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PREFACE

The objectives of this thesis are threefolds (1) to survey and

record the archseologiczi. sites in Goshen Valleys (2) evaluate the

materials found during the survey; and (3) to discover if there is &
dividing line between the Provo Sevier Fremont region as outlined by
Ambler (1965). Little has been done archaeologically around Utah Lake,
tijre best ecological setting for ancient peoples along the Wasatch Front,
and several hypothesis concerning the breakdown of the Fremont area into
subdivisions revolve around Goshen Valley, (Green 1964:80).

The survey was conducted during the last half of the summer of

1966 on a part time basis, Arrangements were made with James Mock, who
was excavating Spotten Cave in Genola, so that the survey could be done on
& co=~operative basis, W: wecald excavate in the cave for three days then
survey Lwo days and the following week reverse so that three days were
spei*. surveying and two excavating, In this way, we gained experience 1n

both cave excavatiornn and surface site surveying.

We ~oncentrated on the

rrrent Creek and Kimball Creek drainages. Some work was done in the sand
duries around thie saltl pends and along the eastern slope of the Tintic
Rarize, We were never able to spend the time needed for a survey of the

dunies around the southern end of Utah Lake, our visit to this area confined

to the area around 420t1l03.

Appreciation 1s expressed to Ross T. Christenseny, Chalrman of the

Department of Anthropoliogy and Archaeology, for the use of equipment and

lavoratory facilities at Brigham Young University.



Special thanks go to Ray T. Matheny for his help and advice and also
his time spent in aerial photography in an experiment to test the value of

this method of site surveying in the Utazh desert.,

Special thanks go, also, to James Mock and my wife, Pat, for the
iong hours spent in walking the many miles in the valley, Also to Earl and
Jay Woodard, residents of Goshen, who helped in the excavation of the
Woodard Mcunt, Mr, Woodard spent many hcurs among the residents of the

valiey gleaning information on archaeolcgical sites from the residents

and then spent many hours in the field guiding our party to these new sites,

Appreciation is also exoressed to those students of the Brigham
Young Uriversity field class of 1966-67 who gave up their Thanksgiving

holidays to excavate at the Woodard Mound, They are: Bill Jones, Bruce

Louthan, Judy Conner, Beverly Earl, and Elaine Thurber, Thanks alsc goes
to Bryant and Shurman Jornes of Payson for their volunteered time and back-
hoe at the Woodard Mound excavation,

Acknowledgement 1s given to Dr., Jesse D, Jennings for coming out to
look at 42Ut104 and 42Ut273, for his advice, and for his kindness for allow-
ing James Mock and myself to study the collections of the University of

tah. Also, thanks go to Floyd W, Sharrock, who allowed us to work with the
Nephl materials whilie they were belng processed.,

A1l specimens recovered during the survey are now stored at the Museum

of Archaeclogy and Ethnology, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah.

LG

August 1967
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENTS WITH REGARD TO THE FREMONT CULTURE

The thecretical concept of the Fremont culture has been in a state
of modification since the sarliest archaeclogical explorations indicated

that a prehistoric farming culture had existed in Utah,

Morss (1931) was

one of the first to call the material remains excavated by Judd (1919,

1926) and the sites discovered during his survey of the Sevier River, a

Northern Peripheral area to the Southwest, The early excavators, such as

Juddy, were misled into believing that the pit houses found in Utah were
kivas because the tunnel entrance to the structures looked like kiva
ventilator shafts, Judd and Morss believed that the kiva and the assocl-
ated farming complex must have been a growth out of the Southwest, The

evidence at that time did seem overwhelming.

Wormington (1955) from work at the Turner-lLoock site, cited evidence

for possible northeastern influences in the Fremont area, She examined

the evidence that the earliiest sites seem to be found in the northeastern
section of the state, This was of course inconsistent with the Northern-
Peripheral theory, Also Wormington pointed out the Plains-style picto-

graphs present in the Fremont area appeared to be inconsistent with the

Northern -Peripheral theory,

As more sites were excavated, the anomaly between Southwest and

Fremont became more self-evident., The basic material cultures differed

too widely to be accounted for by the Northern Peripheral theory., The



Glen Canyon Project interrupted work on the main body of Fremont sites
until the late 1950%s when Gunnerson and Taylor did some work. Gunner

son (1956) suggested a Plains-Promontory relationship.

Enger and Rlair
(1947) advanced this idea when they recognized that skeletal materials

seemed to have been basically of Plains origin,

Armelligos (personal

communication) disagrees with the interpretation on the basis of the
lack of a statistical framework in the small numbers of skeletons but

there does seem to be some evidernice that there is a difference between

the Southwestern and Fremont physical types.

In the middle 1960's Aikens (1966), Ambler (1966), and Sharrock

(1965) did more work in the Fremont area.

Their work indicated that
there were just too many weaknesses in the Northern Peripheral theory

for it to be upheld.,

Mulloy®s work (1958:222) along with that suggested by Burgh and

Scoggin (1948:89) indicated an early date for an intrusien of Plains

tralts into Utah, The earliest sites seemed to be in the caves ¢f the

northeast., For many years it was believed that the Promontory culture

indicated a strong Plains influx into the Fremont area, but at a late

date.

Steward (1937) listed many of the traits that were strongly
northern in origin, These included a distinctive moccasin, mittens,

sinew=-backed bow, dice, end scraper of particular form, paddle and

anvil pottery, serrated bison bone metapoidal fleshers, Gunnerson (1956)
indicated an association between the Promontory and Dismal River cultures,
with Promontory as a late plains thrust (Dismal River parentage).

Emerging evidence indicates that the Promontory is earlier than
the Dismal River culture (Aikens 1966a) as a C-14 date has been made of

a Fremont moccasin of AD 1100-75 years. Also there have been several



sites in which Promontory and Fremont materials have been found to be

contemporaneous.

(Steward 1937;

Smith 1941; Jameson 1958;: Aikens

1966a, 1966¢c).

Indications are that the Fremont is of northern Plains origin

due to the fact that both areas share the following traits: north-

western Plains-style pictographs, recently discovered house forms, pro-

jectile point forms, bone and antler artifacts, moccasins, bison hunting,

surface manipulated pottery. The absence of kivas, sandals, cotton,

turkeys, grooved axes, and peculiar pottery forms common in the South-

west also tend to negate southern influences.

Traits such as stone
alignments like tipi rings (Taylor 1957; Aikens 1966a, 1966b; Sharrock
1966), hide shields, and a boundary between Fremont and Southwestern

area (Euler 1964; Aikens 1965, 1966c) are also Plains-like.

Recent evidence that the Promontory culture was contemporary with
the Fremont and is admittedly Plains in origin and nature seems to sub-

stantiate the Plains origin for the Fremont. The Promontory culture

shares with the Fremont the following traits: surface manipulated

ceramics, stone pipes, floor-carved pot-rests, hidden-ball game, cane
dice, and inscribed stone slabs. The latter have recently been found

in direct association with Fremont pottqry in Spotten Cave (Mock, per-

sonal communication).
The proto-Fremont peoples (Aiken 1967:204) were probably a group
of bison hunters with most of the above-named characteristics who moved

into the Utah area around 600 AD. They seemed to have adopted traits

from an early Anasazi culture probably along the Virgin River drain-

age or from Basket Maker indigenes (Aikens 1967:204). These people




adapted quickly to a modified corn horticulture, architecture, and ceremics,

The combined traits were synthesized ints a mixed hunting<horti-zulture

economy with a continued emphasis on the old nomadic 1ife-way., There are
some 1ndications that the tipi rings continued tc be built in the extreme
north (Sharrock 1966:109-11) and possibliy remained as ceremonial structures
called "stone allignments", These are feund on high localitiss near

house clusters, They have been reported from the 0l1d Woman site (Taylor

1957), Cisco (Wormington 1955 ), Torrey (Morss 1931), Uinta Basir

(Gunnerson 1957, Sharroczk 1966a), Garrison (Taylor 1954), Tawvsputs

Bridger Basin (Day and Dibble 1963), Fremont

Plateau (Gunnerson 1957),

River (Woocdard, personal communication), and in Goshen Valley (42Ut325).

The proto=-Fremont peoples adopted the c¢oncept of coil-made and

surface painting of ceramics from the Anasazi, The pecple synthesized

the pottery complex into a tradition of painted and/or surface manipulated

types, Alsc, they adopted the concept of making figurines from the

Anasazi and elaborated them to the point where they became one of the

more spectacular traits of the Fremont matexial culture,
Many structural forms are found in the Fremont area and the tim=
or areal distributions of these forms iz still in doubt (Sharrock. per-

sonal communications). In general, storage structures are of the fellowing

types: (1) unlined cache pits, found in most open sites, bell-shaped,
capped with stone or clay; (2) stone lined cache pits, found usually
in rock shelters, stone-slab lined, rec¢tangular or square, in single or

multi-bin units: (3) coursed adobe surface units, floors and walls of

clay, mud and pole roofs, stone rocf covers for entrances; (&) masonry

units, coursed motarless stone, built on rock flocrs, mud and pelie roofs,

stone side or roof entrance covers,
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Tvpe 4 granaries are usually found in the Southwestern and
Mid-western sites in sheltered areas. Type 3 granaries are more char-

acterisgstic of the Sevier and Provo regions and open sites. This type

of granary was called the '"Kanosh House'" by Steward (1933) but is now

recognized as a granary.

Dwellings are also varied and are of the fcllowing general

types: (1) coursed adobe walls {coiled), surface or shallow pit floors,
rectangular to circular, average fifteen feet tc a side, some prepared

floors, central firepit that is usually circular and clay lined, roof

of mud and poles, four support posts around the firepit, and roof en-

trance; (2) adobe-brick, built on surface, similar in all other

respects to type 1l; (3) jacal, surface and shallow pit foundatiomns,
pole and mud roof, 12 to 25 feet to a side, central firepit stone or

clay lined; (4) surface earthlodge, oval, average 13 feet in diameter,

central clay-lined firepit, probably conical with truncated roof, roof

or high side entrance; (5) masonry surface structure, mud and pole

roof, central stone-lined firepit; (6) pit earthlodge, rectangular tc

round, up to 30 feet in diameter, 6- to i2-inch pits, central firepic

usually clay lined, four support posts around the firepit, some tunnel

entrances, some roof entrances, probably truncated pyramid in shape.

Type 1 structures are found at Nephi, Beaver, Marysvale, Ephraim,

Tooele, Old Woman, and Nile-Mile Canyon. Type 2 iz found in Nine-Mile

Canyon. Type 3 is found at Nephi, Garrison, Marysvale, Ephraim, and

0ld Woman sites. Type 4 is found at Nephi, Wiliard, and Beaver. Type >
is found at Nine-Mile Canyon, Poplar Xnob, Caldwell, Turner-Look, Fremont

River, and Escalante sites. Type 6 is found at Nephi, Beaver, Paragonah,

Marysvale, Ephraim, Tooele, Old Woman, and Nine-Mile Canyon sites.
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Sharrock (personal communication) stated that selected contruc-

tion and method and materials seem to be a function of available mater-

ials and place of construction rather than locally culturally conditioned
nreferences I disagree, however, as archaeological data almost invari-
ably demonstrates that structural designs are as culturally determined

as are ceramic types, point types, and other learned processes.

It would appear that by around A.D. 900, the mixture of Plains

and Southwestern traits were solidified into the Fremont culture with

rich traditions and a tenacious ability to hold onto the inhospitable

land. There was an established border between the Anasazi and the

Fremont peoples (Euler 1964:80; Aikens 1965:7) over which trade goods

were exchanged. It would appear that about this time regional differ-

ences also began to apnear with Plains traits being predominant in the
north and Anasazi in the south.

Fremont rock art indicates that there was some emphasis on war-
fare, and the sophisticated weaponry supports this viewpoint. It has
been suggested that the Fremont pnpracticed head hunting and possibly
cannibalism (Wormington 1955).

The size of structures and their general clustering into small

groups indicate that villages were rare. 1In most cases the people

seemed to have been in an extended family situation which exploited
the local area for its animal resources while practicing horticulture.
They would visit the same areas around springs and rivers over and over,

which had a tendency to build up stratigraphic sequences in some areas.

Meighan (1956) stated that Paragonah appeared to be occupied continuous-

ly for about 200 years by a group of around 150 to 200 people. There
are indications that Nephi and a few other sites were of approximately

equal size and lasted a comparable time.



The small size of structures indicates that they were not lived

in so much as they were the home base for the family. There are use-

areas associated with structures (Sharrock, personal communication)

where most of the everyday living went on, Also associated with the

use-areas are firepits and cache pits.

Pottery seems to have been locally made 1n most cases, but there

are indications from the Goshen survey that some of the more elaberate

painted varieties were made at the long-term sites (see Chapter V).

Villages may have developed that traded with the more mobile groups and

may have been the stabilizing factor in Fremont ceramics,

By around 1250 (Ambler 1966) to 1600 (Aikens 1967:205) the

Fremont began to move out of Utah, possibly because of Shoshonian

movements into the basin (Lamb 1958). The Fremont pecoples may have
become the stimulus to the Dismal River culture of Nebraska, Kansas,

Colorado, and Wyoming (Aikens 1966),

GOSHEN VALLEY HISTORY

In 1775 Escalante®s party passed along Utah Valley and down

through Goshen Valley and Current Creek.

Some exerpts from hls diary,

translated by Bancroft (1964) are as fellows:

Except for the marshes on the lake borders the land
is good for agriculture, Of the four rivers which
water the valley the southernmost, which they call

Aguas Callientes, passes through rich meadows cap-
able of supporting two large towns, Besides these

rivers are good springs of water on both plain and
mountain-side; pasture lands are abundant, and in
parts the fertlie solil yields such quanities of flax
and hemp that it seems they must have been planted
there by man, On the San Buenaventura the Spaniards
had been troubled by the cold; but here the climate
ls so delightful, the air so balmy, that it 1s a
pleasure to breathe it, by day and by night. In

the vicinity are other valleys equally delightful,




Essides the products of the lake the Utas hunt
haras, and gather seeds from which they make
"stoas", They might capture some buffaloc in
the north-north-west but for the troublesome
Comanthes, They dwell in huts of Osler, of
which, likewise many of their utensils are

made; some of them wear clothegs, the best of
which are of the skins of rabbits and antelope,

e Indians would steal cattle whenever availahie and they

wolld scare the setiiers into giving them food when they caught them

a.crne, They used the west side of the lake to move in a north-south
cirection as 1t was much faster than going around West Mountain and
across the rivers, The last engagement of the Walker War was fought
on the southern shore of Utah Lake and 1s known as the Goshen Valley
Battle (Steele 1960), In 1856 a group of Utes under Tintic moved out
of Cedar Vailey and stole some cattle, and six people were kilied in

the resulting skimishes (Steele 1960),

In 1847 Phineas Cook and a small group decided to settle the area
scuth of Utah Lake and obtained permission from President Brigham
Ycung, They found large natural meadows of bunch grassy, bluestem
rrass, and curiey grass on the higher areas and broad-leaf grassy; narrowe
1eaf grass, and wire grass in the lowlands, They established a settle-

ment and dammed up Current Creek (then Little Salt Creek) for irrigation.

Sagebrush in the valley was then very rare, The original settlement
was Fort Sodom (Stesle 1960), about two miles north of the presernt
tovn of Goshen on the east side of the cresk, It was two acres square
with double walls of Jjuniper posts filled with sod,

The lowland meadows were so rich for cattle that untili the

winter of 1879 - 80 the ca*%tis grazed the lake bottoms on their own

during the winters, But over 3000 head died during the 1879 winter

and riow the residents mow the natural grasses for emergency situations

(Steele 1960)0
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Scme people say the valley gets its name from 1ts resemblance
to the "Land of Goshen" given to Jacob by Pharach in Genesis 47:6-11,
but others, less romantic, declare that it was named after Phineas
Cook®s home town of Goshen, Massachusetts (Steele 1960).

In 1858, Johnston?s army camped in Cedar Valley just over a
low range of hills and traded with the people of Goshen, Trade stim-
ulated settiement and in 1859 the people moved to a new town called

Sandtown one mile to the southwest of Goshen to get ocut of the swamps.,

But the drifting sand drove them to the townsite of Lower Goshen

several miles northwest, and Mechanicsville established only 300 yards

southwest of the 0ld fort., In 1860, a ditch was dug from the dam to

the meadows near Lower Gecshen which is now called Job Creek, Finally

the people slowly moved to the present site of Goshen (Steele 1960).



CHAPTER TWO

PHYSIOGRAPHY

Goshen Valley is located in central Utah at the south end of

Utah Laks,

The valley is surrounded by mountains and drains directly

into Utah Lake, On the east is West Mountain, and Long Ridge, with

a pass between them located at Santaquin., To the east of Long Ridge

1s Mount Nebo, a snow covered peak over 12,000 feet above sea level,

and 7,550 feet above the valley floor, Current Creek originates on

Mount Nebo where the snows provide perennial water, On the scuth,
Goshen Valley is narrowed by the junction of Long Ridge with the East

The Tintic mountains alsc border the west side of the

Tintic Range.

valley and along the northwest border, the Lake Mountains complete

the chain, All ranges are of the typical northsouth tending basin and
range variety., Highway 6 passes through the valley in an east-west
direction from the pass at Santaquin to the pass through the Tintic

mountains, Highway 68 goes down the west side of Utah Lake and joins

Highway 6 at Elberta.

GEOLOGY

Most of the valley consists of broad alluvial fans and gravel

beds deposited by Lake Beonneville, The surrounding ranges have a

short history compared to the Wasatch Front immediately to the east,
Mount Nebo is basically an Oquirrah formation upthrust over gray and
red shales of Jurrasic age. The total vertical displacement along

the Wasatch Front amounts to many thousands of feet, Long Ridge



seems to be a late thrust of Cretaceous and Tertiary formations covered

with a cap of volcanic rocks of Tertlary age. The East Tintic Range

1s of a comparable age., The Tintic mountains were a major source of

minerals used by the Indians i1n the manufacture of stone tools.,

HYDROLOGY

The dominant feature of Goshen Valley is Utah Lake,

The lake
is a fresh-water body which freezes over almost every winter, It is

about 22 miles long and 10 miles wide and covers about 95,000 acres,

The lake averages only about eight feet in depth, Due to its large

surface area, the level fluctuates during long dry or wet spells
(Wakefield 1933).

The water sources for the lake are streams, seepages, springs
in or near the lake, and precipitation. Most of the water comes from

the Provo Rlver and other streams, but there are huge springs feeding

the lake along the shore lines, The lake drains about 3,600 square

miles, all of the active sources from the Wasatch Front, The Provo

River source is in the Uinta Mountains seventy-five miles east of

Utah Lake and drains an area of about 600 square miles. Spanish Fork
River is the next largest water source with almost as great a drainage.

There are ten streams feeding the lake and only one, the Jordan,

flowing from it (Wakefield 1933),

Goshen Canyon, in the southeast, cuts through Long Ridge for

one and one=half miles, It has a general northwest-southeast trend,

The canyon has steep walls no more than 200 feet high, and Current

Creek flows through it from Juab Valley and Mount Nebo (Peterson 1953).
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The main northeast-northwest trending Goshen Valley ends in

the zouth Kimball Creek Canyor., Kimball Creek is dry in the valley

except during heavy melt or rains, but at higher elevations there is

32 constant flow about one footl wide and sewveral inches deep, It

would appear that this is sufficient for horticultural or camping

needs, as there are aboriginal house clusters and campsites along the

Areek o

The Warm Springs are located on the west escarpment of Long

Ridge, two miles east of the town of Goshen, The springs are thermal,

keeping a constant year-round temperature of 71° F. The springs are

located along a mile-long fault and average 63 second feet with a low

head, The output of the springs dropped only 25 per cent, after a two

year drought in 1935 and have never been known to dry up (Peterson

1953)
In the center of the valley are a group of salt ponds which

freeze over in the winter, They are fed from an unknown source and

are on different elewations, Ditches dug from the highest to the low-

ast produced a rapid flow but in no way altered the level of the

ponds., They awverage about 30 feet in diameter and about 30 feet in
measurable depth (Woodard, personal communication), The water is
slightly saline but of very low concentration and supports an amazing
variety of simple forms of life,

There are a few springs scattered throughout the wvalley in the

most unexpected places but these generally dry up in the summer., These

are mid flats covered with growths of reed and bullrush, There are

twe of these vegetation colonies near the salt ponds.




CLIMATE

The overall climate of Goshen Valley is semi-arid, the annual

precipitation being only 13.0 inches, The west side of Utah Lake has

a2 little higher precipitation in summer as storms tend to form over

the Tintic Mountains and move across the valley., The wet months are

March, April, and May, while the dry months are June, July, August,

and September, The valley averages four stormy days a month in

summer and ten stormy days a month in spring. There is a yearly

average of sixty-two stormy days (Wakefield 1933),
The mean annual temperature of the valley is 47, 5o Fo with 125

frost-free days in the valley and 150 on the higher benches (Wake-
field 1933).
The summer months are characterized by high temperatures, low

rainfall, and high evaporation, Because of these conditions the soil

moisture used by most plants comes from precipitation occurring during

Lthe first five months of the year,

FLORA

Plants observed in the valley during the survey varied with

altitude and soil conditions.

Around the extensive swamps and bogs
of Utah Lake were abundant reeds, bullrushes, and cat-tails, Scripus

validus Vahl is the most common bullrush in the valley,

In the area around Goshen Bay are about 10,000 acres of alkalil

land which supports only extreme salt grasses (BalthEes) and saga

(Artemisia tridentata) on the dune areas, Farther out in the valley

the main vegetation is sage, rabbitbrush (Chrxsothamnus nauseosus),
greasewood (Sacolatus vermiculatus), and juniper (Juniperus utahensis)

(Wakefield 1933).
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The flora recovered from 42U0tl104, the cave site excavated by

James Mock, was identified by Glenn Moore of the BYU Botany Depart-

ment and are as follows:

Level III (this is a temporary label as this is the third

level from the surface and consists of Fremont materials).

Prunus Bersi ca

Prunus armeniaca

Arctium sp.
Pinus edulis

Prunus melanocama
Celtis reticulata

Artemesia tridentata

Sacobatus vermiculatus

Junigerus utahensis

Populus angusteghoria
Phragmites sp.

Brassica sp.

Heliethus annus

Sanbucus glanous A

Phlsocarpus spo

Coweni a stansbuma
Sallix spo.

Quercus ga.mb@lei
Fhus trilobata
Cirsium sp.
Phaseolus sps
Cucurbita sp,

Peach Seed (intrusive)
Apricot Seed (intrusive
Plum Seed (intrusive)
Cocklebur

Pinon Pilne

Choke Cherry
Hackberry

Sage Brush
Greasewood
Juniper
Poplar
Rush
Tumbling Mustard

Sunflower
Elderberry

Nine Bark
CLiff Rose

Willow
Oak

Skunk Brush
Thistle

Corn
Bean

Squash




Fauna, No animal bones have been identified from Goshen Valley as the

material from the cave 1s so great that it has swamped the zoologists.,

Numerous animals were observed in the area during the survey and a

partial list follows:

Odocileus SPo
Lepus callfornious

Sylilagus sp.

Erethizon diosatum

Sitellus sp.

Corvus obsoletus

Salpintus obsoletus

zenaldura macrours

Lophortyx gambelil
Anas sp.

Aythya sp.

Fulica americana

Branta canadensils

There were many more smaller forms of animal life such as

Deer
Black-tailed Jackrabbit
Cottontail Rabbit

Porcupine

Rock Squirrel

Common Raven

Rock Wren
Mourning Dove
Gambel®'s Quail
Teal

Duck

American Coot

Canadian Goose

fish, snakes, lizards, miscellaneous birds, and small mammals; but

the animals mentioned seem the likeliest food animals and the animal

bones recovered appear to have been of these species,

Bison was

recovered along with what might be mountain sheep from the Fremont

lovel of the cave.

Cave report,

A complete list will be published in the Spotten



CHAPTER THREE

PROCEDURES

FIELD

The first area to be explored contained those sites found by

Carl Hugh Jones (1961) and Jay Woodard (personal communication), The

explorations were confined to the sides of the Current Creek drainage,

so it was decided that the survey should start at the Utah-Juab county

line and work down stream, The explorations of dunes on both sides of

the creck were done at intervals of 25 to 50 feet between each person,

When any stone flakes were discovered a cry would be given indicating
the nature of the material and through the numbers of calls the fraguency

of calls the surveyers usually determined the areal distribution of the

site fairly quickly., At times a single find would keep the group in the

area of a drainage for several hours before someone would discover where

it came from and locate the site., Special attention was paid to flat

areas between the dunes and creek and the top of dunes which seemed to

have been a favorite camping ground.

In the dunes around the salt ponds and lake, the ridge and slope

of the dunes were walked in search of sites.

Once a site was located we placed it on the map by narrowing the

area down to 1l/15 of a section, All through the survey a careful tab-
ulation was made of surface features so that the group knew where it was

at any moment of time. The site was then measured, usually by pacing,

given a site number, and a description made of the site features as well



as a sketch map., All materials were placed in paper bags with the site
number on them, Where there was too much material, a sample was obtained
by geing to various parts of the site and picking up all cultural mat-

erial.,

Six sites were already known and numbered in Goshen Valley and 68
more were added to that number by the survey for a total of 74 sites.

The numbers used were 42Ut272 through 420t338 and 42Jb73.

LABORATORY

Once the artifacts were brought in from the field they were washed

and dried, They were then numbered with the site number and placed in

divided storage drawers until an analysis could be made, All debatage

All worked

was placed in general categories, counted, and thrown away.

material was classified and a museum catalogue card made out for each

group of artifacts, such as knives or projectile points, from each site,

Classes of artifacts were devised on the basis of the artifact

An attempt was made

configurations and not on any preconceived system,

to keep the system as simple as possible so that each class would not

appear too ambigucus or too complex., This also seemed to make more

statistical sense as the numbers involved in each class were increased

to the point where they approximated a statistical sample, I found the
systems that Berge used on his projectile points just too cumbersome to
handle (Berge 1964),

Pottery was handled in a new way which will be discussed under

ceramics., The old pottery classifications were so confused that the

material no longer seemed to fit, The amount of information about the

Fremont culture has more than doubled in the last two years.




19

All sites were recorded on University of Utah standard site survey

forms and are on file with the Department of Anthropology there and at

Brigham Young University.



CHAPTER FOUR

DeSCRIPTION OF SITES

Archaesiogical sites 1n Goshen Valley are located in three mair
arees: (1) along the Current Creek drainage; (2) along the upper
Kimt:all Creek drainaege; and (2) around dune areas in the valley prapore

The Current Creek sites are located in the dunes on either side
of the sreeck, [he czmp sites are usually loscated i1n the high dunes

O the

overlosking tae cresgk or even on the slope away from the water.

other Land, tiae house cluster:z are along the edge of the creek but high

encugh vy rocch out of ths reach of floeds.

The largest site, 42U0t277,
is Jocated ekl o a large flat area where sub-.surface irrigation 1s
prac¢ticad Loday, The =ites on the lower end of the creek, where the
sand duncs he Linger produce a valley-like effect, are scattered over
the higher ground,

e ¥imb Gl Creek sites are found in these areas where springs
Tocd ths crsek yearsrsuond, The larger sites are located next to springs

sr neyt to FlLzit areas where subesurface waters could have aided Lorticula

ture techkniques, All of the sites are high on the side of the creek,
weli out of e reash of floods,

e si*es in the dunes are scattered throughout the valley. In
s arsa srouna Lhe salt ponds, Wintering birds probably<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>