahgdwarth for
occupants of HP 54. Finally, Feature D2 is a shallow hearth located on a low bench
deposit in Block D, Squares 15 and 16. It is different from D1 in that it is somewhat
smaller and shallower. It also contains a large quantity of FCRahtcehatively few
bones associated with its matrix. Given its position on the low bench shelf, its shallow
nature, and abundant FCR we can posit two possibilities for function. One option is that
this hearth primarily served to warm people sleepindherbench in this portion of the
house with the abundant FCR serving to maintain heat for longer periods. Another
possibility is this feature served other options such as cooking, heating FCR for stone
boiling, or providing extra light for household actigs.
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Table 2.33. Features excavated in 2012 BR 4 occupation of Housepit 54 (DB=Deep
Bowl shaped pit; CP=Cylindrical cache pit; SB=Shallow Bowl; BH=Basin shaped hearth;
PH=Posthole).

Feature Sediments Estimated FCR
# Type Cob. Peb. Grav. Sand Silt Clay Vol. (cm’) Count
A1l CP 5 5 20 60 10 48,984 15°
A2 DB 15 5 15 40 25 34,681 42
Bl SB 1 5 6 8 40 40 24,640 53
C1 PH 8 14 6 64 19 25,773 3

D1 BH 10 10 10 60 10 10,638 34
D2 BH 15 25 8 8 30 14 919 57

'Remnant of feature excavated in 2Gnd collected entirely for flotation and
Paleoethnobotanical analysis. These data derive from 2008 excavation (Feature 8 in
2008).

’FCR data derive from approximately 75% of feature fill.

Spatial Organization on the Floor

Spatial analysis of floor aterials is considered in greater depth in Chapter Six.
Thus, I limit my discussion to reflections on the distribution of features, midden, and
benches. Middle Fraser Canyon housepits tend to be organized around two generally
distinct patterns. The m@icommon pattern associated with larger houses as recognized
elsewhere from older contexts at Bridge River and Keatley Creek (Hayden 1997) is one
of domestic activity areas distributed around the margins of the floor. This pattern is also
more typical othe Lower Lillooet and adjacent Coast Salish groups (Teit 1906). Within
this scenario, we recognize redundant features and associated tools that include hearths,
cache pits, faunal and floral remains, and a variety of tools reflecting primarily food
prepaation related activities in the hearth zones and other work (e.g. tool production)
closer to the walls and benches. Ethnographies (Teit 1900) describe a different pattern
of organization associated with interior Plateau households whereby kitchearareas
generally on the water or river side of
roomo and Al ower roomodo were found, respe
portions of the house. Within this scenario space is portioned more by actiagytlaae
family residences and sleeping areas divided into family areas (Alexander 2000; Nastich
1954). Similar to the first scenario, the central area of the house would be public space.

As illustrated in the Housepit 54 Floor (Stratum 1) map (Apperdi the house
was clearly organized in a manner <cl oser
little direct evidence of food storage (other than the single cache pit), kitchen related
debris (especially the Stratum XIV midden) clusters int&mg on the south and
southwest portion of the floor adjacent to Feature D1, the central hearth. A broad and
low bench is found on the northeast side of the floor that includes a shallow hearth
feature (D2). While virtually no pine needles (sometimes@ated with bedding;
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Lepofsky 2000) were recovered it is still possible that this area may have been used for
sl eeping purposes among other things. The
C and D away from the benches speaks to the possiljiliylaic space.

Conclusions

The 2012 excavations resulted in the establishment of a detailed stratigraphic
sequence of roof, floor, midden, and bench materials. Sedimentary analysis
demonstrates some consistent distinctions between strata witlgeoeislly containing
larger rocks and less clay while benches and floors contain more silt and clay with fewer
large clasts. Roof architecture is not clear but most likely included a large and low pitch
roof supported by posts resting on the floor. réhgas also a side entrance on the east
side of the house. Six features were excavated on the floor and included postholes, a
cache pit, and two hearths. Radiocarbon dating suggestscerit@rry occupation. This
is corroborated by examination of hist artifacts strongly suggestive of a niief"
century occupation. Examination of feature distributions supports an activity
organi zation scenario close to Tetibaséds (1900)
Arooms. O | n rtehci osg nciazsee awef kciltecahrelnyo zone and
space.
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Chapter Three
Lithic Artifacts
(Sara Hocking Kelly FrencH, and Matt Mattey
'Department of Anthropology, The University of Montana, Missoula MT 59812
Introduction

Excavations of the Fur Trade Era occupation of Housepit 54 at Bridge River,
conducted during the 2012 field season, recovered 12,631 lithic artifacts from Strata I, V,
Il and XIV. Analysis of materials recovered from Stratum XVI is still underway. Of this
sample, debitage amounted to 11,182 artifacts, while tools and coresszahthg
remaining 1,449 artifacts. Tools and cores were classified according to 170 types that
were identified according to and modified from precedent-BEbtley Creek (EeRI7)
and Bridge River lithic typologies (Hayden et al. 1996b, 2000c; Prentds2£03,

2005, 2009, 2010; Appendix C). This large sample was obtained with attention to
artifact distributions within Blocks A5. Given the known complexities of household
group cohabitation, coupled with the social, economic, and political compkegiti
participation trade relations, the analyses of excavated lithics focused on questions of
assemblage variability, material choice selections relative to risk/reward decisions,
subsistence resources processing methods, and trade goods productitinagjmatia

The following provides an initial review of patterns in lithic artifact data.

Methods

Debitage were sorted by raw material type, thermal alteration, size, completeness
related types, cortex, technological type, and when applicable, fractiagan. A total
of 48 raw material types were identified during analysis. Thermal alteration was marked
as present or absent. Lithics that had flake scars that were smooth or soapy in texture
compared to older surfaces that had grainier and dulleregewere likely heatreated
(Whittaker 1994). Another defining characteristic of Heaated lithics is color. Lithics
that had a greasy luster, crazing, and or a pink to reddish color were likely to have been
heattreated (Crabtree and Butler 1964PLrdy and Brooks 1971:322). Debitage and
tools were also separated into five size catagories: extra small (<.64 sq cm), small (.64 to
4 sq cm), medium (4 to 16 sq cm), large (16 to 64 sq cm), and extra large (>64 sq cm)
(Prentiss et al. 1998, 2001, 20@910). Completeness of debitage was defined and
sorted using a modified Sullivan and Rozen typology (MSRT) (Prentiss 1998; Sullivan
and Rozen 1985). This MSRT typology initially sorted debitage by size. Following the
size designation, it was determinéd single interior surface (ventral face) was present
or absent. If debitage did not have a single interior surface it was defined as
Nonorientable. The next step was to determine if the debitage had a point of applied
force, or platform. If no platirm was present, the debitage was defined as a
Medial/Distal Fragment. If a platform was present the flake was either Proximal or
Complete. A Complete flake has intact margins while a Proximal flake does not.
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Finally, if a flake is sheared longitudingliit was defined as a Split flake. Lastly any
debitage that was sorted as a Complete Flake, Proximal Flake, or Split Flake, was
analyzed to determine its fracture initiation. Three fracture initiation categories were
designated: Cone, Wedge or Bend.nEmitiations are typically associated with hard
hammer percussion, while Bend initiations are typically associated with soft hammer
percussion. Wedge initiations typically result from bipolar lithic reduction (Prentiss et al.
2009, 2010). The cortex cevon the dorsal face was measured to establish stage of
reduction on the scale of Primary (200% cortex), Secondary-@8% cortex), or
Tertiary (0% cortex). Finally, technological origin for individual platform bearing flakes
was identified includingearly stage reduction (thick flake with high dorsal platform angle
and limited platform faceting), biface thinning (medium and larger flake with small
facetted platform, thin and broad form, and low dorsal platform angle), retouch (small or
extrasmall fleke typically with medium to low dorsal platform angle), notching (small to
extrasmall oval flake with distinct raised platform), bipolar (wedge initiated,
compressiofcontrolled propagation, and often crushing on ends), core rejuvenation
(flake with attrbutes of dorsal platform from core removed to facilitate further flaking),
and blade (flake with length at least double width, high dorsal platform angle, and lateral
symmetry).

Tools recovered were sorted using a wide range of characteristics.z&oé gols
was determined using sliding calipers. All tools were drawn in plan view and profile, and
when necessary, some tools such as projectile points were drawn showing multiple faces
and margins (e.g. proximal and distal profiles). Macroscopigraamscopic techniques
were employed to identify usgear and retouch characteristics. Microscopic techniques
utilized Motic SMZ168BP; .75xi 50x zoom microscopes. Use wear analysis defined
such things as polish, striations, rounding, crushing, eeasMrements were taken to
determine edge angle using Wards Contact Goniometer. Each distinct working edge was
termed an employable unit or EU (Knudson 1988jige retouch characteristics were
recorded including retouch face (normal, inverse, bifaciaudh invasiveness (abrupt,
semt abrupt, invasive), and retouch form (scalar, step, hinge). The Bridge River lithic
tool typology (Appendix C) was applied to all lithic artifacts recovered in 2012. Several
new tool types were added to this typology dgtine lithic analysis (see Appendix C for
a complete list of all tool types including new tool types added for the lithic artifacts
recovered in 2012). The typological classification provides a quick reference for tool
morphafunctional types and is nattended to replace more focused attribute based
approaches to analysis.

Data Analysis

The following section outlines preliminary analysis of lithic artifact data
(summarized in Tables 33.4) recovered during the 2012 field season. The purpose of
thisanalysis is to examine the role lithic technology played in the adaptive strategies of
winter pithouse occupation at Bridge River Village by extrapolating a model from the
ethnographic record in order to test the historic strategies discussed by T@jt1(Q96,

1909). As a winter village, the raw materials, which would be used for tasks such as hide
scraping, woodworking and stone working tools, were collected in the warmer months
when snow and ice did not make travel difficult and the materials irgblesThis
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research seeks to explore the problem of limited resources access and if it was solved
using various lithic technologies. With limited resources, the risk of tool failure during

the winter months is expected to be high; as a result, one eppéitt to see more late

stage reduction to be present as well as more bipolar cores, since materials would become
exhausted over the winter. Smaller tools with longer use lives and high reduction

intensity would also be present along with more expedoats tvith multiple uses.
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Table 3.1. Stratum | lithic artifacts.

Block | Flakes| Scraper| Biface | Used | Kamloop | Other| Ston| Ornament | Spindle Core
Flake | s Point e Whorl
Bead
A 265 10 0 2 1 16 0 0 0 8
B 510 14 2 2 2 13 0 0 0 2
C 273 10 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 3
D 425 12 1 0 3 34 1 0 0 12
E 84 0 0 0 4 5 0 0 0 2
F 95 2 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 4
G 16 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1
H 68 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1
Table 3.2. Stratum V lithic artifacts
Block | Flakes| Scraper| Biface | Used | Kamloop | Other| Ston| Ornament | Spindle Core
Flake | s Point e Whorl
Bead
A 1814 69 15 21 17 75 4 0 0 45
B 1741 54 2 4 8 76 4 1 0 30
C 1403 82 13 16 10 108 1 3 0 33
D 2104 56 5 16 8 100 0 0 0 51
E 134 19 1 0 1 5 0 0 0 4
F 35 7 0 0 1 10 1 0 0 6
G 0 4 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1
H 2 5 0 0 1 6 1 0 0 3
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Table 3.3. Stratum XIV lithic artifcts.

Block | Flakes| Scraper| Biface | Used | Kamloop | Other| Ston| Ornament | Spindle Core
Flake | s Point e Whorl
Bead
A 352 8 2 2 4 18 0 1 figurine 2 8
B 36 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
C 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 3.4. Stratum |l lithic artifacts.

Block | Flakes | Scraper| Biface | Used | Kamloop | Other| Ston| Ornament | Spindle Core
Flake | s Point e Whorl
Bead
A 212 8 2 0 2 19 0 0 0 5
B 679 10 1 1 1 12 2 0 0 0
C 355 4 0 0 1 12 0 0 0 3
D 588 8 1 0 1 24 0 1 0 6
E 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
G 17 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
H 114 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
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Analysis of Risk Management (Kelly French)

To assess possible risk management techniques (or lack thereof), a variety of
methods were applied. One of the factors expected in a winter household assemblage is
more late stage production. Trder production stage, flake sizes, stages of reduction,
and flake types are analyzed. Tool reduction intensity is measured by flake sizes and tool
sizes. The percent of bipolar cores is also important in understanding rates of raw
material use. Sevendl classes are identified: Bifacial, Unifacial, Projectile Points,

Cores, Groundstone and Ornaments, and by breaking down each category, we can
establish which core types were most represented. The number of expedient tools versus
formal tools is also nasured as well as the percentage of tools with multiple functions.

A final measure is to count how many tools were noticeably reused after a break. There
were a total of 1,449 tools recovered in 2012; howeweflake tools with multiple

functions each H was treated as its own tool. This means that a tool with two

functionally different EUs (i.e. one with scraper wear and one with knife wear) would
count separately as two tools: one scraper and one knife. After applying this
methodology, the total nureb of tools equaled 1,537. Looking at different-usar on

each EU allows for a more precise measure of technological tool types. Data used in this
discussion are presented in Tables3B and Figures 3-3.3.

Table 3.5. The number and percentageleftifiable technological debitage types.

Debitage Technological Types

Early | Thinning | Bipolar | Retouch| 'R’ Rejuvenation| Notch | Unknown
Stage| Flake Flake Flake | Billet Flake Flake
Flake
Amount | 113 159 280 2189 43 11 3 11
Percental 4% 6% 10% 78% 2% 4% 1% A%

ge

Table 3.6. The number and percentage of flakes in each MSRT category.

Modified Sullivan and Rozen Typology (MSRT)
: , . Non- .
Complete | Medial/Distal | Proximal Orientable Split Unknown
Amount 187 8456 2266 130 135 7
Percentage 2% 76% 20% 1% 1% 1%
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Table 3.7. Number and percentage of flakes in each size class.

Debitage Sizes

XLRG (>64 |LRG (1664 MED (4-16 SM (.64 XSM (<.64
cn’) cn’) cn) cnv) cn’)
Amount 5 45 1005 6911 3211
ercenage .04% 4% 9% 62% 29%
Table 3.8. Number and percentage of major tool classes.
Morpho-Functional Tool Types
Bifacial | Unifacial Groundstone Pg)é?ritslle Cores | Ornamental| Other
Amount 209 454 424 174 241 32 3
Percentage 14% 30% 28% 11% 15% 2% 1%
Tool Types
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Figure 3.1. Bar graph of tool type counts.
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Table 3.9. Number and percentage of core types. Data do not include microblade cores

Core Types*
. Unidirectional | Multidirectional | Small Flake
Bipolar Core
Core Core Core
Amount 219 5 14 1
Percentage 91.6% 2% 6% A%
Core Types
250 219
200 -
150 -
100 -
50 - 5 14 1
0 T T T o T T 1
OO&’ OO&Q QO'@ Qo'ﬁ
& & & e
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o & X N
& &
& @0\\ S
Figure 3.2. Bar graph of core type counts.
Table 3.10. Number and percentage of tools in each size class.
Tool Sizes
XLRG (>64 | LRG (1664 | MED (4-16 | SM (.644 | XSM (<.64
cn?) cn?) cny) cn?) cnt)
Amount 42 251 539 581 18
Percentage 3% 17% 38% 41% 1%
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Tool Sizes
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Figure 3.3. Bar graph of tool size counts.

Table 3.11. Number and percentage of expedient and formal tools. These data do not
include ornaments or unknown tools.

Tool Curation
Expedient Formal
Amount* 812 690
Percentage 54% 46%

Table 3.12. Number and percentage of rusi and recycled tools.

Multiuse and Recycled Tools
Multiuse Recycled/Reuse Total
Amount 94 38 132
Percentage 7% 3% 10%

64



Lithic analysis of the Housepit 54 floor assemblage suggests sonrmainskizing
techniques were implemented as a result of limited resource access; however, some
expectations were not fully supported. It was hypothesized that due to limited resources
more late stage production would be present in a winter pithouse occupatisrwagh
supported by the data. The analysis of the lithic debitage showed consistent evidence of
late stage production, with small retouch flakes dominating the assemblage. A high
number of bipolar cores were also expected. Overall there were a t&4dl obres in
the assemblage and of the cores present, 219 were bipolar. This suggests that the people
had to extract as much as possible from the materials within the house. Fifteen tools
were also bipolar reduced, further demonstrating a strategya#abigduction from
seemingly exhausted materials. Another expectation was that the assemblage would be
domi nated by 6Small 6 tool sizes. Table 3.10
under 4 crfi, a substantial portion of tools also falls into¢he di umé category.
clear though that very few tools were over 16 ,owhich does support the hypothesis of
high reduction intensity leading to smaller tools. Finally, there are a high number of
expedient tools in the assemblage but only approeinan% showed signs of having
multiple uses. The number of formal tools was also higher than expected. This may
show that the people of Housepit 54 relied heavily on the Groundstone industry (which
accounted for approximately 424 of the formal tdofsost of them being slate scrapers).
While ground slate tools were classified in this study as formal tools, they may well have
been used in a more expedient manner given the fact that most had very limited to no
evidence for actual grinding and polishimg tool faces or margins. If this is the case
then the lithic tool assemblage is truly dominated by situational need tools.

Lithic analysis of the Housepit 54 floor assemblage suggests sorminskizing
techniques were implemented as a result of éichiesource acces$here was a heavy
reliance on bipolar reduction as well as high reduction intensity, which suggests a need to
extract as much from the raw materials as possibt®l production activities generated
a wide range of tool forms, mostwhich have been classified as expedient. Slate
scrapers are primarily chipped into form, though some include grinding and marginal
sawing. Functionally these appear to primarily be associated with hide working. This
implies a level of hide processingaeeding evidence in earlier deposits at Housepit 54
and elsewhere at Bridge River.

Testing a Central Place Foraging Model (Sara Hocking)

This study tested two hypotheses drawn from central place foraging theory (e.g.
Beck et al. 2002): (1) that morésthnt lithic raw material sources required more
intensive field processing to maximize transport load utility; and (2) tools made from
lithic material from more distant sources would be more intensely used and recycled.
Lithic raw materials studied ihaded dacite, pisolite, chalcedony, Hat Creek jasper, and
obsidian. Hypothesis one required the classification of flakes into early and late stage
reduction, in order to determine the extent of field processing. The expectations for this
hypothesis werthat: dacite would be dominated by early stage reduction; pisolite would
have an equal distribution of early and late stage flakes; and obsidian, jasper, and
chalcedony would be dominated by late stage reduction. By comparing the expectations
with the andysis it becomes clear that the results differ from the expectations. The
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dacite, obsidian, jasper, pisolite and chalcedony are characterized by late stage reduction
(Table 3.13).

The flake stage analysis (Table 3.13) revealed that field processiraretasing
on the obsidian, pisolite, dacite, jasper, and chalcedony. This emphasis on field
processing may be indicative of processing raw materials for stockpiling. As the
hypothesis only focused on the relative distance from the material sourcejat tidke
into account the cost of transporting the raw material across the Fraser River that also
caused them to be retouched. The emphasis on field processing may also have been
affected by a need to transport via canoe (at least in part).

Table 3.B. Flake stage data. Ratio of early stage to total number of flakes in

parentheses.
Dacite Obsidian Pisolite Jasper | Chalcedony
623 12
Early Stage (.07) 5 (.05) 4 (.03) 4 (.02) (.06)
Late Stage 1755 19 23 23 70
Unknown 6267 68 88 152 133
Total Sample | gg-5 92 115 179 215
Size

Unlike the flake analysis, the tool analysis showed more differential use of raw
material (Table 3.18.17). As illustrated in Table 3.14, jasper has a high tool to debitage
ratio score suggesting strong emphasis on this ratenmal source for tool production.

Table 3.14. Tool data (counts and tool to flakes ratio in parentheses).

Dacite Obsidian Pisolite Jasper | Chalcedony
Tools 1006 13 (.14) 10 41 21 (.1)
(.12) (.09) (.23)
Scrapers 137 2 4 13 7
Multi -Tools 75 0 0 5 3

The tools were also analyzed regarding variation irpagterns (see Tables 3.15
and 3.16). The distribution of employable units (Figure 3.4) per raw material type shows
that over 50% of tools from all the raw materials had only one employable unite Daci
and chalcedony are the two outliers: dacite includes tools with up to four employable
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units and chalcedony tools up to three employable units. The employable unit analysis
shows that soft dacite was more frequently retouched than the other matesal typ
Variability in multi-tools (tools with EUs of different functions) pattern in relation to
sample size (Table 3.16; Figure 3.5) and likely does not reflect variation in human
decisionmaking.

Table 3.15. Employable units data (count and percentatgelsfwith one to four
employable units).

Dacite Obsidian Pisolite Jasper Chalcedony

Frequency 75 0 0 5 3

EU1 48% 80% 56% 61% 60%

EU2 44% 20% 44% 39% 20%

EU3 7% 0% 0% 0% 20%

EU4 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%

EU 1 334 4 5 20 9

EU 2 303 1 4 13 3

EU 3 47 0 0 0 3

EU 4 8 0 0 0 0

Distribution of Employable Units

100%

90% - -

80% -

70% mEU4
60% - EU3
50% -

40% - WEU2
30% 7 mEUL
20% -

10% -

O% T T T T T

Dacite  Obsidian  Pisolite Jasper  Chalcedony

Percent

Raw Material

Figure 3.4. Employable Unit Distribution (see data in Table 3.15).
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Table 3.16. Frequency of mutbols.

Raw Material Frequency Percent
Dacite 75 90%
Obsidian 0 0%
Pisolite 0 0%
Jasper 5 6%
Chalcedony 3 4%

® Dacite
B Obsidian

Pisolite
Jasper
u Chalcedony

- |

Frequency

Figure 3.5. Digibution of Multi-tools by raw material.

The Clarkson Index (Clarkson 2002) provides a measure of retouch
intensity, which is useful for testing predictions associated with hypothesis
two. By examining the Clarkson Index data in a box plot the majdrityeo
data falls between 0.313 and 0.125, with 0.563 being an extreme outlier. The
Clarkson Index data were also compared by raw material (Figure 5.6). The
dacite scores show a pattern that is grouped between 0.125 and 0.281. This
suggests that littleestouch was occurring on the dacite scrapers, perhaps due to
local abundance of dacite. However, there are seven outliers in the data set.
These outliers may be a result of differential access occurring not by raw
material but possibly by scraper typehelJasper tools grouped between 0.094
and 0.25, while the chalcedony was grouped between 0.093 and 0.281. These
results suggest that extent of retouch was limited on all the raw materials.
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Dacite Chalcedony Tasper

Figure3.6. Box Plot of Clarkson Index by Raw Materials.

As little retouch was occurring on the raw materials, there is little
evidence for a conservation of raw materials. This may suggest that either
there was not a high demand for scrapers at the Bridge River site during winter
or as the scrapers were unifedhere would not be significant retouch
intensity shown in the Clarkson Index.

Conclusions

Underpinning the research questions investigated in this chapter is the
understanding that subsistence and livelihood in a winter village on the British
Columbian Plateau was predicated in part on the access to lithic raw materials, and likely
trade network participation as well (Blake 2004; Hayden and Schulting 1997; Teit 1906).
Limitations in access to lithic raw material sources could have been mitigated by
number of means. For instance, storage of blank nodules collected during months of
better weather and greater accessibility could offset periods of lessened resource
accessibility, participation in materials trade networks could have continued thefflow
goods through the village throughout the year, intensive reuse and recycling of tools with
singular and multiple applications could have been implemented as a function of
constrained subsistence and food processing decisions, and technological deveslopm
may have reshaped the intgorkings of all these mitigating factors and methods on a
scale that illustrates a larger picture of cultural changes among the historic Bridge River
people.

The data presented in this chapter indicate that while someiahdteersity exists,
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including those from notocal sources, a primary emphasis in the lithic industries found

in Housepit 546s archaeol ogi cal record was
with the archaeological complexity of limited mefitinctional design and reuse/recycling

effort. We interpret this analytical complexity, when coupled with the large volume of
groundstone tools, as indicative of a marked emphasis on fish and hide processing

occurring during Fur Trade times. Lithic artifatgta from Housepit 54 is therefore

another line of evidence that the people of historic Bridge River were situated in-a socio
economically and politically complex world requiring both short and-kemign planning

to insure to insure access to critical faow norfood resources.
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Chapter Four
Colonial Period Artifacts at Bridge River Housepit54
(C. Riley Augé, Mary Bobbitt, Kelly Dixon®, T.A. Foor)
'Department of Anthropology, The University of Montana, Missoula MT 59812
Introduction

At the end of the I8century, British, French and Russian fur traders made first
contact with indigeaus Pacific Northwest inhabitants. Through networks of direct and
indirect trading interactions, objects of European design and manufacture steadily
became components of native peoplebds materia
Bridge River site sincB003 has mainly concentrated on prehistoric house pits (e.g. at
Housepit 54) and prehistoric artifacts; however, in the summer of 2012 archaeological
field crews excavated a number of artifacts associated with material brought to the region
through EureAmerican trade networks in the®.and 19' centuries and correlate to a
period associated with early Européakirst Nation interactions. During this period
trading posts were subsequently established throughout the region and by 1792 maritime
fur trading activities between indigenous people and Europeans were in full force. It is by
examination of this trading process that we begin to understand how objects were
introduced into indigenous cultures and how the material affected traditional behavior of
Frst Nationbés people during t-tragitioRabr Tr ade Er ¢
materials and objects often resulted in adapting those forms physically or ideologically to
correspond with traditional modes of meaning.

The first section of this report dhe Colonial period artifacts focuses on their
descriptive documentation and the process of their distribution through intertribal and
European trade networks. The second section turns to a brief analysis and interpretation
of the artifacts as examplestbk various ways cultural groups respond to-traditional
materials and objects introduced through trade interactions.

Trade Networks at the Bridge River Site

Artifacts recovered from the floor and the roof levels at Housepit 54 consisted of
a largenumber of pehistoric artifacts (12,631 excluding Stratum X¥hd a small
number of artifacts likely originating as European trade goods (n=51). In an attempt to
better understand the provenance of these artifacts and their correlation to the fur trade
networks, it is important to understand the location of trade posts established throughout
areas of British Columbia (Figure 4.1).
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Figure 4.1. Map illustrating location and time period of trade fétsidenotes forts

owned by Northwest Company aBthck denotes forts owned by Hudson Bay Company.
The Greenarrow denotes the location of the Bridge River Site (EeRNgtional Atlas

of Canada.

~

Canadabés fur trade industry provided princig
exploration of land whin the interior of Canada (National Atlas of Canada 1974). A
majority of the trading posts in British Columbia that were established and in operation
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between the years 1798 and 1860 were owned and operated by the-basddrHudson

Bay Company and the dmtreatbased Northwest Company. These companies were the
two largest enterprises associated with the Canadian Fur trade (National Atlas of Canada;
Burley et al. 1996). Although the Bridge River site is located along a river corridor rich

in animal resowges, historical records indicate that no European trade forts were located
within close proximity of the housepit site. Between 1813 and 1863 ten forts were
established within a 200 mile radius of the Bridge River site. In the I&teérﬂury and
early19" century, decreasing numbers in pelt production and competiveness between the
Hudson Bay Company and Northwest Company pushed exploration into the far reaches
of Canada (Burley et al. 1996), and specifically west into British Columbia. In 1793
Alexander Mackenzie of the Northwest Company made his way through British

Columbia, thus making this region a new focus for European commercial enterprise
(Burley and Hobler 1997). Simon Fraser, also of the Northwest Company, encountered
members of the UpperlLil ooet (St o668t oimc) in 1808 whil e e
was followed three years later by Alexander Ross and David Stuart with the Pacific Fur
Company (Sturtevant et al. 1998). Ethnographic accounts described by James Teit
(1906) discuss major tradoutes used by the Lower and Lake Lillooet groups who were
actively trading with coastal groups. Teit goes on to describe that materials brought
inland from the coast were traded between the Upper Lillooet and other neighboring
bands (Sturtevant et al.98). Other historical accounts told by explorers such as Lewis

and Clark, Alexander Mackenzie, and Simon Fraser reveal that some indigenous tribes
were in possession of trade items such as beads and metal objects long before they had
had actual contact WwitEuropeans (Griswald 1954; Dawson 1891). Given these written
accounts, it is evident that European goods trickled their way into the lives of people in
interior British Columbia through intertribal trade networks during the eaflycéftury.

In turn, nev trading relationships began to develop. To the indigenous people, acts of
exchange and trade were seen as ways of validating relationships among Native groups
and insured future trade between neighboring groups (Brasser 2009). Trade goods such as
beadswere popular items of trade in the™&nd 19" century. Items such as bracelets,

finger rings, nose rings, pendants, buttons, and jingle cones were also in demand, and
these objects were bartered, reagigde from other indigenous people or from European
traders (Karklins 1991).

Artifacts From Housepit 54

Table 4.1 provides a list of beads recovered from 2012 excavations at the Bridge
River site. All the beads are made of gl ass
manufacturing methods are ddabed in Table 4.1. The beads are categorized as either a
simple drawn bead or a simple compound bead. Thedeawn beadndicates that the
bead was made from sections of glass tubing drawn out using a hollow globe of molten
glass (Kirklin, 1985); théermscompoundandsimpleare used to describe the number of
colors attributed to a beadpmpoundefers to a bead exhibiting more than one color and
simplemeans the bead is a single color. Out of the 31 beads, five (5) were broken and one
(1) bead wasddly burnt causing its color to be undetermined.
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Table 4.1. Sample catalogue of glass beads collected from the Bridge River site (EeRI|4)

Artifact# Level Manufacturing Color Length Diameter
Method

2 1 Drawn Compound White/Green Rec 2.8mm 3.1mm
6A 1 Drawn Simple Blue 2.6mm 3.7mm
6B 1 Drawn Simple Blue 3.4mm 2.5mm
7A 2 Drawn Simple Blue 1.9mm 2.9mm
7B 2 Drawn Simple Blue 2.2mm 3.4mm
8 1 Drawn Compound White/Green Rec 2.4mm 3.6mm
9 1 Drawn Simple Blue 2.4mm 3.5mm
10 2 Drawn Compound White/Green Rec 2.6mm 3.8mm
11 1 Drawn Simple Blue 3.7mm 2.4mm
13 1 Drawn Simple Blue 2.7mm 3.6mm
14 1 Drawn Simple Blue 4.7mm 5.6mm
15 2 Drawn Simple Blue Na Na

16 2 Drawn Simple Blue 7.8mm 9.1mm
17 3 Drawn Simple White 3.6mm 4.1mm
24 1 Drawn Simple Na 2.3mm 3.5mm
28 1 Drawn Simple White 2.5mm 3.7mm
30 1 Drawn Simple Green 2.3mm 3.3mm
38 2 Drawn Simple Light Blue 2.7mm 3.5mm
39 2 Drawn Simple Blue 2.7mm 2.4mm
41 3 Drawn Simple Blue 1.4mm 2.0mm
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45 3 Drawn Simple Blue 2.8mm 3.1mm

47A 1 Drawn Simple Red Na Na

47B 2 Drawn Simple White 2.9mm 3.2mm
52 1 Drawn Simple White 2.6mm 3.4mm
55 1 Drawn Compound White/Green/Rec 2.1mm 3.0mm
59A 1 Drawn Simple White 3.8mm 5.1mm
59B 1 Drawn Simple White 3.1mm 4.1mm
61 1 Drawn Compound White/Green/Rec 2.7mm 3.4mm
75 1 Drawn Simple Green 2.4mm 3.3mm
232 1 Drawn Simple Blue 2.3mm 3.5mm
N/A 1 Drawn Simple Blue 2.1lmm 3.6mm

Glass beads primarily appeared in the Northwest Coast through intertribal trade
networksthat were already established prior to the arrival of Hudson Bay Company and
Northwest Company traders. In 1778 Captain James Cook arrived on the Pacific coast
and traded with indigenous peoples that he encountered (Burley et al. 1996; Griswald
1953).His ori cal accounts and fort inventory recc
indigenous people valued blue and white trade beads. These beads were chosen over a
variety of other colors and were seen as concomitants to wealth and noted for aesthetic
dispay (Griswald 1953; Karklins 1992). During the™&nd 19" centuries the majority
of beads being manufactured and traded to North America were coming from shops in
Venice and Czechoslovakia (Burley et al. 1996; Carlson 2006). Throughout the fur trade,
beads were also manufactured in Germany, France, China, Russia, and England (Burley
et al. 1996).

Analysis of the White/ Red /Green drawn beads from Housepit 54 resemble beads
from Karlis Karklins 1985 bookGlass Beads: the Levin Catalogue of Mid" Cenury
Beads.These beads have a manufacturing date range of 1863. The date range for
these striped beads aligns with the radiocarbon dating results from the Housepit. Dates
for the remaining beads are yet to be determined. Historical accounts aografhic
records place blue and white beads (and other colors as well) in southern British
Columbia around the late #8entury (Dawson 1906; Griswald 1954). Other
archaeological excavations at sites associated with the Fur Trade period in British
Columbia have produced glass beads with similar dates. Archaeological work conducted
in the Peace River area in northern British Columbia recovered 19,000 beads, these beads
were common of beads traded in the lat8 tiBearly 18" century and 98 percent were
beads measuring less than 4 millimeters in diameter (Burley et. al 1996).
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Figure 4.2. Selected beads recovered from Housepit 54. From the top left: Simple drawn
translucent green glass bead; Simple drawn translucent light blue glass bead; Compound
dravn opague white, red and green stripe glass bead; Simple drawn translucent glass
bead. From the bottom left: Simple drawn opaque white glass bead; Simple drawn
opaque light blue glass bead; Simple drawn translucent blue glass bead; Compound
drawn opaque hite, red and green stripe glass bead.

The remaining contact period artifacts recovered within Housepit 54 are
delineated in Table 4.2. In addition to glass beads, materials such as metal trade points,
brass rings, and jingle cones and (Figure 4.3)edavest during the fur trade through
traditional systems of exchange in the mid to lafB déhtury.

Figure 4.3. Possible Jingle Cones from Housepit 54. The two artifacts on the left are iron
and the artifact on the right is possibly tin arieon alloy.
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Figure 4.4. Iron trade points from Housepit 54.

The use of metal began to replace stone and bone items for making implements
(Burley et al. 1996). Metal objects such as arrow points were sometimes cut and
hammered out to se different functions such as adornments that were attached to
clothing and/or hair (Burley et al. 1996; Karklins 1992). Excavations at Housepit 54
recovered one (1) complete point and another possibly fragmented point (Figure 4.4). In
addition to thesartifacts, three possible jingle cones, (Figure 4.3) two made of rolled
iron and one from an iron alloy, were recovered from roof deposits. Early references to
jingle cones are found in Northeast region of the United States and date back to the 1600s
(Beauchamp 1902; Thiel 2007). Other references to the use of jingle cones are centered
in the upper Midwest among the Ojibwa of the Minne$@atario boundary area and
were made out of local copper. After thé"X@ntury the cones were commonly made
from items of sheet tin, coins, and thimbles acquired through fur trade exchange (Thiel
2007).

Table 4.2. Sample catalogue of metal/glass/faunal material associated with Euro
American trade goods collected from the Bridge River site (EeRI4).

Artifact#  Level Material Description

1 1 Metal 1possible jingle cone made
from tin

3 1 Metal 1 iron horseshoe

4 1 Metal 1 unknown piece of iron,

rounded tip at one end.

23 1 Wood/ 1 unknown spiral piece of
plastic plastic or wood.

26 1 Metal 1 folded stripe ofin.

27 1 Faunal 1 machine made faunal

button. Four holes in center
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29

33

34

41

43

44

46

51

60

62

99

250

651

757

Metal

Metal

Metal

Metal

Metal

Metal

Metal

Glass

Metal

Metal

Metal

Metal

Metal

Metal

2 thin flat fragments of iron,
possibly part of a trade
point.

2 small fragments of iron
from and unknown object.

1 thin piece of brass, small
hole in the middle (possible
button back or sequin).

1 iron trade point

3 iron fragments from an
unknown object.

1 small folded piece of
copper/tin.

1small brass finger ring.

1 piece of fat colorless
glass.

2 fragments of iron from an
unknown object.

1 iron piece, possibly a
jingle cone.

1 small fragment of iron
from an unknown object.

1 cone shaped iron piece,
possible jingle cone.

2 small iron fragments,
broken and from an
unknown object.

1 square piece of iron
indented through the center
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Figure 4.5. Faunal button from Housepit 54. Figure 4.6. Brass ring from
Housepit 54.

Artifacts such as a faunal button (Figure 4.5) and a brass ring (Figure 4.6) were
also recovered from Housepit 54. The button from Housepit 54 is a machine made button
and dates to the 1800830s (Hume 1970)Simple band brass rings, convex on the
outside are common in archaeological sites dating to thed@ury in eastern parts of
North America (Hume 1970).

Indigenous Uses of Nottraditional Materials and Objects

The introduction of novel materials objects from one cultural group into that of
a significantly different group can prompt three primary responses. The receiving group
may find the new materials or objects viable substitutions or improvements to those they
currently use and adopt them laterally. They may, however, find the new items wholly
incompatible with their lifestyle and worldview and reject them utterly. Finally, they may
see in the materials or objects applications
original intent,could be adapted and used within their own cultural framework (Loren
2008).

All three responses can be interpreted from the archaeological record-of Mid
Fraser peoples. Some objects, like metal arrow points were certainly accepted as more
durable replacenmts for Native stone tools. Glass beads supplemented the already
common practice of beadwork and adornment, but only specific colors would be
acceptable while others would be rejected. Most of thetraalitional artifacts recovered
from Housepit 54 at #nBridge River Site exemplify the modification and repurposing of
foreign materials and objects into forms and applications that embodied and conveyed
culturally appropriate meanings for the Native people. The metal arrow point, glass
beads, tinkle conebprseshoe, and faunal button found at Housepit 54 all illustrate the
three possible responses to ficaditional materials and objects.

Tinkle Cones

There appears to be something virtually universal about the belief in the power of
sound to ward offnalign forces and channel, if not innately generate, healing energy.
Several cultures and belief systems attribute the sound of bells and other jingling noises
to divine beings and use these devices as protective wards and amulets in both mundane
and fornalized ritual ceremonies (Paine 2004). Metal bells and jinglers have the added
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attribute of reflective flashiness, which is also believed to repel evil forces. That Native
peoples also held these beliefs is substantiated by numerous ethnographic @nd histo
studies (Dawson 1891; Griswald 1954; Karklins 1992; Browner 2002; Loren 2008).

One of the most widespread artifacts exemplifying the Native refashioning and
repurposing of metal trade good items is the tinkle cone (also called jingle cone). Tinkle
cones were made by cutting up copper and brass kettles and pots into small rectangles
and folding and rolling them into a bugdbape. Paired with other symbolic elements like
beads, colors, and animal hair and sewn onto garments and ceremonial objsetsas u
ear and hair ornaments, the sound of tinkle cones provided protection and healing.
Browner (2002) explains how sacred Ajingle d
Ojibwa, Anishnaabeg, HG&hunk, and Lakota as healing rituals and emphasizes their
comection to traditional female gender roles and values as the caretakers of the family.

According to Karklins (1992), the indigenous people of the-Fhaser also
favored tinkle cones, but apparently not with the same gender associations as the more
easterrribes. Tinkle cones, along with other metal adornments like discs, triangular and
rectangul ar Atags, o0 coins, and buttons were
hair ornaments as well as for jewelry items like earrings and neck pendants. In each
instance, the metal objects created the clinking, tinkling sound that held particular
meaning and spiritual power for those wearing them.

In addition to the possible tinkle cones recovered from Housepit 54, several small
unidentified metal fragments weealso found. These fragments, like the tinkle cones,
likely represent the intentional appropriation of sicaditional materials to enhance
Native enactments of their cultural beliefs and values.

Horses and Horseshoes

One of the most enigmatic agtdts recovered from Housepit 54 is an iron
horseshoe still retaining two nail fragments (Figure 4.7). The horseshoe, discovered in
the roof stratum in the southwestern quadrant of the housepit, appears to be a left front
shoe. Although horseshoes defggise dating, they do exhibit some broadly datable
characteristics. This particular shoe most resembles a style introduced after 1800 and
most frequently associated with machimade horseshoes, a process not invented until
1835 in New York (Chappell 19783)5).
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Figure 4.7. Metal horseshoe (left: foot surface; right: ground surface). Four (4) nail holes
per side with fragments of two (2) nails remaining in top holes. This shoe is possibly a
left front shoe. 188mm long x 101.87 mm wide; thicknesgesaweight, 184.2g.

Several sources document the presence of horses in the Pacific Northwest and
their integration into Native lifeways prior to the arrival of white traders and trappers
(Teit 1912; Haines 1938; Griswald 1954; Burley et al. 1996; LawisPhillips 2006)
where they appear to have been highly val
survey of the Lillooet people records a creation story in which Horse is one of the
primary original animals, and Griswald (1954:41) and Lewis arnild3h(2006) both
note the importance of horses as trade items. Horse trade appears to have been between
Native groups and from Natives to white traders, not as an item traded from whites to
Native people. This is an important distinction to bear indnfiim the interpretation of
the horseshoe from Housepit 54.

Fur trade transport mainly transpired by canoe, but horses were sometimes
utilized as pack animals in transporting trade goods. They also provided a source of meat
in the absence of game arl® and in times of severe food shortage (Burley et al.
1996: 96). John Workos journal records the
sizable number of horses from Native tribes in 1826 because the owners were either
reluctant to part with the anirsaor they valued the horses so highly they demanded
prices beyond what Work found reasonable or was willing to pay (Lewis and Phillips
2006). Clearly, as historic sources indicate, horses constituted an important component of
Native lifeways in the late&" and early 19 centuries.
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Significantly, Native horses were not shod. Although, some larger trading posts
are known to have had blacksmiths who produced a wide range of metal trade items like
axe heads, knives, files, and awls, documentation isng@&bout the production and use
of horseshoes. Their use, even on Europmaned horses, in this area of British
Columbia during the early ¥century seems to be uncommoFhe presence of one
horseshoe at a MiBiraser village suggests then that itsdiion and importance had little
if any resemblance to its European functions as protective footwear for a horse. Its
location in the roof of a housepit and its unaltered form imply an embodied value and
meaning for whoever acquired it and placed it there

Aside from the mention of a mythological Hotigeing in the Lillooet traditions
recorded by Teit (1912), graphic representations and artifactual evidence have not
revealed any particular associations between spiritual beliefs and horses or herseshoe
shaped symbolism. However, like many such beliefs and symbols, it may be that these
horserelated elements have merely not been previously considered in interpretations of
the Native peoples of the Migraser region.

European Trade Beads

By sheer voluma, glass beads comprise the largest number of European trade
items. In fact, they are so ubiquitous in the archaeological record of colonial era and post
European Native sites that their absence from a site would seem anomalous. While
Housepit 54 at the Bfge River site excavation did not yield great numbers of beads
(Table 4.1), it did produce thirdgne (31) beads of varying colors and patterns, including
five (5) green, red, and white striped beads, sixteen (16) opaque and translucent blue
beads, twoZ) translucent green beads, six (6) opaque white beds, one (1) translucent red
bead, and one (1) bead too deteriorated to determine its original color.

Color, and to some degree shape, was a determining factor in the acceptability of
trade beads. The preshinance of blue and white beads is common as historic trading
records often note a Native preference for these colors. Griswald (1954: 73), quoting

Lewis and Clarkbés journal, cites Clark as no
along the ColumbiaRevr , fAare all fond of...Beads part:i
which he added, @Al attempted to purchase son

t hey would give scarcely any thing for Beeds
of particulr colors indicates that Native people were highly selective in their trade
dealings, choosing only those items that would incorporate into traditional lifeways
(Burley et al. 1996:17).

It would be a mistake to assume the bead color preference wasilyraeathetic.
The issue of color is a critical component in many cultural constructs of cosmology and
symbolism. As DeBoer (2005) explains, for virtually all Native peoples particular colors
corresponded with cardinal directions and landscape elements;
clockwise/counterclockwise movement; spiritual forces and realms; gender and other
social constructs; and particular rituals, songs, prayers, creations, and other interactions
with and enactments of the cosmos. The importance of beads, and particuldsipbea
specific colors, to the Native peoples of the Nfichser area, as elsewhere, cannot be
overstated. Karklins (1992:164) delineates thirteen applications for beads for the people
of this area of British Columbia and indicates possible gender assositdicsome of
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these applications as well as noting again the preference for blue and white beads. So,
although European traders |isted and viewed
accepted those of culturally appropriate and meaningful colorasbla expressions of

a wide range of social and spiritual beliefs.

According to Dr. E. B. Eiselein (2013), Canadian Anishinabe and direct
descendent of Northwest Companyds explorer a
1820), when the bead colors offdigy European traders were insufficient to express
cultural meanings, Native peoples would melt the beads to rework them into color
variants, combinations, and patterns specifi
created beads have no provenamcEuropean manufacturing manifests and trade
ledgers, the resulting beads found in archaeological contexts provide yet another example
of Native agency in adapting ndraditional materials into culturally appropriate forms.

Conclusions

In order for tading interactions to result in a prosperous venture, the result of the
interactions must benefit both parties. So while this means that the items exchanged must
satisfy their respective recipients, it does not imply that there is a shared understanding o
agreement of the values, meanings, or appropriate usages of those trade goods. As Loren
(2008) asserts, even when an object appears to be utilized similarly by two distinctly
different cultural groups, it cannot be assumed that motivations and meassogsated
with the object signify synonymous connotations. The Native peopled'afntB14'
century North America, including the Migraser region of British Columbia, were
confronted with numerous European materials (e.g., metal, glass) and alagcts (
mirrors, kettles, guns, buttons, cloth, and horseshoes) offered to them in exchange for
their animal resources. While some of these objects (e.g., metal arrow points and glass
beads) directly suited Native applications, most of the materials saedgastrnative
forms and usages and were readily modified or repurposed to reflect a Native cultural
logic.

Materials or objects modified into alternative forms present relatively obvious
examples of cultural adaptation; however, those that retainahgiinal form and
characteristics like horseshoes, beads, glass, or buttons require greater consideration and
research to recognize how they have been conceptually rather than morphologically
modified. In the exchange of material culture between tworallpopulations, it should
always be expected that each respective group will alter the exchanged materials or their
uses to suit its particular worldview, so the materials excavated from archaeological sites
must be viewed through the lens of the culthi used them rather than the one that
originally produced the materials. It is too easy to assume a simple, seemingly-straight
forward and pragmatic objéct a button, for exampée has but one purpose; but, Native
peoples used buttons for a variety of muhoent and amulaic purposes and apparently not
at all as clothing fasteners (Karklins 1992).

To understand the more subtle adaptions suggested by seemingly enigmatic
artifacts like a horseshoe in the roof, or a button, a single shard of glass, or small
fragments of metal recovered across an archaeological site requires careful recordation of
depositional locations, orientations, and associations that can be compared to other
archaeological sites and ethnographic accounts. The gradual accumulationaofysimil
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situated and utilized materials and objects should ultimately provide a window into the
processes whereby human beings manifest their beliefs, concerns, and values through the
appropriation, creation, and manipulation of material culture.
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Chapter 5
Faunal and Ogeological Analysis
(Alexandra William3)
'Department of Anthropology, The University of Montana, Missoula MT 59812
Introduction

Inhabitants of the Bridge River village participated in a seasonally structured
subsistence pattern requiring great knalgke of the regional ecology. As serial
specialists and collectors they dispersed during the spring, summer, and early fall seasons
to target various resourcesth a focus on salmon in addition to terrestrial resources such
as deer, roots, and berriggentiss et al. 2009, 2010). During the winter months
aggregated band members depended on stored food and supplemental hunting efforts
(Prentiss 2012; Prentiss and Kuijt 2012hder these conditions careful planning was
requiredto coordinate hunting and dering activities with processing and storage to
ensure enough provisions are amassed for the winter village occupation when resources
are scarce (Prentiss et al. 20140 analysis of these faunal resources informs not only
the diet of a seasonally occagivillage, but also the complex decisions and tradeoffs of
HP 54 household members. However, we can also move beyond subsistence to
socioeconomic relationships by examining saibsistence prey use and spatial
distributions of remains. Together these gsa$ will provide a broader understanding of
the role of fauna at the Bridge River site.

Salmon, the keystone subsistence resource, were mass collected along the Fraser
and Bridge Rivers witllip, set, or float nets (Prentiss and Kuijt 2012; Teit 1906)ee
types of Pacific salmon are native to the region, including gnlgbrbuschg chinook
(O. tshawytscha sockeye ©@. nerkg, and coho@. kisutch (Berry 2000; Kew 1992).
Each species received differential preparation based on their spawning séasent
utility, fat content, and taste. Chinook and sockeye salmon, which run in the early spring
and summer seasons, were preferred for their taste. However, due to their high oll
content, they required more attention in the processing and drying stagesther
species (Berry 2000). Chinook and sockeye salmon, which run in the early spring and
summer seasons, were preferred for their taste. However, due to their high oil content,
they required more attention in the processing and drying stages lieausjp¢cies. The
thoracic vertebral region offered the highest payoffs in fat and meat while precaudal and
caudal sections provided fillets of secondary importance (Butler 1993; Hoffman et. al
2000; Prentiss et al. 2012). Precaudal and caudal sectionsfiggreaten on location or
fedtodogsHowe v er , some of these vertebral el emen
dried for soup in the winter (Kusmer 2000a; Prentiss et al. 2012). Sockeye salmon caught
later in their running season during the fall wersmetmes freezelried or even dried
whole when cooler and wetter weather made drying the flesh more difficult (Berry 2000).
When such preservation was not possible, the salmon were made into powder, given
away, or consumed immediately (Berry 2008¢ads, bcause they contain high amounts
of fat, were difficult to preserve and heavy to transport whole (Butler 1993; Hoffman et
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al. 2000; Partlow 2006; Prentiss et. al 2012hile heads were often discarded or
rendered into oil immediately at the fishing sttegy sometimes were roasted or dried for
later oil extraction at the village site (Colley 1990; Hayden 1997; Prentiss et al. 2012;
Teit 1900).

Deer were the most utilized terrestrial faunal resource and are secondary in
importance only to the mass spawngagmon (Kuijt 1989; Perlman 1970; Romanoff
2000; Smith 2012). Hunting usually occurred in the fall when deer had higher fat
contents and thicker furs. During this time they were more accessible at higher
elevations, though hunting throughout the winted aarly spring was possible in the
montane forests and intermediate grassland settings (Alexander 1992a, 1992b; Romanoff
1992). This availability of deer during the seasonal village occupation would have been
vital if salmon stores became low due to paor cycles or prolonged winter weather
(Prentiss and Kuijt 2012; Romanoff 1992). Field butchering and transport decisions
depended on the setting in which the deer were procured. Deer caught in the summer at
field camps were sometimes returned to the \lag cuts of smoked meat wrapped in
hides, though often the meat was smoked with the bone intact (Romanoff 2000; Teit
1900, 1906). When hunters traveled long distance to acquire prey, they often performed
some butchering in the field and transported olnéyhigh utility portions back to the site,
often with low utility Aridero el ements atta
utility items are those that not only contain the highest amount of meat, but those that
also provide large quantities of maw and grease that are extracted through heavy
fragmentation and boiling of the elements (Church and Lyman 2003; Madrigal and Holt
2002; Marshall and Pilgram 1991; Outram 2001). High utility elements in deer consist of
the upper limbs, which include themur, tibia, humerus, radigina; moderate utility
items include the elements of the axial skeleton, such as vertebrae, ribs, sternum,
scapulae, and innominates (Madrigal and Holt 2002; Marshall and Pilgram 1991; Rogers
and Broughton 2001). Low utilityetns occur in two anatomical regions, the head and
the lower limbs containing the metapodials, carpals, tarsals, and phalanges (Madrigal and
Holt 2002; Prentiss et al. 2007).

Other prey, including mountain shedpvfs canadens)srabbits Lepus sp.)birds
(phasianids)and trout (salmonids) were occasionally included in the diet breadth
(Alexander 1992a, 1992b; Prentiss et al. 208Qariety of prey was exploited for non
subsistence resources. Prey utilized for their pelts are especially important in
understanding household economy during the Fur Trade Era. Mustelids, suctoagrthe
tailed weasel, shothiled weasel, yellovbellied marmot, marten, mink, fisher, and
wolverine, were utilized more frequently. Other carnivores, including canids (wolf,
coyote, and red fox), felids (cougar, lynx, and bobcat), and ursids (grizzly and black
bears), also provided desirable furs (Alexander 1992a, 1992b). High rates of these prey
items could indicate that the HP 54 household participated in the Fur Trade; hatvever
presence of bones may be rare if only pelts rather than the whole carcass were returned to
the village. Teeth were also a valuable resources used for both ceremonial and utilitarian
functions; bear teeth were used for ornamentation while the inotbesaversCastor
canadensisand squirrelsqcuridae)vere used as carving tools (Alexander 1992a, 1992b;
Prentiss et al. 2009). Bird bones were used to create beads, gaming pieces, and drinking
straws for ceremonial and decorative purposes. Additypnalhgs may have had
cultural significance (Teit 1900, 1906, 1909).
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Domesticated dogs served a variety of roles within the region, including beast of
burden, hunting companion, prestige signal, famine food, and feasting fare (Cail 2011;
Crellin and Heffrer 2000). As a managed resource, dogs are costly, requiring about one
kilogram of salmon a day (Cail 2011; Crellin and Heffner 2000; Hayden 19eifijized
as riskmanagement resources, dogs would be most likely consumed during the late
winter or earlyspring when stored resources depleted; dogs intended for feasts, however,
could be utilized any time of the year. Differences in slaughter and processing could also
identify the purpose of the dog. Those used as amekagement resource may have
been kiled through slitting the throat, breaking the neck, or blunt force trauma. In
feasting settings, dogs were killed more ceremoniously by using its own forelimbs to
strangle it, resulting in diagnostic breaks in the radius and ulna, or a blow to the head,
creating cranial fractures (Cail 2011; Hayden 1997; Teit 1909). Once cooked, the animal
was eaten enthusiastically possibly in a fAsc
cut and consumed the meat (Hayden 1997).

An assessment of the distribution and cbemastics of these prey elements will
not only inform the subsistence decisions made by HP 54 inhabitants but also
socioeconomic relationships within and outside of the house¥atttions in fauna
distribution can reveal differences in resource ac@aswld 1996). Concentrations of
faunal remains may also reveal spatial divisions of the household (Hayden and Handly
2000; Stahl and Zeilder 1990)hile previous faunal analyses emphasized emerging
cultural complexity and inequality as a result of ecmlalgchange and resource stress
(Prentiss et. al 2009), this research focuses on an equally critical period, the Fur Trade
Era. The presence of pdlearing prey could indicate a wider interaction sphere between
Native and noflNative groups. Approachingéke relationships allow a broader
understanding of the role of fauna at the Bridge River site.

Methodology

Faunal materials were recovered from the 2012 field excavations at the Bridge
River site througlin situdiscovery, collection from 1/8ch screas, or separation from
the heavy fractions of soil flotations. The specimens were analyzed within the lab
facilities of the Department of Anthropology of the University of Montana, Missoula.

The fauna was identified to the most discrete taxonomic clasgfs£very bone was

analyzed for element type, side (right/left), end (proximal/distal), and relative age
(juvenile/subadult/ adult) (Cannon 1987; Gilbert 1990). To aid in the identification

process comparative col |l ectPhllipk. Wfightom t he Uni
Zoological Museum and Anthropology Department were utiliba/e Dyer, the curator

of the Philip L. Wright Zoological Museum, provided additional support.

Fragments of unidentifiable mammalian species are classified according to
relative size (small, medium, large). Small mammal includes ssirdd rodents through
rabbitsized while medium mammal includes beavers thoughstwayl. Large mammal
is considered to be desized and larger (Smith 2012). These fragmargscategorized
into six size grades (@mm, 16019mm, 2629mm, 3639mm, 4649mm, and 60+mm) to
demonstrate differences in butchering techniques and the intensity of processing (Smith
2011).Church and Lyman (2003) have shown that small fragments more consistently
render a gredar amount of grease than larger fragments. Smaller fragments (>5cm) also
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more efficiently render grease through boiling within a shorter time frame. Fracture type
can also reveal additional processing within mammalian prey. While spiral and oblique
fractures suggest marrow and grease production, linear breaks (e.g. transverse) occur
more often in less fresh specimens (Alexander 1992; Gilbert 1990; Kusmer 2000b
Outram 2001). Irregular fractures can occur in small fragments due to heavy processing.
Differenttechniques are used for salmonids due to their small specimen size and overall
fracture irregularity.

The presence of human modifications, such as blows, chopping marks, scraping
marks, saw marks, and abrasion, are noted when present (Gilbert 1990;198i@an
Reitz and Wing 2008). Faunal artifacts are also described. Taphonomic processes are also
recorded. To understand the relationship between bone preservation and the soil
environment, an analysis of soil acidity is performed. Weathering is assesedatiragto
Behrensmeyeros (1978) five stages, with a va
signifying that the bone is unrecognizable due to cracking and complete exfoliation.
Burning will beidentified through texture and color, from being charreddk), to being
completely calcined (white) (Shipman et al. 1984). Patterns in burnt bone can reveal how
fauna were processeBurnt bones can indicate whether meat was subject or near to heat
during cooking, boiling, or smoking processes that increasethmns of the resource.
Distributions of burnt bone between strata can also reveal if the structure was
intentionally burnt between occupations as a means of warding of pests. Upon
completion the data from this analysis were entered into a digital datdtmagh hard
copy records are also available.

Soil Environment and Bone Preservation

Descriptions of the soil environment in the 2008 and 2009 Bridge River site
reports indicate that poorer bone preservat.
where clay caps did not offer greater protection to specimens against leaching water,
krotovinas, and root activity (Prentiss et al. 2009, 2010). To ensure that these conditions
did not bias the assemblage, pH tests were conducted to measure soil acidi (Tiabl

Table 5.1. Soil Acidity.

Strata Block and Square pH Value
Al2 7.00
Stratum V C5 7.00
F 10N 7.00
A 16NE 6.75
Stratum I B 8SW 6.80
D 13SW 7.00
E 14 7.00
Stratum XVI Bo 700
A 15 6.90
Stratum XIV B9 700
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Soil acdity does not negatively impact the faunal assemblage; in fact, the overall
neutrality of the soil has benefited bone preservation. The roof (stratum V) consistently
provided neutral scores (7.00). The floor was more variable, with scores ranging from
only slightly acidic (6.75 and 6.80) to neutral (7.00). However, these slight differences
would not greatly affect bone survivorship. The peripheral bench (stratum XVI) also
provided neutral values. The midden deposit (stratum XIV) showed minor variation, with
two neutral scores (7.00) and one slightly more acidic (6.90). Overall, these pH scores
reflect a favorable environment for faunal preservation.

Faunal Remains

The faunal assemblage offers a total of 8,848 specimens across seven strata,
including the sd layer (stratum [), the BR 4 roof (stratum V), the BR 4 floor (stratum 1),
the midden (stratum XIV), the peripheral bench (stratum XVI), the BR 3 roof (stratum
Va), and the most recent BR 3 floor (stratum lla). A summary of the prey present and
their digribution across these contexts can be seen in Table 5.2. While this table
combines specimens collected through different methodologies, the analysis will discuss
those specimens collected in situ or from-itkéh screens separately than those recovered
from soil sample heavy fractions by stratum and block.

Stratum |

Stratum | contains 102 specimens across Blocks A, B, C, D, EF, and H. A
summary of the taxon present is available in Table 5.3.

Block A contains a total 24 specimens, includingkorhyntus sp, 1 large
mammal, 1 medium/large mammal, 1 Arvicolinae, 8 indeterminate specimens, and 1
freshwater shellfish. The majority of tléncorhynchus sgelements are high utility
vertebrae, including, 2 thoracic vertebrae, 2 caudal vertebrae and taldreggments.

One cranial fragment is also present. Only 1 specimen is present for the large mammal
and medium/large mammal categories, a diaphysis fragment and cancellous fragment,
respectively. One mandible represents the Arvicolinae subfamily. Indetgem

specimens include 8 unidentifiable fragments. One freshwater shellfish shell fragment is
present.

Block B contains 6 specimens(hcorhynchus sp3 medium/large mammals,
and 1 indeterminate specimen. B@&hcorhynchus sgelements are vertebra fpaents.
Medium/large mammal elements include 2 diaphysis fragments and 1 unidentifiable
fragment. One indeterminate specimen is present, an unidentifiable fragment.

A total of 61 specimens were collected from Block @ritorhynchus spl
Odocoileus sp46 Mammalia, 3 Arvicolinae, and 4 indeterminate specimens. Vertebral
elements, including 1 precaudal vertebra, 3 caudal vertebrae, and 3 vertebral fragments,
comprise théncorhynchus sgaxon. Oneéddocoileus spelement is present, a distal
fragment ofa first phalanx. One large mammal diaphysis fragment is present.
Medium/large mammal elements include 18 diaphysis fragments and 19 unidentifiable
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fragments. Medium mammal specimens include 8 diaphysis fragments. Three
Arvicolinae mandibles are present.urandeterminate specimens occur: 3 diaphysis
fragments and 1 unidentifiable fragment.
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Table 5.2. Distribution of Taxon by Stratum

Strata
Taxon Total
| Vv I XV XVI Va lla Unknown
Oncorhynchus sp. 21 688 896 17 245 4 62 53 1,986
. cf. Oncorhynchus
Salmoninae tshawytscha - 6 5 - - - 1 - 12
Salmonid (troutsized) - 266 74 - 22 - 71 - 433
Odocoileus sp. 1 47 10 16 30 1 9 6 120
Artiodactyla Ovislcanadensis - 2 1 - - - - - 3
Cervidae - 8 1 - 1 - - - 10
Artiodactyl - 9 2 3 9 - - 1 24
Large 3 211 195 98 261 5 24 11 808
Medium/large 50 1,009 726 191 649 35 151 124 2,935
Mammalia  Medium 8 111 24 - 34 6 20 7 210
Small - 3 6 - 1 - - - 10
Mammal - 44 679 274 - - 11 - 1,008
Canis familiaris 1 10 2 5 4 - 5 1 28
Canis latrans 4 - - - - - 4
Carnivora  Martes pennanti - - - - 1 - - - 1
Mustilis sp. - 2 - - - - - - 2
Carnivore - - 1 - 1 - - - 2
Castor canadensis - - - - 4 - 3 - 7
Rodentia Ne(_)toma cinerea - 4 - - - - - - 4
Arvicolinae 4 1 - - - - - - 5
Rodent - 2 - - - - - - 2
Lagamorpha Lepus sp. - 5 - - - - - - 5
Grousesized - 5 - - - - - - 5
Aves Flicker-sized - 1 - - - - - - 1
Aves 10 1 - - - - - 11
Bivalvia Freshwater shellfish 1 - - - - - - - 1
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Indeterminate Indeterminate 13 6 1182 1 6 - 2 1 1,211

Total 102 2,454 3,805 605 1,268 51 359 204 8,848
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Table 5.3. Stratum | Taxon by Block

Taxon

Total

Salmoninae

Oncorhynchus sp

12

21

cf. Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha

Salmonid (troutsized)

Artiodactyla

Odocoileus sp.

Ovis canadensis

Cervidae

Artiodactyl

Mammalia

Large

Medium/large

Medium

Small

Mammal

Carnivora

Canis sp.

Canis latrans

Martes pennanti

Mustilis sp.

Carnivore

Rodentia

Castor canadensis

Neotoma cinerea

Arvicolinae

Rodent

Lagamorpha

Lepus sp.

Aves

Grousesized

Flicker-sized

Aves

Bivalvia

Freshwateshellfish




Indeterminate Indeterminate 8 1 4 - - - - - 13

Total 24 6 61 4 4 2 - 1 102
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Four medium/large mammal specimens are present in Block D, including 1
diaphysis fragment and 3 unidentifiable fragments.

Four specimens are preseén Block E, 3 medium/large mammals an@dnis sp
The medium/large mammal specimens include 3 unidentifiable fragments. One complete
Canis spphalanx is present.

Two specimens occur within Block F, 1 large mammal and 1 medium /large
mammal. Both speémens are diaphysis fragments.

Only 1 specimen was recovered from Block H, a medium/large mammal
fragment.

Stratum V

Stratum V contains 2,363 specimens from Blockld AA summary of this data is
available in Table 5.4.

Block A contains 244 specimensgluding 40 Salmoninae, 23 Artiodactyla, 175
Mammalia, 1Canis sp. 1 Arvicolinae, 2_epus sp.and 2 indeterminate specimens.
Vertebral elements dominate t@acorhynchus sgaxon with 9 thoracic vertebrae, 4
precaudal vertebrae, 9 caudal vertebrae,ldngertebral fragments. Salmonid specimens
also include vertebral elements with 2 thoracic vertebrae and 5 vertebral fragments. A
variety ofOdocoileus spelements from limb and axial anatomical regions. Limb
elements are represented by 7 first phalanpésird phalange, 1 astragulus, 1 lunar, 2
metapodials, 1 metatarsal, and 1 radius, Axial elements include 2 iliums, 1 innominate
fragment, 2 scapula, and 3 vertebral fragments. One metapodial diaphysis fragment of
artiodactyl is present. Large mammadrekents consist of 1 humerus epiphysis, 1
epiphysis fragment, 21 diaphysis fragments, and 9 fragments. Medium/large mammal
specimens include 6 cancellous fragments, 5 cranial fragments, 37 diaphysis fragments,
and 89 unidentifiable fragments. One diaphyisigment 3 enamel plates, and 1
unidentifiable fragment represent the medium mammal taxonGanis spdistal ulna
fragment is present. Only a single Arvicolinae specimen is present, a reentrant tooth
fragment. Two femur fragments bépus spwere recoered. Two indeterminate
specimens, a diaphysis fragment and an unidentifiable fragment, are present.

A total of 237 specimens are present in Block B: 42 Salmoninae, 6 Artiodactyla,
181 Mammalia, Zanis sp. 2 rodents, 3 Aves, and 1 indeterminate specimen
Oncorhynchus spelements include 2 cranial fragments, 3 caudal vertebrae, and 11
vertebral fragments. Two d@ncorhynchus tshawytscletements are present, a caudal
vertebra and vertebral fragment. The Salmonid taxon is also dominated by axial elements
with 1 caudal vertebra and 23 vertebral fragments. Ten large mammal specimens are
present, 1 cancellous fragment, 5 diaphysis fragments, 1 epiphysis fragment, and 3
unidentifiable fragments. Medium/large mammal elements include 8 cancellous
fragments, 1 @nial fragment, 27 diaphysis fragments, and 125 unidentifiable fragments.
Eight medium mammal elements are present with 2 diaphysis fragments, 1 rib, and 5
unidentifiable fragments. Lower limb elements repre§atdcoileus sp including 1 first
phalanx,1 second phalanx, 1 lunar, 1 tibia, and 1 ulna. Only one Cervidae element is
present, and antler fragment. Six artiodactyl specimens, 1 diaphysis fragment and 5
selenodont tooth fragments, were collectédnis spelements include a phalanx and an
enamelfragment. Two rodent elements are present, a cranium and sacrum fragments. The
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Table 5.4. Stratum V Taxon by Block

Block
Taxon Total
A B C D E F G H
Oncorhynchus sp. 33 16 261 367 - 10 - 1 688
. cf. Oncorhynchus
Salmoninae tshawytscha - 2 4 - - - - - 6
Salmonid (troutsized) 7 24 129 104 - 1 - - 265
Odocoileus sp. 22 5 9 11 - - - - 47
Artiodactyla Ovislcanadensis - - - 2 - - - - 2
Cervidae - 1 7 - - - s - 8
Artiodactyl 1 - 6 2 - - - - 9
Large 33 10 79 76 - 2 3 4 207
Medium/large 137 161 354 283 11 33 17 5 1,001
Mammalia  Medium 5 8 9 43 - 6 - 4 75
Small - - - 2 - - 1 - 3
Mammal - - 1 1 - - - - 2
Canis sp. 1 2 1 6 - - - - 10
Canis latrans - 1 3 - - - - 4
Carnivora  Martes pennanti - - - - - - - - -
Mustilis sp. - - 2 - - - - - 2
Carnivore - - - - - - - - -
Castor canadensis - - - - - - - - -
Rodentia Neqtoma cinerea - - 4 - - - - - 4
Arvicolinae 1 - - - - - - - 1
Rodent - 2 - - - - - - 2
Lagamorpha Lepus sp. 2 - 3 - - - - - 5
Grousesized - - - 5 - - - - 5
Aves Flicker-sized - - 1 - - - - - 1
Aves - 5 - 5 - - - - 10
Bivalvia Freshwater shellfish - - - - - - - - -
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Indeterminate Indeterminate 2 1 - 2 - 1 - - 6

Total 244 237 871 912 11 53 21 14 2,363
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Aves taxon is represented by 2 humerus fragments, 2 disghggments, and 1
mandible. One indeterminate fragment is present.

Block C has 871 specimens, including 394 Salmoninae, 22 Artiodactyla, 443
Mammalia, 4 Carnivora, Mleotoma cinerea3 Lepus sp.and 1 flickersized bird. The
Oncorhynchus smssemblag is dominated by axial elements with 22 thoracic vertebrae,

7 precaudal vertebrae, 36 caudal vertebrae, 176 vertebral elements, 9 ribs, and 9 rib/rays,
though 1 cranial fragment and 1 hypural are also present. F@nabrhynchus
tshawytschaertebral fagments were recovered. Salmonid elements include 12 thoracic
vertebrae, 4 caudal vertebrae, and 113 vertebral fragn@uhdsoileus spelements are
primarily from the limb regions, with 1 fourth/central tarsal, 1 astragulus, 3 metapodials,

1 metatarsall tibia, and 1 trapezoichagnum. A mandible fragment was also collected.
Seven antler fragments corresponding to Cervidae are present. Six artiodactyl specimens
are present, with 1 diaphysis fragment and 5 selenodont tooth fragments. Large mammals
are repesented by 9 cancellous fragments, 1 carpal/tarsal, 6 cranial fragments, 44
diaphysis fragments, 1 innominate, 1 scapula, 2 vertebral fragments, and 15
unidentifiable fragments. The medium/large mammal taxon contains 15 cancellous
fragments, 7 cranial foganents, 87 diaphysis fragments, 1 epiphysis fragment, 1 pubis,

and 243 unidentifiable fragments. Medium mammal specimens include 6 diaphysis
fragments and 3 vertebral fragments. One identifiable mammal fragment is present. The
Carnivora order contains 1 m@ibular third incisor of cfCanis latrans 1 vertebra

fragment of cfCanis sp, and 2 mandible fragments Mustilis sp.FourNeotoma
cinereaspecimens are present, 2 fragments of a first mandibular molar and 2 fragments
of a 2 mandibular molarLepussp.is represented by three elements, a calcaneus, first
phalanx, and femur fragment. One flickgzed bird tibiotarsus is present.

Block D has a total of 912 specimens: 471 Salmoninae, 15 Artiodactyla, 405
Mammalia, 9Canis sp. 10 Aves, and 2 indeteimate specimensOncorhynchus sp.
elements include 40 thoracic vertebrae, 2 precaudal vertebrae, 20 caudal vertebrae, and
303 vertebral fragments. Although dominated by axial elements, 1 cranial fragment and 1
urohyal are also present. Salmonid specimecisde 15 cancellous fragments, 11
thoracic vertebrae, 1 precaudal vertebra, and 77 vertebral fragments. Gtaileus
sp.elements are present: 1 occipital, 1 pubis, 2 ilium fragments, 1 tibia, 3 metapodial
fragments, 1 metatarsal, 1 trapezoidgnum and 1 phalanxOvis canadensis
represented by two elements, a second phalanx and a distal tibia fragment. Artiodactyl
specimens are a selenodont tooth fragment and a metapodial fragment. The large
mammal taxon contains 4 cancellous fragments, 45 gsplfragments, 2 epiphysis
fragments, 1 scapula, and 24 unidentifiable fragments. Medium/large mammal specimens
are 35 cancellous fragments, 43 diaphysis fragments, and 175 unidentifiable fragments.
Medium mammal specimens include 1 cancellous fragmértigphysis fragments, 1
epiphysis fragment, 1 femur fragment, and 16 unidentifiable fragments. Only 1 general
mammal specimen was recovered, an unidentifiable fragment. Two small mammal
specimens occur, 1 vertebral fragment and 1 unidentifiable fragifen€anis sptaxon
is represented by 1 second phalanx, 1 phalanx, 1 fibula, 1 cervical vertebra, 2 vertebral
fragments, and 3 canine fragments. Five graiwed bird specimens are present, 1
humerus, 1 tibiotarsus, 1 coracoid, and 2 scapula fragments.déaerally identified
Aves specimens include 1 tibiotarsus fragment, 3 diaphysis fragment, and 1 epiphysis
fragment. Two indeterminate diaphysis fragments are present.
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Block E contains 11 specimens, all of which are medium/large mammals.
Specimens inclde 1 cancellous fragment, 4 diaphysis fragments, and 6 unidentifiable
fragments.

Fifty-three specimens are present in Block F: 11 Salmoninae, 41 Mammalia, and
1 indeterminate specimen. The @ncorhynchus s@nd 1 Salmonid specimens are all
vertebral fagments. Two large mammal specimens, a cancellous fragment and a
diaphysis fragment, were recovered. Medium/large mammal specimens include 3
cancellous fragments, 14 diaphysis fragments, and 16 unidentifiable fragments. The 6
medium mammal specimens congiE2 cancellous fragments, 3 diaphysis fragments,
and 1 unidentifiable fragment. One indeterminate fragment is present.

A total of 21 specimens were collected from Block G, all of which are more
generally identified mammals. Three large mammal diaplfinggignents are present.
Medium/large mammal specimens consist of 2 cranial fragments, 7 cancellous fragments,
and 8 diaphysis fragments. One small mammal diaphysis fragment is present.

Block H contains 14 specimens. Four large mammal diaphysis fragments a
present. Medium/large mammal specimens include 3 diaphysis fragments and 1
unidentifiable fragment. Four medium mammal diaphysis fragments were recovered.

Stratum Il

A total of 1,014 specimens were collected from Stratum Il across BloéksAd
G-H. A table summarizing the distributions of taxa across the blocks is available below
(Table 5.5).

Block A contains 76 specimens with 19 Salmonina@dbcoileus sp.and 58
Mammalia.Oncorhynchus sglements include 1 thoracic vertebra and 10 vertebral
fragments. Eight Salmonid vertebral fragments were collected. One third phalanx
represent®©docoileus spThere are 11 large mammal diaphysis fragments. Medium/large
mammal specimens include 1 diaphysis fragment, 1 epiphysis fragment, and 45
unidentifiablemammal fragments.

Block B has 391 specimens, including 83 Salmoninae, 2 Artiodactyla, 294
Mammalia, 1Canis sp.and 11 indeterminate specime@sicorhynchus sggpecimens
consist of 4 thoracic vertebrae, 3 caudal vertebrae, and 39 vertebral fragments. Fi
Oncorhynchus tshawytscltaudal vertebrae are present. Salmonid specimens include 4
thoracic vertebrae and 28 vertebral fragments. One second phaladeadileus spis
present. A selenodont tooth fragment represents the more general articdastylLarge
mammal specimens include 19 cancellous fragments, 67 diaphysis fragments, and 6
unidentifiable fragments. There are 182 medium/large mammals, with 55 cancellous
fragments, 14 diaphysis fragments, 1 epiphysis fragment, and 112 unidentifiable
fragments. Seven diaphysis fragments and 10 unidentifiable fragments comprise the
medium mammal taxon. Three small mammal diaphysis fragments were recovered.
Eleven indeterminate fragments are present.

A total of 101 specimens were collected from Block CSa#moninae, 3
Artiodactyla, 82 Mammalia, 1 carnivore, and 1 Aves. Eight vertebral fragments represent
in Oncorhynchus sBix vertebral fragments represent the Salmonid taxon. Two
Odocoileus spelements, a cuneiform and a metapodial fragment, are pr&ssant
artiodactyl calcaneus was recovered. Large mammal specimens include 1 cancellous
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Table 5.5. Stratum 1l Taxon by Block

Taxon Total
A B C D E F G H
Oncorhynchus sp. 11 46 8 169 - - 1 4 239
. cf. Oncorhynchus
Salmoninae tshawytscha - 5 - - - - - - 5
Salmonid (troutsized) 8 32 6 17 - - - - 71
Odocoileus sp. 1 1 2 5 - - - 1 10
: Ovis canadensis - - 1 - - - - 1
Artiodactyla Cervidae - - - - - - - - -
Artiodactyl - 1 1 - - - - - 2
Large 11 92 28 52 - - - 2 185
Medium/large 47 182 48 133 - - 2 11 423
Mammalia Medium - 17 4 2 - - - - 23
Small - 3 - 3 - - s - 6
Mammal - - 2 - - - - - 2
Canis sp. - 1 - 1 - - - - 2
Canis latrans - - - - - - - - -
Carnivora  Martes pennanti - - - - - - - - -
Mustilis sp. - - - - - - - - -
Carnivore - - 1 - - - - - 1
Castor canadensis - - - - - - - - -
: Neotoma cinerea - - - - - - - - -
Rodentia —
Arvicolinae - - - - - - - - -
Rodent - - - - - - - - -
Lagamorpha Lepus sp. - - - - - - - - -
Grousesized - - - - - - - - -
Aves Flicker-sized - - - - - - - - -
Aves - - 1 - - - - - 1

Bivalvia Freshwater shellfish - - - - - - - - i




Indeterminate Indeterminate - 11 32 - - - - 43

Total 78 391 101 415 - - 3 18 1,014
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fragment, 15 diaphysis fragments, 1 rib fragment, and 11 unidéigifiagments.
Medium/large mammal specimens consist of 14 cancellous fragments, 9 diaphysis
fragments, and 25 unidentifiable fragments. Four medium mammal specimens, 3
diaphysis fragments and 1 unidentifiable fragment, were collected. Two mammal
fragmentsare present, an enamel plate and an unidentifiable fragment. One carnivore
premolar is present. One Aves diaphysis fragment was collected.

Block D contains a total of 415 specimens: 186 Salmoninae, 6 Artiodactyla, 185
Mammalia, 1Canis sp.and 32 indeteninate specimen®©ncorhynchus sgspecimens
include 5 thoracic vertebrae, 1 precaudal vertebra, 5 caudal vertebrae, 156 vertebral
fragments, 1 rib, and 1 rib/ray. Five thoracic vertebrae and 12 vertebral fragments
comprise the Salmonid taxon. Fi@elocoleus p.elements are present, 1 second phalanx,
1 metacarpal, 1 metapodial, 1 tibia, and 1 ulna. A second phal@ws€anadensigas
recovered. Large mammal specimens include 1 cranial fragment, 36 cancellous
fragments, 11 diaphysis fragments, and dlemntifiable fragments. Medium/large
mammal specimens consist of 1 cranial fragment, 11 cancellous fragments, 20 diaphysis
fragments, and 101 unidentifiable fragments. Two medium mammal diaphysis fragments
were collected. Three small mammal specimens vem@vered, 1 diaphysis fragment
and 2 unidentifiable fragments. One vertebral fragme@aofis spis present. The 32
indeterminate specimens are unidentifiable fragments.

Block G contains 3 specimensOhcorhynchus spghoracic vertebra and 2
medium/lage mammal unidentifiable fragments.

Eighteen specimens were collected from Block Kntorhynchus spl
Odocoileus sp.and 13 Mammalia. Th@ncorhynchus sgpecimens include 1 thoracic
vertebra, 1 precaudal vertebra, 1 caudal vertebra, and 1 veftagraent. One tibia of
anOdocoileus spis present. Two large mammal specimens are present, a diaphysis
fragment and an unidentifiable fragment. Medium/large mammal specimens include 3
scapula fragments and 8 unidentifiable fragments.

Stratum XIV

The midden, designated stratum XIV, has 199 specimens across Blocks A, B, and
C. A summary of the taxa present is available in Table 5.6.

A total of 134 specimens, includingdncorhynchus sp9 Artiodactyla, and 124
Mammalia, were recovered from Block AheOncorhynchus sgpecimen is an
unidentifiable fragment. Eiglddocoileus spelements are present, including 1
mandibular third molar, 2 cervical vertebra fragments, 1 thoracic vertebra, 1 radius, 1
first phalanx, and 1 unciform. An artiodactyl ulisaalso present. Large mammal
specimens include 18 cancellous fragments, 13 diaphysis fragments, and 14
unidentifiable fragments. Medium/large mammal specimens consist of 27 cancellous
fragments, 3 diaphysis fragments, 1 epiphysis fragment, and 48 ufaddatfragments.

Block B contains 18 specimens witlOhcorhynchus spl16 large mammals, and
1 medium/large mammal. Oi@ncorhynchus spertebral fragment is present. The large
mammal specimens include 15 cancellous fragments, and 1 diaphysis fraQment
medium/large mammal unidentifiable fragment is present.

Block C has 47 specimens: 10 Artiodactyla, 31 Mammal@ais sp, and 1
indeterminate specimen. Sddocoileus spelements are present, including 1 cervical
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Table 5.6. Stratum XIV TaxonylBlock

Taxon

Salmoninae

Oncorhynchus sp

cf. Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha

Salmonid (troutsized)

Artiodactyla

Odocoileus sp.

Ovis canadensis

Cervidae

Artiodactyl

Mammalia

Large

Medium/large

Medium

Small

Mammal

Carnivora

Canis sp.

Block
A B C E
1 1 - -

8 - 8 -

1 - 2 -

45 16 18 -
79 1 13 -

Canis latrans

Martes pennanti

Mustilis sp.

Carnivore

Rodentia

Castor canadensis

Neotoma cinerea

Arvicolinae

Rodent

Lagamorpha

Lepus sp.

Aves

Grousesized

Flicker-sized

Aves

Bivalvia

Freshwater shellfish




Indeterminate Indeterminate - - 1 - - - - - 1

Total 134 18 a7 - - - - - 199
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vertebra, 3 metatarsal fragments, 3 fourth/central tarsals, and 1 lunar. Artiodactyl
specimens consist of a first phalanx fragments and a lumbar vertebra fragment. Large
mammal specimens include 15 diaphysis fragsand 3 unidentifiable fragments. The
medium/large mammal specimens consist of 5 diaphysis fragments and 7 unidentifiable
fragments. One identifiable fragment of a medium mammal is presentC&nis sp.
elements are present, including a second calpal, ¢arpal, fourth carpal, and an
accessory.

Stratum XVI

The stratum XVI, or the bench, contains 1,268 specimens across Blddks A
Table 5.7 provides a summary of the taxa present.

Block A has 90 specimens, with 13 Salmonina®ddcoileus sp.and75
Mammalia. TwelveDncorhynchus spspecimens are present, 1 precaudal vertebra and 11
vertebral fragments. One Salmonid vertebral fragment was also recovered. Two
Odocoileus spelements, a first phalanx and a third phalanx, are present. Large mammal
speimens include 3 cancellous fragments, 7 diaphysis fragments, and 3 unidentifiable
fragments. Medium/large mammal specimens consist of 12 cancellous fragments, 12
diaphysis fragments, and 37 unidentifiable fragments. One medium mammal diaphysis
fragment wa recovered.

A total of 165 specimens were collected from Block Br&orhynchus spll
Artiodactyla, and 151 Mammalia. Three vertebral fragments repr€searrhynchus sp.
TenOdocoileus spelements are present, 3 ulna fragments, 2 metapodial egphysi
fragments, 1 metatarsal, 2 first phalanges, and 2 rib fragments. An artiodactyl selenodont
tooth fragment was also recovered. Large mammal specimens include 2 cancellous
fragments, 16 diaphysis fragments, 2 mandible/maxilla fragments, and 10 unidientifiab
fragments. The medium/large mammal taxon contains 110 specimens: 3 cancellous
fragments, 18 diaphysis fragments, and 89 unidentifiable fragments. Medium mammal
specimens include 1 cancellous fragment, 9 diaphysis fragments, and 1 unidentifiable
fragment

Block C contains 296 specimens, including 82 Salmoninae, 9 Artiodactyla, 202
Mammalia, 2 Carnivora, andQastor canadensidNine thoracic vertebrae, 2 precaudal
vertebrae, 14 caudal vertebrae, and 49 vertebral fragments re@eseniynchus sp.
Salmaid specimens include 4 thoracic vertebrae and 4 vertebral fragments. Seven
Odocoileus spspecimens are present, including 4 selenodont tooth fragments, 1 ulna, 1
trapezoidmagnum, and 1 first phalanx. One Cervidae selenodont tooth fragment was
collected.One artiodactyl ulna is present. Large mammal specimens include 10
cancellous fragments, 1 scapula fragment, 33 diaphysis fragments, and 26 unidentifiable
fragments. Thirteen cancellous fragments, 28 diaphysis fragments, and 81 unidentifiable
fragments a present for the medium/large mammal taxon. Medium mammal elements
consist of 3 diaphysis fragments and 6 unidentifiable fragments. Two Carnivora
specimens are presentCanis sprib and a general carnivore tooth fragment. One rib of
cf. Castor canadenswas recovered.

Block D has 301 specimens with 114 Salmoninae, 6 Artiodactyla, 176 Mammalia,
1 Canis sp. and 4 indeterminate fragmen@®ncorhynchus sgelements include 7
thoracic vertebrae, 5 caudal vertebrae, and 91 vertebral fragments. Eleveni&almo
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Table 5.7. Stratum XVI by Block

Taxon

Total

Salmoninae

Oncorhynchus sp.

19

19 245

cf. Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha

Salmonid (troutsized)

Artiodactyla

Odocoileus sp.

Ovis canadensis

Cervidae

Artiodactyl

Mammalia

Large

Medium/large

Medium

Small

Mammal

Carnivora

Canis sp.

Canis latrans

Martes pennanti

Mustilis sp.

Carnivore

Rodentia

Castor canadensis

Neotoma cinerea

Arvicolinae

Rodent

Lagamorpha

Lepus sp.

Aves

Grousesized

Flicker-sized

Aves

Bivalvia

Freshwater shelh




Indeterminate Indeterminate - - - 4 - - 1 1 6

Total 90 165 296 301 164 129 39 84 1,268
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specimens are present, 2 thoracic vertebrae and 9 vertebral fragduausileus sp.

elements include 1 lumbar vertebra, 1 radius, 1 fliatgnx, and 1 calcaneus. Two

artiodactyl tooth fragments are present. Large mammal specimens include 3 cranial
fragments, 3 cancellous fragments, 17 diaphysis fragments, 2 epiphysis fragments, and 10
unidentifiable fragments. Medium/large mammal specinmeciade 3 cancellous

fragments, 14 diaphysis fragments, 1 epiphysis fragment, and 111 unidentifiable
fragments. Twelve medium mammal diaphysis fragments are present. One vertebral
fragment of cfCanis spis present. Four indeterminate specimens, 1 dgplisagment

and 3 unidentifiable fragments, are present.

A total of 164 specimens were collected from Block E: 8 Salmoninae, 5
Artiodactyla, 146 Mammalia, €anis sp,. and 3Castor canadensisSeverOncorhynchus
sp.specimens are present, 1 caudal veaeind 6 vertebral fragments. One salmonid
thoracic vertebra is present. OQdocoileus spmetatarsal was recovered. Artiodactyl
specimens consist of 1 selenodont tooth fragment, 1 rib fragment, and 2 metapodial
diaphysis fragments. Large mammal specimealside 3 cranial fragments, 6 tooth
fragments, 4 cancellous fragments, 8 diaphysis fragments, and 41 unidentifiable
fragments. Medium/large mammal specimens include 2 cranial fragments, 8 cancellous
fragments, 37 diaphysis fragments, 1 epiphysis fragsnant 38 unidentifiable
fragments. TwdaCanis spfirst phalanx fragments are present. THCastor canadensis
lophodont tooth fragments were collected.

Block F contains 129 specimens with@fcorhynchus sp4 Artiodactyla, 105
Mammalia, and Martes p@nanti.Oncorhynchus sgpecimens include 4 thoracic
vertebrae, 2 caudal vertebrae, 11 vertebral fragments, 1 hypural, and 1 rib. Three
Odocoileus spelements are present, 2 metapodial diaphysis fragments and 1 ulna. One
artiodactyl tooth fragment is ggent. Two cranial fragments, 1 cancellous fragment, 12
diaphysis fragments, and 8 unidentifiable fragments are present under large mammals.
Medium/large mammal specimens include 8 cancellous fragments, 20 diaphysis
fragments, and 53 unidentifiable fragmer®ne medium diaphysis fragment is present.

A mandibular second molar represeMigrtes pennanti

Block G has 39 specimenshcorhynchus spl Odocoileus sp.29 Mammalia,
and 1 indeterminate specimen. Eightcorhynchus sggpecimens are presentthidracic
vertebrae, 3 caudal vertebrae, and 3 vertebral fragmentO@ywileus spscapula
fragment is present. Large mammal specimens include 3 cancellous fragments, 3
diaphysis fragments, and 1 unidentifiable fragment. Medium/large mammal specimens
include 6 cancellous fragment, 4 diaphysis fragments, and 12 unidentifiable fragments.
One indeterminate fragment was recovered.

A total of 84 specimens are from Block H: 20 Salmonina@da@coileus sp.61
Mammalia, and 1 indeterminate specimen. Omeorhynchus spspecimens include 6
thoracic vertebrae, 2 caudal vertebrae, 10 vertebral fragments, and 1 hypural. One
vertebral fragment is present under the Salmonid taxon.ddexoileus spspecimens
were recovered, 1 first phalanx and 1 ilium fragmentgeéanammal specimens include
1 cancellous fragment, 1 costal cartilage fragment, 16 diaphysis fragments, and 5
unidentifiable fragments. Medium/large mammal specimens consist of 14 cancellous
fragments, 3 diaphysis fragments, and 21 indeterminate fragrsrésndeterminate
diaphysis fragment is present.
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Stratum Va

Stratum Va contains 51 specimens from Blocks B, C, D, F, and H. Table 5.8
summarizes the taxa present. Block B contains 12 specimens, 2 large mammals and 12
medium/large mammals. Large mammpécimens include 1 diaphysis fragment and 1
unidentifiable fragment. All 10 medium/large mammal specimens are unidentifiable
fragments. Block C contains@ncorhynchus sghoracic vertebrae, 4 medium/large
mammal unidentifiable fragments, and 5 mediuammal diaphysis fragments. Block D
contains 3 specimens: 1 large mammal scapula and 2 medium/large mammal
unidentifiable fragments. Block F has 13 medium/large mammal unidentifiable
fragments. Block H contains 12 specimen&ritorhynchus spertebral frgments, 1
Odocoileus spib, 1 large mammal diaphysis fragment and unidentifiable fragment, 4
medium/large mammal unidentifiable fragments, 1 medium/large mammal diaphysis, and
1 medium mammal vertebral fragment.

Stratum lla

A total of 338 specimensere recovered from stratum lla across Blocks B, C, D,
and H. A summary of the taxa present is available in Table 5.9

Only 1 specimen was collected from Block B; a large mammal unidentifiable
fragment.

Block C contains 306 specimens: 106 Salmonin&agd&oileus sp.181
Mammalia, 5Canis sp. 3 Castor canadensjsnd 2 indeterminate specimens. The
Oncorhynchus sgpecimens include 5 thoracic vertebrae, 1 precaudal vertebra, 5 caudal
vertebrae, and 35 vertebral fragments. One caudal vertebraQyiadrhynchus
tshawytschaSalmonid specimens consist of 20 thoracic vertebra, 3 precaudal vertebra, 2
caudal vertebrae, and 34 vertebral fragments. Or@ncorhynchus sgaudal vertebra
is presentOdocoileus spelements include 1 ulna, 3 radius fragmentihia, 1
metapodial diaphysis, 1 metapodial epiphysis, 1 trapanaignum, and 1 first phalanx.
Large mammal specimens include 2 cranial fragment, 8 diaphysis fragments, 1 vertebra
fragment, and 7 unidentifiable fragments. Medium/large mammal specimesistcaf 8
cancellous fragments, 30 diaphysis fragments, 1 epiphysis fragment, 1 vertebral
fragment, and 105 unidentifiable fragments. Two cranial fragments, 9 diaphysis
fragments, and 7 unidentifiable fragments comprise the medium mammal specimens.
Canissp.elements include 3 mandible fragments, 1 mandibular canine, and 1 radius
fragment. Thre€astor canadensispecimens are present, 1 mandible fragment and two
mandibular incisors. Two indeterminate specimens are present, an enamel fragment and
an epiphgis fragment.

Block D contains 20 specimens: 13 Salmoninae and 7 Mammalia. One
Oncorhynchus saudal vertebra is present. Twelve Salmonid vertebral fragments were
recovered. Large mammal specimens include 3 cancellous fragments and 2 unidentifiable
fragments. One diaphysis fragment and unidentifiable fragment comprise the
medium/large mammal specimens.

Block H contains 11 specimensO®corhynchus s@nd 2 medium mammals.
Oncorhynchus sgspecimens include 1 cranial fragment and 8 vertebral fragments. Tw
medium mammal unidentifiable fragments were collected.
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Table 5.8 Stratum Va Taxon by Block

Taxon

Total

Salmoninae

Oncorhynchus sp.

cf. Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha

Salmonid (troutsized)

Artiodactyla

Odocoileus sp.

Ovis canadensis

Cervidae

Artiodactyl

Mammalia

Large

Medium/large

Medium

Small

Mammal

Carnivora

Canis familiaris

Canis latrans

Martes pennanti

Mustilis sp.

Carnivore

Rodentia

Castor canadnsis

Neotoma cinerea

Arvicolinae

Rodent

Lagamorpha

Lepus sp.

Aves

Grousesized

Flicker-sized

Aves

Bivalvia

Freshwater shellfish




Indeterminate Indeterminate

Total

12 11

3

13

12

51

Table 5.9. Stratum lla Taxon by Block

Taxon

Salmoninae

Oncorhynchus sp.

cf. Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha

Salmonid (troutsized)

Artiodactyla

Odocoileus sp.

Ovis canadensis

Cervidae

Artiodactyl

Mammalia

Large

Medium/large

145

Medium

Small

Mammal

Carnivora

Canis sp.

Canis latrans

Martes pennanti

Mustilis sp.

Carnivore

Rodentia

Castor canadensis

Neotoma cinerea

Arvicolinae

Rodent

Lagamorpha

Lepus sp.

Aves

Grousesized

Flicker-sized




Aves

Bivalvia Freshwater shellfish - - - - - -
Indeterminate Indeterminate - - 2 - - 2
Total - 1 306 20 11 338
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Unknown Strata

A total of 204 specimens do nave stratigraphic designations due to unclear
strata boundaries or shovel test pits (STP) (5.10). One specimen was recovered from
Block A, a large mammal diaphysis. Block B contains 2 medium/large mammal
unidentifiable fragments. Block C contain©#&ocoikus spspecimens, 1 astragulus and
1 humerus fragment, anddncorhynchus sgaudal vertebra. Only 1 specimen was
recovered from Block D, a vertebral fragment. Five specimens were recovered from
Block F: 2 large mammal diaphysis fragments, 2 medium/la@amal unidentifiable
fragments, and 1 medium mammal unidentifiable fragment. Block H contains 3
medium/large mammal specimens, including 1 cranial fragment and 2 unidentifiable
fragments.

STP 2 contains 4 specimens: 2 medium/large mammal diaphysissingg 1
medium/large mammal unidentifiable fragment, and 1 medium mammal unidentifiable
fragment.

Eight specimens were collected from STP 3, all of which are identified as
medium/large mammal. They include 1 diaphysis fragment and 7 unidentifiable
fragments.

Six specimens were collected from STP 4, including 1 large mammal diaphysis
fragment and 5 medium/large mammal unidentifiable fragments.

STP 6 has 14 specimens witlo@corhynchus spl Odocoileus sp.and 7
Mammalia. One thoracic vertebra, 1 mgedal vertebra, 1 caudal vertebra, and 3
vertebral fragments represédncorhynchus sgne second phalanx @fdocoileus sp.
was recovered. One large mammal diaphysis is present. Medium/large mammal
specimens include 2 cancellous fragments, 2 diaphygs&ats, and 2 unidentifiable
fragments are present.

A total of 72 specimens are associated with STP 7, includigodrhynchus sp.

2 large mammals, 63 medium/large mammals, and 1 medium mammal. The
Oncorhynchus sgelements consist of 2 thoracic vertabrand 4 vertebral fragments. One
diaphysis fragment and 1 unidentifiable fragment are identified as large mammal.
Medium/large mammal specimens include 22 cranial fragments, 6 cancellous fragments,
17 diaphysis fragments, and 18 unidentifiable fragmé&ne. medium mammal specimen
was recovered, a rib fragment.

Ten specimens were collected from STP 8; including 1 large mammal
unidentifiable fragment, 5 medium/large mammal unidentifiable fragments, and 4
medium mammal unidentifiable fragments.

STP contais 7 specimens, including 6 cancellous fragments and 1 unidentifiable
fragment.

STP 10 contains 40 specimens:@8corhynchus sp2 Odocoileus sp.13
Mammalia, 1Canis sp.and 1 indeterminate specim&ncorhynchus sglements
include 8 thoracic verbeae, 1 caudal vertebra, 6 vertebral elements, 1 hypural, and 1
unidentifiable fragmentOdocoileus spspecimens includg ilium and 1 pubis fragment.
One large mammal diaphysis fragment was collected. Medium/large mammal specimens
include 5 cancellousdgments and 7 diaphysis fragments. On€ahis spulna is
present. One indeterminate fragment is present.
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Table 5.10. Unknown Strata Taxon by Testing Unit

Testing Unit
Taxon STP STP STP STP STP STP STP STP STp ot
A B ¢ D F H 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 10 11
Oncorhynchus sp. - - 1 1 - - - - - 6 6 - - 23 16 53
Salmoninae cf. Oncorhynchus i i i o ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
tshawytscha
Salmonid (troussized) - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - _
Odocoileus sp. - - 3 - - - - - - 1 - - - 2 - 6
: Oviscanadensis - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ _
Artiodactyla Cervidae - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Artiodactyl - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 1
Large 1 - 1 - 2 - - - 1 1 2 1 - 1 1 11
Medium/large - 2 - - 2 3 3 8 5 6 63 b5 7 12 8 124
Mammalia Medium - - - - 1 1 - - 1 4 - - 7
Small - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Mammal - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _
Canis sp. - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - 1

Canis latrans - - - - - - - - - - - - B - -

Carnivora Martes pennanti - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _

Musilis sp. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Carnivore - - - - - - - - - - - - _ _ - N

Castor canadensis - - - - - - - - - - - - - - R N

Neotoma cinerea - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - N _

Rodentia —
Arvicolinae - - - - - - - - - - - - - R - N

Rodent - - - - - - - - - - - - - R - -

Lagamorpha Lepus sp. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Grousesized - - - - - - - - - - - - - R _ -

Aves Flicker-sized - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - R

Aves - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Bivalvia Freshwater shellfish - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . .

Indeterminate Indeterminate - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - 1

Total 1 2 5 1 5 3 4 8 6 14 72 10 7 40 26 204

119



STP 11 is associated with 26 specimens, includin@ri¢rhynchus spl
Artiodactyl, and 9 Mammalia. Thencorhynchuss specimens include 5 thoracic
vertebrae, 2 precaudal vertebrae, 3 caudal vertebrae, 5 vertebral fragments, and 1
ethmoid.

Summary

The majority of the fielecollected fauna are high utility elements. The
Salmoninae assemblage is dominated by axiat@hs, including thoracic vertebrae,
precaudal vertebrae, caudal vertebrae, and vertebral fragments. Lower utility cranial,
pelvic, or pectoral elements occur rarely. This suggests the selective transport of the high
utility fillets. Identifiable Artiodacyla elements tend to be low utility lower limb
elements, including metapodials, carpals, tarsals, and phalanges, while the corresponding
upper limb elements are not as common. Low utility cranial elements and medium utility
axial elements are less numerod#hen viewing these trends in relation to the high
amounts of large mammal and medium/large mammal diaphysis fragments and
unidentifiable fragments, transport and processing patterns emerge. The elements present
suggest the predominant transportationighhutility limbs and medium utility axial
elements. Because the limbs are identified mainly with lower utility lower limb elements,
it appears that the high utility upper limb elements experienced increased processing to
extract bone marrow and greaseclspractices would have obscured the presence of
these elements in the assemblage and increased the amount of generally identified
mammalian specimens. The presenc€aris spelements may reflect that domestic
dogs played an important role as a prestigeubsistence resource within HP 54. Other
carnivores occur more rarely. Aves elements are high utility limbs and medium utility
pectoral girdle elements. The lack of cranial or axial elements may indicate differential
transportation or processing. Lowsility rodents,Lepus sp.and small mammals occur
rarely, suggesting they were not targeted prey within the diet breadth.

Heavy Fraction Fauna

The heavy fractions of soil flotations yielded a total of 3,309 faunal specimens
across strata V, I, XIVand lla. Table 5.11 offers a summary of the taxa across these
contexts.

Stratum V

A total of 91 faunal specimens were collected from Stratum V heavy fractions
from Blocks A, B, C, and F. Thirteen specimens are associated with Block A: 12
mammal fragmets and 1 Salmonid vertebra fragment. Eight medium/large mammal
specimens, 3 diaphysis fragments and 5 unidentifiable fragments, are present. Block C
contains 55 specimens, including 4 large mammals, 36 medium mammals, and 15
mammals. Four large mammal diggis fragments are present. Medium/large mammal
specimens include 2 cancellous fragment, 1 diaphysis fragment, and 12 unidentifiable
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Table 5.11. Heavy Fraction Fauna by Stratum

Taxon

Salmoninae

Oncorhynchus sp.

cf. Oncorhynchus tshawytsch

Salmonid (troutsized)

Artiodactyla

Odocoileus sp.

Ovis canadensis

Cervidae

Artiodactyl

Mammalia

Large

Medium/large

Medium

Small

Mammal

Canis sp.

Canis latrans

Martes pennanti

Mustilis sp.

Carnivore

Rodentia

Castor canadensis

Neotoma cinerea

Arvicolinae

Rodent

Lagamorpha

Lepus sp.

Aves

Grousesized

Flicker-sized

Aves

Bivalvia

Freshwater shellfish

Indeterminate

Indeterminate




Total 91 2,791 406 21 3,309
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fragments. Thirtysix mammal unidentifiable fragments were recovered. Block F contains
15 mammal unidentifiable fragments.

Stratum I

Stratum Il heavy fractions contained 2,791 specimens from Blocks A, B, C, D,
and. Block A has 130 specimengh 12 Oncorhynchus spertebral fragments, 1
Cervidae selenodont tooth fragment, 1 large mammal diaphysis fragment, 10
medium/large mammal diaphysis fragments, 18 medium/large unidentifiable fragments,
82 mammal unidentifiable fragments, and 6 indeteatd fragments. Block B has 558
specimens, including 28ncorhynchus sp508 Mammalia, and 7 indeterminate
fragments. Eleven rib/rays and 32 vertebral fragmeamgesent th©ncorhynchus sp.
taxon. Three large mammal cancellous fragments and 1 enagrakimawere collected.
Medium/large mammal specimens include 13 cancellous fragments, 7 diaphysis
fragments, and 184 unidentifiable fragments. A total of 300 mammal unidentifiable
fragments were recovered.

Block C has 188 specimens with @aicorhynchus sp163 Mammalia, and 2
indeterminate specimens. T@&corhynchus sgpecimens include 5 rib/rays and 18
vertebral fragments. Three large mammal specimens were collected, 1 diaphysis fragment
and 2 unidentifiable fragments. Medium/large mammal specimerssst@f 6 cancellous
fragments, 10 diaphysis fragments, and 32 unidentifiable fragments. Mammal specimens
include 1 cancellous fragment and 111 unidentifiable specimens. Two indeterminate
fragments were also recovered.

Block D contains 1,896 specimen@®Salmoninae, 194 Mammalia, and 1,121
indeterminate specimen®ncorhynchus sgpecimens include 257 ribs/rays, 315
vertebral fragments, and 6 fragments. Three Salmonid thoracic vertebrae are present.
Two large mammal specimens, 1 epiphysis fragmentlamddentifiable fragment, were
collected.

Block H is associated with 19 specimen®ricorhynchus spl medium/large
mammal enamel fragment, 6 medium/large mammal unidentifiable fragments, 8 mammal
unidentifiable fragments, and 3 indeterminate unidiaiié fragments.

Stratum XIV

A total of 406 specimens were collected from Stratum XIV across Blocks A, B,
and C. Block A has 209 specimens, includingditorhynchus sp3 large mammals, 41
medium/large mammals, and 155 medium mammals. Ti@nt0rhyrchus sp.
specimens are vertebral fragments. Three large mammal specimens are present, 1
diaphysis fragment, 1 epiphysis fragment, and 1 unidentifiable fragment. Medium/large
mammal specimens include 37 cancellous fragments and 3 unidentifiable fragments.
Mammal specimens consist of 155 unidentifiable fragments. Block B contains 142
specimens with ®ncorhynchus spertebral fragments, 11 medium/large mammal
cancellous fragments, 1 medium/large mammal diaphysis fragment, 1 medium/large
mammal unidentifiabl&ragment, and 119 mammal unidentifiable fragments. A total of
55 specimens were collected from Block C heavy fractions, including 16 large mammal
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diaphysis fragments, 15 medium/large mammal diaphysis fragments, and 34
medium/large mammal unidentifiablegments.

Summary

The heavy fraction assemblage is dominated by heavily fragmented
Oncorhynchus s@nd mammalian specimer@ncorhynchus sgpecimens tend to be
high utility vertebral fragments, ribs, and rib/rays. Mammalian specimens are not as
identifiable; the majority are diaphysis or unidentifiable fragments. The heavy
fragmentation is consistent with processing efforts to extract additional resources as well
as other taphonomic processes like trampling that limit more specific identifications by
taxon and element. Such remains provide vital information on faunal processing even
when larger debris has been removed.

Taphonomy
Size Grade

Trends in size grade distribution are consistent with heavy fragmentation to
extract additional bone marrow agrease resources (Table 5.12). The smallest size
grades (199mm, 1619mm, 2629mm) are the most common throughout each stratum.
Larger size grades (4Pmm, 5059mm, +60mm) occur most frequently in stratum V
and stratum XVI. These distributions may cop@sd to complex patterns in deposition
and housepit construction. The deposition of larger fauna specimens on the roof may be
indicative of two processes: primary stage faunal processing and discard of larger debris.
Ethnographic and archaeological desimips indicate that the roof was often used as an
activity area where early stage butchering and hide working occurred (Hayden 1997;
Prentiss and Kuijt 2012; Teit 1900). The presence of larger specimens may reflect such
activities. Additionally, the roof as utilized to dispose of refuse. As seen in Table 5.13,
smaller fragments were more easily incorporated into the floor context (Hayden and
Handly 2000), while larger faunal remains would have been more visible and easier to
remove during household cleagirSuch processes are consistent with the low count of
large fauna and high count of small fauna in stratum Il and the relatively high count of
large specimens in stratum V. Concentrations of larger faunal size grades within the strata
XVI bench context mareveal how the feature was constructed. The presence of large
fragments within the matrix may reflect the use of collapsed roof materials or refuse to
build the bench.
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Table 5.12. Fauna Size Grade by Stratum

Size Grade
Strata

1-9mm 10-19mm 20-29mm 30-39mm 40-49mm 50-59mm +60mm  Total
Stratum | 56 39 7 - - - - 102
Stratum V 1,672 420 155 54 27 21 14 2,363
Stratum |l 782 170 34 14 7 2 5 1,014
Stratum XIV 85 75 25 9 4 - 1 199
Stratum XVI 799 313 83 41 10 6 16 1,268
Stratum Va 22 24 1 3 1 - - 51
Stratum lla 258 43 22 8 3 2 2 338
Unknown 134 41 16 7 5 1 204

3,808 1,086 343 136 57 32 38 5,539

Table 5.13. Heavy Fraction Fauna Size Grade by Stratum

Size Grade
Strata

1-9mm 10-19mm 20-29mm  Total
Stratum V 79 12 - 91
Stratum |1 2744 36 11 2,791
Stratum XIV 384 22 - 406
Stratum lla 19 2 - 21
Total 3,226 72 11 3,309

Fracture Patterns

Distributions of different fracture types across the strata may reveal patterns in
processing and discard of faunal resources (Table 5.144l,S@lique, and irregular
fractures are indicative of increased faunal processing to extract bone marrow and grease.
While the proportion of spiral fractures is similar throughout each stratum, the highest
counts occur in strata V and XVI. Oblique fraets are the second most frequent fracture
type. The highest counts are associated with the strata V, I, and XVI contexts; when
viewed proportionately to their totals, stratum XVI has the densest distribution. Irregular
fractures occur the most frequentihe highest proportions occur within the BR 4 and 3
roof and floor contexts, although stratum XVI also contains a dense accumulation. These
distributions suggest that while the remains associated with the floor may reflect in situ
faunal processing, th@ncentrations in the roof and bench may reflect discard practices
as well as the use of such material to construct the bench. Transverse breaks occur less
frequently. The highest percentages occur in the upper most strata as well as the bench
setting. In hese settings faunal specimens were not as protected, therefore they were
more likely to experience transvers breaks due to heavy traffic. Complete elements occur
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rarely; when they are present, they are usually smakeorhynchus sglements or low

utility mammalian carpals, tarsals, and phalanges.
Similar distributions of fracture types are present with heavy fraction fauna (Table

5.15), though no complete elements are present and spiral fractures are more rare.

Irregular fractures dominate the assergbléhough oblique fractures are also frequent.

The incorporation of these fragments into the strata matrices allows an examination of

fauna utilization even when larger debris has been removed.

Table 5.14. Fauna Fracture Pattern by Stratum

Fractue Pattern

Strata
Spiral Oblique Transverse Irregular Complete Total
Stratum | 1 19 9 65 8 102
Stratum V 30 252 111 1,930 40 2,363
Stratum Il 9 166 41 793 5 1,014
Stratum XIV 4 33 9 147 6 199
Stratum XVI 24 498 72 654 20 1,268
Stratum Va 1 15 2 31 2 51
Stratum lla 6 26 14 270 22 338
Unknown 3 11 6 165 19 204
Total 78 1,020 264 4,055 122 5,539
Table 5.15. Heavy Fraction Fracture Pattern by Stratum
Fracture Pattern
Strata
Spiral Oblique Transverse Irregular Complete Total
Stratum V - 17 - 74 - 91
Stratum I - 261 15 2,515 - 2,791
Stratum XIV 1 49 4 352 - 406
Stratum lla - 2 - 19 - 21
Total 1 329 19 2,960 - 3,309

Burn Stages

Stratigraphic distributions of burnt bone can aid in understanding fauna
processing as well as patterns other taphoo@micesses. In each stratum the opposite
ends of the burn spectrum occur the most frequently (Table 5.16lhutohbone and
burnt white bone. This indicates that while the majority of faunal specimens were not
subjected to heat, when they were they riesdhin that setting of high heat for long
periods of time until they were completely calcined. This pattern may have developed

due to cleaning processes. Fauna may have been swept into hearths as a temporary means

126



of disposing debris. Periodically the hsewas cleaned and the refuse was introduced
into other settings. A complementing pattern emerges with heavy fraction fauna (Table
5.17). The highest amounts of late burn stages (gray/blue, gray, white) occur within the
Feature D1, although relatively losounts of these three stages are associated with the
field-collected data of stratum Il. This suggests that while larger late stage burnt
specimens were removed; fragments recovered from heavy fractions were too small to be
easily disposed. The associatiof early stage burnt bone in the stratum XIV reflects the
disposal of cooked elements rather than relocated refuse from the hearths. The high
amount of norburnt or early stage burnt specimens in strata V relative to other burn
stages may indicate thdiet roof was not burned upon the final abandonment. This is
consistent with the lack of red oxidized soils in this context. The presence of burnt bone
in the roof appears to be from dumping activities. The relatively high amount-of non

burnt bone in stratunda, which does show oxidation, may be due to the small sample

size.
Table 5.16. Fauna Burn Stage by Stratum
Strata Burning Stage
Nonburnt Black Brown/black Brown Gray/blue Gray White  Total
Stratum | 33 8 5 23 - 2 31 102
Stratum V 1,459 58 35 308 6 23 474 2,363
Stratum I 526 10 12 227 3 40 196 1,014
Stratum XIV 22 1 26 127 - - 23 199
Stratum XVI 840 13 - 76 5 2 332 1,268
Stratum Va 37 - - 11 - 1 2 51
Stratum lla 268 2 - 43 - 6 19 338
Unknown 162 3 1 9 - 1 28 204
Total 3,317 95 79 810 14 75 1,092 5,539
Table 5.17. Heavy Fraction Fauna Burn Stage by Stratum
Strata Burning Stage
Nontburnt Brown Brown/black Black Gray/blue Gray White Total

Stratum V 5 66 - 1 - - 19 91

Stratum |l 245 832 - 6 560 1 1,147 2,791

Stratum XIV 23 357 - - - - 26 406

Stratum lla 2 18 - - - - 1 21

Total 275 1,273 - 7 560 1 1,193 3,309
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Weathering Stages

Weathering may be seen as a general indicator of the level of processing or the
environmental stresses specimens experienced. The majority of all specinosasach
stratum were categorized as having stage 2 weathering (Tables 5.18 and 5.19). This may indicate
that despite beliefs that the uppermost strata were more exposed to harmful factors affecting
faunal assemblages (Prentiss et al. 2009), the ovexatatity of the soil provided a beneficial
environment for bone preservation. Higher proportions of stage 3 fauna occur in strata V, Il, and
lla. Those specimens associated with the floor contexts may reflect greater processing efforts
that undermined thiestructural integrity. Stage 3 fauna recovered from the roof would have
additionally faced environmental exposure.

Table 5.18. Fauna Weathering Stage by Stratum

Weathering Stage

Strata

Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Total
Stratum | 85 8 9 102
Stratum V 1552 809 2 2,363
Stratum Il 629 371 14 1,014
Stratum XIV 194 5 - 199
Stratum XVI 1,180 88 - 1,268
Stratum Va 38 13 - 51
Stratum lla 215 123 - 338
Unknown 143 60 1 204
Total 4,036 1,477 26 5,539

Table 5.19. Heavy Fraction Fauna Weathering Stadatiayum

Weathering Stage

Strata
Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Total
Stratum V 91 - - 91
Stratum Il 2,791 - - 2,791
Stratum XIV 406 - - 406
Stratum lla 21 - - 21
Total 3309 - - 3309

Cultural and Natural Modifications
Evidence for cultural modificatits is rather limited (Table 5.20). Cut marks are the most

common cultural modification, affecting 6 specimens from strata V, Il, and XVI as well as STP
8. Drilled holes appear on 3 strata XVI specimens. Grinding and polishing occur less frequently
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and mayindicate that the specimens were utilized as tools. Two specimens from strata V show
carnivore gnawing that may be associated with domestic dogs. One specimen from the more
exposed strata | evidenced rodent gnawing.

Table 5.20. Cultural Modifications

Modification Strata Total

XVI lla STP 8

Cut Marks -
Drilling -
Grinding -
Polishing -
Carnivore Gnawing -
Rodent Gnawing 1
Total 1
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Faunal Artifacts

Thepresence of faunal artifacts may reflect additional processing efforts to increase the
delivery rates of prey packages. A variety of faunal artifacts were recovered throughout the strata
(Table 5.21), most of which are produced from medium/large or laagenmal elements. Strata
V contains 1 antler wedge, 2 refitting pieces of an awl, 2 refitting pieces of a drinking straw with
an incised pattern of parallel lines along the margins, 2 refitting game piece fragments with an
incised pattern, and three faunpésimens with polishing along their margin suggesting use
wear. Stratum Il contains 1 artifact, a large mammal diaphysis fragment with polishing along the
margin. Three artifacts are associated with the bench, including 2 beads with drilled holes and 1
large mammal fragment with a rounded tip and polishing. Stratum lla contains 2 artifacts, 1
fragmented awl piece and 1 large mammal diaphysis fragment with grinding on its edge.

Table 5.21. Faunal Artifacts

Artifact Type Strata Total
V Il XVI lla
Antler Wedge 1 - - - 1
Awl 2 - - 1 3
Bead - - - 2
Drinking Straw 2 - - - 2
Game Piece 2 - - - 2
Polishing 3 1 1 - 5
Grinding - - - 1 1
Total 10 1 3 2 16
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Osteology

Two human specimens were identified during fieldwork and laboratory analyses. The
first element is an adult canine that was discovered wrapped in birch bark in Block D, Square 14,
stratum V, level 1. The tooth was fragmented transversely midway through the root structure.
The occlusal surface is flatly worn. An additional wear pattewsible between the occlusal
and lingual surfaces so that the lingual border of the crown is angled rather than sharp. This
pattern has a width of approximateh2finm. Since initial observations the tooth had further
fragmented into three sections alohg tracks that were previously visible. Despite the fragility
of the specimen, it was described as having stage 2 weathering. No pathology was observed. The
second specimen is an adult mandibular second premolar that was identified during laboratory
analy®s. The specimen was recovered from stratum I, level 1 of Block B, Square 15NW. The
tooth displays an irregular fracture. Well preserved, it was described as having stage 2
weathering. No pathology was observed.

Discussion

The faunal remains recoverddring the 2012 excavation of HP 54 and the heavy
fractions of soil flotations reveal aspects of predation practices, depositional processes, and
socioeconomic relationships. The distribution of different taxa reveals that HP 54 inhabitants had
a relativey narrow diet breadth emphasizing high yieldgcorhynchus s@and artiodactyls,
especially deer. While other species are present, they occur in significantly less numbers. The
elements representing these taxa suggest a pattern of field butcherirgnapdririn which only
high utility cuts were returned back to the site. In salmon species, high utility elements occur
within the axial skeleton, including thoracic vertebrae, precaudal vertebrae, caudal vertebrae, and
vertebral fragments that belong taedr fillets. Although this anatomical region also contains
neural and haemal spines as well as ribs, these elements were recovered rarely, perhaps due their
fragility. Few cranial, pectoral, and pelvic elements were recovered. Artiodactyl element patterns
are more complex. While lower limb elements suggest that whole limbs were transported to the
site, the corresponding higher utility upper limbs do not occur in as high numbers as the lower
utility elements. When viewed with the very high counts of medangél and large mammal
fragments, it appears that these artiodactyl elements received additional processing efforts, such
as bone marrow and grease extraction, to yield higher returns. This requires the heavy bone
fragmentation observed in the generallyniiiged medium/large and large mammals. Moderate
distributions of medium utility axial elements of artiodactyls, including vertebrae, ribs, scapulae,
and innominates, were recovered. Cranial elements occur rarely and consist predominately of
selenodont ta fragments indicative of Cervidae. The artiodactyl assemblage reveals that high
utility limbs and moderate utility axial elements were most frequently transported back to HP 54,
suggesting that prey were procured some distance from the central basb@aeyer,
occasionally the whole prey were returned, implying that they were captured nearer the village.
The analysis of these faunal resources informs not only the diet of a seasonally occupied village,
but also the complex decisions and tradeoffs oBHPousehold members.

The presence of other prey types, lkastor canadensjsveaselsized carnivorel,.epus
sp, andMartes pennantimay indicate that the HP 54 household participated in the fur trade.
The low number of specimens associated with theessemay not be an accurate indicator of
their use, especially if only pelts were returned to the site. Although deer served as the secondary
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faunal subsistence resource, their skins were also valuable. While providing variable caloric
returns, these taxzave the desirable pelts exchanged in this multicultural network between
indigenous populations and European settlers. The high counts of lithic scrapers suggest that HP
54 invested greatly in hide working. In combining these data, it appears that HRabdants

were producing surplus furs for ceremonial events or trade.

The presence dfanis spelements may reflect that domestic dogs played an important
role as a prestige (e.g. feasting) or subsistence resource within HP 54. Elements from different
aratomical regions throughout the skeleton were recovered, suggesting that dogs were local
rather than sought resources. The lack of evidence suggesting cause of death, however, does not
reveal if dogs were utilized in feast or famine contexts.

Taphonomiaharacteristics of the faunal assemblage reveal stratigraphic differences in
the use and deposition of fauna. The distribution of larger size grades, as well as the presence of
spiral and oblique fracture types, supports ethnographic and archaeologicds sescribing
the roof as both an activity area for early stage faunal processing and a location for refuse
disposal (Hayden 1997; Prentiss and Kuijt 2012; Teit 1900). The high amount-biirrgror
early stage burnt specimens in stratum V relativaherdourn stages reveals that the roof was
not burned upon the final abandonment, which is consistent with the lack of red oxidized soils in
this context. The presence of burnt bone in the roof appears to be from dumping activities. The
accumulation of sge 3 weathered fauna from the roof coincides with the greater environmental
exposure the specimens experienced. Taphonomic patterns associated with strata Il include
higher proportions of smaller size grades and greater numbers of oblique, spiral,candrirre
fracture types indicative of bone marrow and grease extraction. High concentrations of late stage
burnt bone were recovered from the hearth features, which suggests the features served duel
purposes in food preparation and refuse disposal. The tise oéntral hearth as a receptacle for
faunal debris is supported by very high accumulation of specimens within the feature the dearth
of specimens surrounding it, revealing that fauna was swept towards the hearth as a means of
maintaining the central spa. The higher distribution of larger and earlier stage burnt specimens
within stratum XIV reflects the disposal of food items rather than relocated refuse.
Concentrations of larger faunal size grades and oblique and transvers fractures within the strata
XVI may suggest the use of collapsed roof materials or refuse to build the bench.

Faunal artifacts provide additional information on the use of fauna as well as
socioeconomic relationships. The presence of faunal artifacts produced from medium/large or
large mammal fragments reveals additional processing efforts to increase the delivery rates of
prey packages. While the majority of the artifacts are utilitarian, the drinking straw, the game
piece, and the beads are valuable socioeconomic objects thdtgefider roles. Drinking
straws, or tubes, made from the long bones of birds were important items during female puberty
or pregnancy (Teit 1900, 1906, 1909) . During
touch the water surface, thus necessitatidgfarent method to intake liquids. Occasionally
these objects had additional holes allowing them to also serve as a whistle. The game piece
corresponds to a gambling practice called the
men though in some regis women also participated. Beads were important decorative items
used to adorn clothing. The presence of faunal beads in conjunction with glass beads suggests the
interweaving of traditional and historic material culture during the fur trade era.

Faunalevidence from HP 54 was instrumental in informing the complex decisions and
tradeoffs associated in a seasonally structured subsistence pattern. HP 54 inhabitants had a
relatively narrow diet breadth that emphasized high yielding salmon and artiodaotyls. T
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increase the returns for these prey items, only high or moderate utility elements were usually
transported back to the central base. The faunal assemblage has also allowed us to move beyond
subsistence to socioeconomic relationships by examiningulosstence prey, spatial

distributions of remains, and faunal artifacts. The presence eb@aling taxa desired during

the fur trade in conjunction with high scraper counts may indicate the HP 54 participated in this
multicultural exchange. Differential tributions of taphonomic characteristics have aided in
understanding how faunal resources were utilized within different contexts as well as aspects of
housepit construction. Faunal artifacts included an array of utilitarian tools among important
socioecoaomic items reflecting gender roles, thus allowing an examination of various aspects of
daily life. Together theses analyses have provided a broader understanding of the role of fauna
within the HP 54 household.
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Chapter Six
Spatial Analysisof the Housepit 54 Final Occupation
(Kristen Dawn Barnettand Alexandra Williant$
'Department of Anthropology, The University of Montana, Missoula MT 59812

An in depth spatiahnalysis for Housepi4 was undertaken utilizing the accumulation of
artifacts, ecdacts, features, and botanical sampling recovered dthi@?012 field exavations
ArcMap was utilized to create a spatial model of both roof and floor frofiuh&ade period
(final floor/roof) occupationQuantum GIS was used to create density layers for artifacts based
on a wide range of elements. The final results wenateractive spadi reconstruction from
which usergan make queries based on any number of characteristics to better understand the
household spatial organization and the dispersal of artifacts, both primary, secondary and
defacto, and features for impgetation. This chapter provides a short introduction to these
studies.

Methods

Standard laboratory analysis was conduatedithics, faunal, botanicaliré-cracked
rock (FCR), and historical remains. Once initial analysis was completed, alliofdhmation
was entered into a data base and coded for standard attributes as well as additional attributes
utilizing a rich ethnographic record provided by James Teit (1900, 1906) as well as ethno
archaeology work from the MiBiraser Region of B.C. (Lafet 1981).

Fauna

Faunal remains incurred additional coding based on utility of element (Binford 1978) and
ranking of specieéigh, medium, and lowhased on cultural preferences (Teit 1906).
Categories of age and gender were considered based onld¢akos outlined in the
ethnographic data, but proved to be unsuccessful at thigltim&o inadequat@unal
representation from this occupation.

Lithics

In addition to standard categories of coding used in analysis, tools were coded by locality
of material: local, norlocal, and unknown (Rousseau 2000) and utility of material based on a
combination ofiknapabilitypo and cultural preference (Prentiss et al. 2010). Categories were
created for gender and age utilizing both archaeological and ethnogeajatence (Gero 1991;
Teit 1906) as well as curation: expedient and formal (Binford 1978). Debitage received
additional coding for locality and utility based on the same criteria utilized for tools.

Botanicals
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Botanical results were coded for variousegatries based on the ethbotanical record
(Teit 1973; Turner 1997). The categories included: medicinal, food, mythology, drink, smoking,
scents, dyes, special beliefs, life stage, gender, and manufacture.

Historical Artifacts

Historical artifacts wer coded by categories determined in the standard analysis with the
addition of categories of gender, age, andrcematerial.

Fire CrackedRock (FCR)

FCR data werentered by count per unit or quad, varying by excavation method between
the floor of thehouse and the roof.

Data Entry and Map Creation

Each data set was entered iatoexcel spreadsheet by specific x, y, and z coordinates
corresponding to the grid imposed on the site while in the field. Lithics, fauna, and historical
artifacts were ented as one line per artifact with the corresponding codes attached to the line
item. FCR were entered by unit and quad with a total count per area in one line. Botanicals were
entered in the same manner as FCR. Each of these categories created its anwrfaiéap.

A base layer fishnet was created in ArcMap representing the grid while an additional
layer for the house floor waseated identifying notwariablefeatures such as hearths, midden,
cache pits, post holes, and benches.

Raster files (density nps) were created using Quantum GIS, an online shareware
program. Once created they were saved as tif files and imported back into ArcMap serving as
independent layers that could interact with additional quefege reconstructed, wemoved
the grid laer from thehouse. This permitteiterpretation of space without the imposition of
western scientifiemagesonto the household.
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Discussion

Roof

The results of the spatial reconstruction of the roof during the latest occupation at
housepit 54 confirmed both a roof and side entrance of the house. This is significant for offering
initial insight into the household demography. Ethnographical and-etteh@eological data
indicate that side entrances are restricted to use by women arigl @ldéoret 1981; Teit 1900,
1906) and are not a standard part of house construction. Roof data also informs us of formation
processes, primary and secondary refuse patterns, and use a$ eoebcial space; an extension
of the interor living spaceKigures6.1 and6.2).
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Figure6.1. Tool distribution on the roof.
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Figure6.2. Firecracked rock and debitage distribution on the roof.

Floor

Floor reconstruction results allowed for the identification of s@mdl personal spaces
within the household allowing for a greater understanding of sociah@mafion within the home
(see AppendixB). In addition, we can identify high production and low production/recreational
space shared by various, if not all, menshafrthe household.

Results of these analyses indicate that HP 54 was organized by activity areas rather than
residential units. Interpretative maps illustrating activity aréagufe6.3) and depositional
patterns [Figure6.4) are available below. Thi#stribution of features is consistent with
ethnographic descriptions of housepits with shared activity areas. This is most evident with the
central heartliFeature 1 Block Q)which served as the focus for household activities. High
accumulations of fawmwithin the hearth indicate that it served as the primary cooking feature.
The frequency of its use is indicated with the deep extent of oxidized soils as well as the high
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concentrations of late stage burnt bone. High concentrations of irregular, obhguspiral
fractures associated with greater fauna processing efforts that surround the hearth signal that the
region was used more intensely for faxamgented activities than other areas. The very low
distribution of FCR recovered from within the featwuggests that the feature was maintained
through the removal of refuse to the nearby midden. Low distributions of FCR, debitage, and
faunal debs as well as tools in the armamediatelysurrounding the hearth indicate that the
area was cleaned regulafbr communal use. While the midden may have served as the
dominant refuse receptacle, the high faunal concentrations may indicate that fauna was
additionally swept into the hearth.

Patterns associated with the northeast h¢kehture 2, Block Djevealthat it had a very
different use life than the central hearth. The lack of oxidized soil and lower concentrations of
| ate stage burnt fauna suggests that the feat
used less intensely. The higher accuatiahs of FCR, debitage, and faunal debris in and near the
hearth suggest that the feature was not maintained like the central hearth and likely served a
di fferent purpose with respect to its |l ocatio
asso@@ted with relatively high amounts of fauna, including higher ranking food items, the low
distributions of fracture types associated with additional processing, as well as heavy fraction,
support this interpretation. In addition to being an area of kiht#teye scale food preparation, a
small but dense distribution of debitage and an abrader in conjunction with various tool types,
including personal production items such as piercers and drills, suggests that it was an area of
both chipped and ground stot@®| production as well as. This cluster of tools along the
featurebds margins may signal they were stored
with little traffic, usually near features, so that they are out of the way and stored foepaigke
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The region near the post hole, i thorthwest corner, also seems to be a focus of an
activity area as witnessed by isolated accumulations of debitage and a variety of tools
represented by cutting implements, scrapers, and drills/piercers. Their accumulation around the
post hole could indete they were stored positioning itefper Binford 1978) These tool types
correspond with the capture and preparation of faunal subsistence resources as well as hide
working. The location of this tool cluster within moderate concentrations of faunahgema
suggests that the area was utilized for faonanted activities as well as an area of personal
production as indicated by the piercer/drills, mimicking the NE corner.

The size of the midden and the high distributions of FCR, debitage, tools, aad fau
associated with it are consistent with its communal use for discarding exhausted or unwanted
objects. This pattern is especially evident with the distribution of burnt bone and fracture types.
High accumulations of early and late stage burnt specinsewslaas oblique, spiral, and
irregular fracture types associated with additional processing efforts occur in the midden,
suggesting that these faunal specimens experienced additional processing to extract the
maximum amount of nutrition possible befordry discarded. Only a single cache pit is present,
suggesting that household inhabitants shared its contents. The margins of the feature are
surrounded by moderate accumulations of fauna, the majority of which are high and medium
utility species and hightility elements that are consistent with subsistence decisions to store
high-yielding foods. The lackf fauna associated within the feature may suggest that it was
actually a refuse pit. The two shallow pit features (FeatBilask A F2 and Bock B Fl) ae
associated with relatively low to moderate distributions of fauna though moderate to high
accumulations of FCR and debitage. While both seem to originally have been post holes, their
most recent function remains unclear; however, the wide variety efialatthat are associated
with them may suggest their use as additional middens.

The southeast corner of the house appears to be an activity area in which lithic production
occurred. This is supported by large distributions of debitage that correspdmgh tool counts
as well as low faunal distributions. The majority of the tools present are cutting implements,
scrapers, and drills/piercers. The presence of an abrader in association with these tools indicates
that both chipped and ground stone toalduction occurredRelatively low numbers of FCR,
debitage, tools, and faunal remains northwest of the central hearth suggests it is a high traffic
area associated with the roof ladder. Similar distributions occur near the eastern margin of the
pithouse bveen Blocks B and D, suggesting a side entrance. Such findings are consistent with
HP 54 roof analyses conducted with the same methodology as this research (Hamilton et al.
2013).

The bench running along the periphery of the structure provides sleemimersonal
spaces for individual families. In some areas, like the northwest corner of block C, the bench is
multi-tiered. Such areas may have been too small to accommodate sleeping but may have served
as activity areas. Depositional patterns associattdthe bench are consistent with two
processes: the placement of positioning items and the sweeping of refuse towards features. While
clusters of tools that occur along the bench may reflect positing items stored for future use,
concentrations of FCR, dgage, and larger fauna fragments represent refasevis swept out
of the way. Whilehis process can be intentional, it can also occur unintentionally as debris
accumulates in areas that are harder to clean.

No indications of significant material wélalbased inequalities are present. Such
disparities would be evident with locations within the housepit containing both high distributions
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of higher ranking items and high utility faunal resources; however, while high utility fauna is
limited to the heartlor midden features, prestige ite(esg. stone beads, nephrite tools,
European trade goodsave a wider distribution throughout the household. These patterns imply
an organization by activities rather than areas with disparate proportions of mateltial wea
Together these trends suggest that HP 54 was organized by shared activity areas corresponding
to a communalist mode of a corporate household strégegyFeinman 200Qyith repressed
material wealthbased distinctions.

Further spatial analysis witle conducted, utilizing the same b, in future
excavations at HB4. This will allow us to measure cultural continuity, demography, and social
organization including the use of both interior and exterior household space.
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Introduction

Anthropogenic sednents are formed through a complex interplay between human and
natural factors. The organization and use of household space influences the elemental
composition of sediments. Daily activities introduce liquid and/or soligrbgucts into
underlying sedimat, altering their chemical composition (Middleton 2004). Large debris such as
broken tools, animal bones, and food waste are often discarded in middens, while fine grained or
liquid waste enter sediment directly, at the location of discard. Sourcesrf celdd include
flintknapping, woodworking, ceramic manufacture, food preparation and consumption.
Additionally, feet and clothing carry detritus, while human bodies introduce skin cells, oils,
perspiration, urine, and other bodily products into sedirtidittdleton and Price 1996).

This report presents geochemical data generated through theslao@nt analysis of
sediments from Housepit 54 (HP 54) at the Bridge River Housepit Village, British Columbia.
Sediment was sampled from the most recent ocmnadtfloor, associated with the historic Fur
Trade period. The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of human occupation on
the elemental composition of the Fur Trade floor sediments. This was accomplished by analyzing
variation in the intesity of major and trace elements. Geochemical analysis using poriedfe x
fluorescence spectrometry (pXRF) was used to enhance our understanding of the spatial
organization and use of HP 54. Future work will compare the chemical signatures within HP 54
to the elemental variation found in natural sediments from the vicinity of Bridge River.

Field Collection

Bridge River is a large housepit village located near Lillooet, in theRvider Canyon
of British Columbia. MidFraser villages emerged in the tares immediately following 2000
years ago (Prentiss and Kuijt 2012). The ssutiterranean domed residences at Bridge River
were occupied by a northwest interior Salish people, known as the Upper Lillooet or St'at'imc.
Vertical profiles of HP 54 revealseries of superimposed layers, representing 13 occupational
floors and as many as seven roof deposits (Prentiss and Kuijt 2012). The Bridge River
Archaeological Project excavated Stratum I, the historic Fur Trade period floor of HP 54 during
the summer©2012. The floor was divided into 1m x 1m excavation units, comprising eight
blocks. Individual units were subdivided into four quadrants (NE, NW, SE, SW). A total of forty
sediment samples were collected for analysis in this study. As samples wergarnotlyn
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collected across the study area, portions of the floor were not analyzed and, therefore, lack
chemical characterization.

Analysis

Sediment samples collected during excavation were sifted through a 4 mm Standard
Testing Sieve to separate out kugasts and artifacts. Sieved samples werdraad for 24
hours. 40g of each sample were weighed out into ceramic crucibles andeated at 5 for
5 hours. The samples were then pulverized using a SPEX 8510 Shatterbox with tungsten carbide
ring mil. The equipment was cleaned between samples, using isopropyl alcohol and compressed
air, to avoid crossontamination. 5.95g of each powdered sample were mixed with 1.05g (15%)
SPEX CertiPrep PrepAid 3644 Ultrabind, and pressed into a pellet using& fmessure for 3
minutes.

Portable xray fluorescence (pXRF) technology produces rapid and simultaneous
identification of several major and trace elements in natural geologic materials (Goodale et al
2012). An Olympus InnoX Delta handheld pXRF was litied in the elemental characterization
of HP 54 Fur Trade period floor sediments. The instrument was operated@aromining
mode for 60 seconds per beam at 40kv, fluorescing iron (Fe) and zinc (Zn), and at 10kv,
fluorescing aluminum (Al), potassiurK), phosphorus (P), calcium (Ca), and titanium (Ti)
(Table7.1). Concentrations for the seven elements were reported for each sample in weight
percentage and then converted to parts per million (ppm). The Delta instrument was calibrated
with assayed samgs from the USGS, the University of Georgia Center for Applied Isotope
Studies, and Hamilton College-house standards.

Data Presentation

The northing and westing coordinates of the SW corner of each excavation unit were
coded and the samples were plottato the HP 54 floor map displaying recovered features and
artifacts (Figurer.1). For analysis of the house floor, thidienensional contour maps were
created for concentrations of each element using Golden Software Surfer 9, which were then
georeferened and placed over the HP 54 floor map in ArcGIS 10. The surface plots were
visually examined for patterning in elemental concentrations. Particular attention was given to
Ca, P, and K, elements determined by Middleton (2000) and ethnoarchaeologicaltstbeie
useful in identifying human activity areas.
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Figure7.1. HP 54 Fur Trade floor with recovered features and artifacts.

Results

The geochemical data obtained revealed patterns in the elemental composition of floor
sediments in HP 54. These findsguggest that different functional areas display characteristic
geochemical signatures. The housepitds easter
and low concentrations of Ca, Zn, Ti, K, Al, and Fe. Phosphorus (FigRires concentrated ia
horseshoe pattern around the periphery of the floor, away from the central fire hearth. Aluminum
(Figure7.3) occurs in high concentrations along the western region of the floor and in low
concentrations in the eas¢ntral region. High levels of Al appr to skirt around the center of
the floor to the west and south, concentrating at the fire hearth. Phosphorus and Potassium
(Figure7.4) are typically associated with wood ash and burning (Middleton 2000). Therefore, we
would expect to see elevated lessef these elements associated with the central hearth.

150



However, these chemical signatures are not encountered in HF5k K is found in

moderately high concentrations, P concentrations are lowest in the sediment associated with the
central hearth. Rure investigations will address this finding. Calcium (Figure 5) and Fe (Figure
7.6) occur in high concentrations over most of the floor. However, while high levels of Ca
correspond with the concentration of feceacked rock (FCR) in the southeast portad the

house, Fe levels are low. Zinc (Figut€) is at low levels throughout much of the house, with

three isolated concentrations. Zn and Ti (Figu8) show a near negative correlation with the

three Zn concentration peaks located where Ti condentsaare lowest.

Figure7.2. Concentrations (ppm) of phosphorus, HP 54, Stratum 2.
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Figure7.3. Concentrations (ppm) of aluminum, HP 54, Stratum 2.
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Figure7.4. Concentrations (ppm) of potassium, HP 54, Stratum 2.

153

i EHHTH B



Figure7.5. Concentrations (pp) of calcium, HP 54, Stratum 2.
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Figure7.6. Concentrations (ppm) of iron, HP 54, Stratum 2.
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Figure7.7. Concentrations (ppm) of zinc, HP 54, Stratum 2.
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Figure7.8. Concentrations (ppm) of titanium, HP 54, Stratum 2.
Discussions and Conclusions

The results of mulielement analysis suggest that the Fur Trade period floor of BR HP 54
was spatially organized with designated activity areas. The geochemical data complement
observations made during excavation. Several of the features identifiedjrigatuel east
entrance, the central hearth and the large FCR deposit, are distinguishable by their chemical
signatures.

Sediment element concentrations suggest a pattern of activity consistent with that
described in Bridge River ethnography. The centéhefloor was viewed as public space,
while the periphery of the floor was designated as personal space. Ethnoarchaeological studies
(Middleton and Price 1996) have determined high levels of Ca to be indicative of covered and
enclosed spaces, including tbpreparation and general activity areas. Phosphorus has also
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proved to be a good indicator of food preparation areas. The element is primarily introduced
(anthropogenically) by organic debris such as excrement, plant tissue, and bone (Middleton and
Price1996). In HP 54, the central hearth represents the lowest levels of P, while the inferred
personal activity areas show high concentrations of P and Ca. Variation in phosphorus
concentrations also suggest that occupants deposited refuse into dump areesténmtbw P)
positioned adjacent to food preparation and general activity areas (high P and Ca). Additional
analysis is required to better understand the spatial patterning of Ti, Fe, Al, and Zn
concentrations, and the peculiar chemical signature asedavith the east side entrance to the
house.
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Table 1. Elemental concentrations of forty samples collected from HP 54 StratumDhtainclude both weight percent (%) and parts per

million (ppm).

Sample# Al%
20 9.88
21 10.6
22 8.7
24 9.17
25 9.27
26 10.02
28 9.34
29 9.94
34 10.53
49 9.94
50 10.24
56 10
57 8.66
58 10.69
64 8.92
65 10.25
67 10.7
68 10.16
74 9.52
78 8.98
79 9.96
85 9.33
88 9.59
89 9.45
90 9.06
91 10.72
103 10.59
105 9.59
106 9.94
112 8.96
113 8.57
114 9.21
117 9.81
120 9.36
126 9.55
127 10.42
128 10.35
134 10.28
138 10.06
139 9.66

Al ppm

9880
10600
8700
9170
9270
10020
9340
9940
10530
9940
10240
10000
8660
10690
8920
10250
10700
10160
9520
8980
9960
9330
9590
9450
9060
10720
10590
9590
9940
8960
8570
9210
9810
9360
9550
10420
10350
10280
10060
9660

P %

1.0622
0.7961
0.7388
0.6807
0.7829
0.8362
0.8219
0.7586
0.9591
0.7972
0.905

0.6659
0.7347
0.6456
0.5876
0.776

0.7433
0.7386
0.8436
0.6122
0.707

0.8538
0.6608
0.6638
0.7298
0.5011
0.8973
0.6833
0.5401
0.7522
0.7035
0.7658
0.8674
0.9877
0.7881
0.6687
0.7842
0.6263
0.6891
0.4905

P ppm

1062.2
796.1
738.8
680.7
782.9
836.2
821.9
758.6
959.1
797.2
905
665.9
734.7
645.6
587.6
776
743.3
738.6
843.6
612.2
707
853.8
660.8
663.8
729.8
501.1
897.3
683.3
540.1
752.2
703.5
765.8
867.4
987.7
788.1
668.7
784.2
626.3
689.1
490.5

K %

50.81
49.62
48.75
50.6

51.03
48.22
49.89
49.89
49.6

50.34
50.86
49.76
51.41
48.95
49.53
48.99
50.16
515

50.79
47.86
51.26
49.66
48.75
51.52
50.35
49.76
47.21
49.69
50.57
48.63
49.76
50.83
49.45
47.44
49.6

49.05
49.72
47.93
50.75
49.21

K ppm

50810
49620
48750
50600
51030
48220
49890
49890
49600
50340
50860
49760
51410
48950
49530
48990
50160
51500
50790
47860
51260
49660
48750
51520
50350
49760
47210
49690
50570
48630
49760
50830
49450
47440
49600
49050
49720
47930
50750
49210

Ca %

3.5427
3.2816
3.7465
3.5964
3.3225
3.2707
3.6532
3.6108
3.8988
3.6602
3.3819
3.4422
3.5384
3.265
3.5003
3.6417
3.38
3.0426
3.3198
3.4722
3.3251
4.2952
3.2955
3.488
3.5289
3.2707
3.63
3.5051
3.0345
3.4945
3.8893
2.9999
3.6853
2.6495
3.6352
3.1219
3.2313
3.4551
3.2637
2.8427

160

Ca ppm

3542.7
3281.6
3746.5
3596.4
33225
3270.7
3653.2
3610.8
3898.8
3660.2
3381.9
3442.2
3538.4
3265

3500.3
3641.7
3380

3042.6
3319.8
3472.2
3325.1
4295.2
3295.5
3488

3528.9
3270.7
3630

3505.1
3034.5
34945
3889.3
2999.9
3685.3
2649.5
3635.2
3121.9
3231.3
3455.1
3263.7
2842.7

Ti %

0.0304
0.0308
0.0276
0.029
0.0301
0.0306
0.0293
0.0297
0.0294
0.0311
0.0299
0.03
0.0313
0.0314
0.0286
0.0302
0.0306
0.0308
0.0308
0.0293
0.0308
0.031
0.0294
0.0304
0.0321
0.0302
0.032
0.0309
0.0301
0.0309
0.0277
0.0327
0.0283
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Chapter Eight
Conclusions
(Anna Marie Prentis}
'Department of Anthropology, The University of Montana, Missoula MT 59812

The 2012nvestigationsat Housepit 54 within the Bridge River site focused entirely on
excavation of the Fur Trade period occupation also recognized as the final floor (Stratum 11),
roof (Stratum V), bench/rim (Stratum XVI), midden (XIV), and surface (I). Excavations
recovered six features, 12,631 lithic artifacts (total count to date excludes bench/rim materials
still under analysis), 51 European trade artifacts, and 5539 faunal remains. Additional data were
collected orstarches from fireracked rockpaleoethnobotscal remaingrom the house floor
and associated featuresmd geochemical signatures from the house floor. This chapter provides
a brief summary of results and conclusions.

Dating the final occupation at Housepit 54 has relied on a combination ofaeubo
dating and consideration of manufacture dates for artifacts of European origin. Radiocarbon
dating of one sample returned a date of 12%%t/calibrating to a wide range spanning the late
18" through much of the fBcentury. One additional saephas been submitted for dating.
Historical artifacts accumulated at Housepit 54 have manufacture dates spanning tHe late 18
century through the mid9" century. Some beads, the horseshoe and the bone button could date
to earlier in the 19 century. One type of bead, those with green, red, and white stripes, was
manufactured in Italy between 1851 and 18&3 Given their presence in floor and roof
contexts in Housepit 54, this provides an upper limit to the occupation date. Bench and rim
stratigmaphy implies one or more-foring episodes and if, per ethnography (e.g. Alexander
2000; Teit 1900, 1906), m@ofing and reflooring happened at approximately 20 year intervals
the original Fur Trade period occupation of the house could have beenrantie operhaps
1820 to 1858 CE. The latter date is a likely abandonment date given the catastrophic (to
aboriginal people) influx of gold miners beginning in that year (Terry 1989).

Construction of the house emphasized establishment of sitilélypor with benches and
cooking features. The house appears to have had a single central hearth through much of its
existence. A smaller hearth on the bench in the northeast area was likely added shortly before
abandonment. There appears to have beeof and a side entrance, much as described in the
ethnographic record (LaForet and York 1981; Teit 1900, 1906). Placement position of roof
support posts was not obvious as no central postholes were found. Clusters of artifacts in the
approximately correqtlaces for such posts may imply the presence of post that were simply
placed on the surface of the floor and held in place by the weight of the roof (Alexander 2000).
The final roof was not burned and thus there are few timbers present in the rootfsdeposi
provide insight on construction techniques.

The large lithic artifact assemblage provides an excellent source of insight into a range of
activities within Housepit 54A wide range of raw material sources were documented spanning
local dacite, sle, cherts, and nephrite to more distant cherts and obsidian. Analysis of
manufacturing within the house suggests that virtually all materials were prepared at quarry or
other procurement localities before transport back to the house. Cherts, and/elacite
preferred for a wide range of tools including projectile points, knives, drills, piercers, and
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scrapers. Slate was used primarily for hide scrapers, though slate knives and adzes were
recovered. The highly abundant slate scrapers (over 400) stigaiethe household had a major
investment in hide working as might be expected of a group entangled with Europeans during the
Fur Trade periodThis may also explain the large number of projectile points recovered (over
180). Nephrite was used for adzand potentially scrapers. Steatite provided a source stone for
beads, pendants, pipesd a statuetteélool production within the house occurred during the
winter montfs and thus focused on managing the risk of running short on raw materials.
Consegently, many tools received resharpening and materials were recycled via bipolar
reduction techniques. An obvious outcome of the lithics study was that aboriginal technological
traditions continued relying upon tools and organizational tactics muchyalsatidvad done

during preColonial times (e.g. Hayden et al. 1996). Modifications during the Fur Trade
included a likely expanded emphasis on acquisition and production of hides.

Housepit 54 members clearly gained access to a variety of Europeagdoatie
including a wide range of beads, irobjects (including jingle cones, projectile points, and a
horse shoe)a bone button, and a brass ring. Manufacture sources of these items spanned eastern
North America to Europe, placing Housepit 54 in a completwork that extended across at
least two continents. Uses of European manufactured goods appears to have been varied from
personal adornment (beads and ring) to functional practicality (points and button) and perhaps
ritual (horse shoe). Itis not elewhether these goods came to the household via direct trade
with Europeans or so called down the line trade with adjacent aboriginal groups as documented
by Teit (1900, 1906). Intensive hide production may have been a means by which some of these
itemswere obtained.

Faunal and floral remains provide insight into subsistence activities of Housepit 54
members. Clearly salmonids of several species were critical to subsistence. Current data suggest
the likelihood that spring and sockeye salmon possiloigg with local trout were imported into
the house. Near complete lack of head parts suggests that traditional processing in fishing camps
favored removal of heads in that context, drying, and transport of dried fish with backbones to
the house. Next nsb important were deer, whose remains were primarily appendicular parts.

This implies acquisition of deer at localities some distance from the village requiring field
processing prior to transport. Salmon and deer were further processed within the house,
particularly associated with the hearth®ther faunal remains included dog, beaver, and bird.
Dogs were likely used for a variety of purposes (Crellin 1994). However, at Housepit 54 they
were also apparently eaten on occasion. Analysis of botaaroains provides insight into the
collection of several plant foods. A variety of berry seeds were recovered including Saskatoon,
rose, raspberry, kinnikmck, and heather. This implies berry collecting in both lower elevation
dry contexts and wettelikely higher elevation, places. Dried berries were an essential food for
winter survival, eaten plain but also placed in stews and roasts (Turner 1R6g)ue analyses
(starches) on fireracked rock pointed to a variety of foods including the pd#gibf nuts and
seeds.Study of the plant remains from Housepit 54 is ongoing.

Spatial analyses of a wide range of data were initiated and this research continues.
Current results suggest several distinct activity areas. The central portion ofifgawas an
active cooking area. South of the central hearth were areas for accumulated kitchen debris
(stratum XIV), and a variety of foectlated and tool production activities. The southeastern
portion of the floor was particularly dense in tool maatdiring and use materials. Another
hearthrelated activity area was located on the northeastern corner of the floor atop a low bench
and associated with a small hearth. Faunal remains and lithic artifacts suggest a variety of likely
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food-related actiies. The nortkcentral portion of the floor was likely wdit due to light from

the roof entrance. It is no surprise that a variety of materials accumulated in this area suggesting

intermittent use for many activities. While sparse in artifactsnongawest portion of the floor

(Block C) had geochemical evidence for some form of activity that generated strong phosphorus

scores. It suggests the possibility of a place frequently used for animal food processing but also

regularly cleaned of obvious loies. The northern sectors of the floor were routinely cleaned as

indicated by relatively sparse artifacts. Overall, spatial studies to date indicate that the household

was organized by functional activity areas, cooking adjacent to hearths, debrisiaticumon

the southwest corner, knapping in the southeast and-cemthal, and sleeping likely on benches

up off the floor. Thus, the organization of life within Housepit 54 was similar to that predicted

by ethnographies of 0;bhatorebdand Yotk 898InTeit X9@6). e x and er
Analyses of data generated by the 2012 field season at Bridge River are ongoing and

many of these conclusions will be further clarified in the near future. However, they do offer

implications for issues raised in th#roduction to this report. It is clear that members of

Housepit 54 had significant independent agency with regard to their role within the Fur Trade.

The very large assemblagéhide scrapers and projectile points, coupled with a mammalian

faunal assmblagedominated by deesuggests that they may have sought a niche within the

network as producers of deer hides. It is possible that they may also have produced salmon for

trade purposes. However, this is not clear from the current evid@iheelaation of the house

up and away from the core fishing localities in the Fraser River does imply a greater interest in

commercial hunting than fishing. Fish, however, were clearly a critical component of the diet

within the house, much as they had alwagsrh We must also remember that the Bridge River

itself once offered access to large runs of spawning salmon. While engaged in the Fur Trade it

is also abundantly clear that life within Housepit 54 remained significantly true to ancient

traditions of t@l production and use and undoubtedly a range of rituals. One significant area of

study not fully considered yet is the role of gender as an organizing factor within houses. The

presence of spindle whorls, a small figurine of a female baby (found kitthen

midden/stratum XIM see Appendix A extensive food preparation debris, basketry materials

(birch bark fragments see Chapter Two), and an extensive flake tool industry imply a critical

role for women within the houseA study of the record ahale, female, young, and old

household members @going. Finally, from aistoricatprocessual standpoiktousepit 54 in

the Fur Trade period currently appears to be the last house occupied at ahallagas initiated

over 1800 years ago. Thelildlp of this household to outlast the others is a question worthy of

continued study. We must be prepared to consider economic and reproductive payoffs from

optimal decisions made by the household membership. However, we must also be prepared to

conside factors of simple historical contingency.
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EeR14 Housepit 54
Block A Stratum II
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EeR14 Housepit 54
Block A Stratum Va
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EeR14 Housepit 54
Block A, Unit 7SE, Stratum
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EeR14 Housepit 54

Block B East Wall
0cm 50 cm 100 cm 150 cm 200 em 250 cm 300 cm
0cm | | |
—1
—XVI(1)
50 cm — ~XVI(2)

(=

=]

o

g
100em - §

[«3

[=%

w

8

=
150 em Unexcavated
200 cm

Unit 16 Unit 12 Unit 8
NZ
Stratum I - 10 YR 3/2 Very dark grayish brown
Stratum V(1) - 10 YR 3/1 Very dark gray Key

Stratum V(2) - Two mottled colors

10 YR 3/2 Grayish brown

10 YR 2/1 Black
Stratum V(3) - 10 YR 5/2 Grayish brown
Stratum XVI(1) - 10 YR 4/2 Dark grayish
Stratum XVI(2) - 10 YR 4/2 Dark grayish
Stratum II - 10 YR 5/2 Grayish brown

174

D Unmodified Rock

. Root

B Charcoal




EeR14 Housepit 54
Block B North Wall Profile
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EeR14 Housepit 54
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EeR14 Housepit 54
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EeR14 Housepit 54
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EeR14 Housepit 54
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EeR14 Housepit 54
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EeRl14 Housepit 54
Block B, Unit 10SW, Stratum II
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EeR14 Housepit 54
Block B, Unit 10NW, Stratum II
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EeR14 Housepit 54
Block C East Wall Profile
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EeR14 Housepit 54
Block C North Wall Profile
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EeR14 Housepit 54
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