











Chapter 3 -- Archaceological and Environmental Information Collection.............ceccenne 3-1
Archaeological INfOrmation..........cooceirireriiecir et nneaee 3-1
Cultural Resource Archive Maps........ccecverveeriirreesirnenireseesieeseesseeesnssssssessseseses 3-1
Archaeological Site Forms and Reports ..........cooeceeviceinneneneennennrceerernnsnssnne 3-1
General Land Office (GLO) Plats...........ccocvveerimecineninceisiecesreeseseasssnsssessnnns 3-2
Automated Data .......cc.cceeeveiieeieeeriee et ee e et e et e e a s st e aesasene e neenenns 3-2
Cultural Resource Information Gaps .........cocceeververeeeriersenierererseesserssesserssesssssaeenes 3-3
Natural Resources and Environmental Information .........ccoceeevrveeeninenieesesieesneneens 3-3
Soils, Sediments, Landforms ..........cccoocveeeeeeiiccieiiieeseeeeeeerccreecveeseresneessesesnennns 3-3
VEZELALION......uciviiiiiicieiiienncet et eee e e sater e e e ssesanscsnas s eses st esaesansnssssansens 3-3
Geomorphology and Geology ........cc.ccvveerreeerreeerrieecerreeecerseessesesssrereeeseesseessseses 3-4
HYAIOIOZY vttt neccrrrceet s sceeerees st rieesseassseesseeranassnsessarsassssnenonnans 3-4
Digital TOPOGIAPLY ....ccviciieiecreirticerrirsiesitecttrrtasseestasene st asenrssessressesseessnesesseaennenees 3-4
Natural Resource Information Gaps .......c..ccoeeeeecreviersresvennisenreiersnsessresasssnesenns 3-4
Chapter 4 -- Landscape SenSitivity.......ccccvecivrrenriiniernecenneniensesienseessusssessesssassessasssesss 4-1
Archaeological Landscape Sensitivity Model ........coorvieineicrnnceninneenenecnceenneaees 4-1
Scale Of SOIlS MaPPING ....coveeeiireiierirceeneeeereeesreeseerees e sesssersnaessessesrasssessasvens 4-2
SenSItiVILY CTIETIA ...evveeviriceririeeirieieeiisresrctenseseeeeseessseeeserasssessasseseeressessesseesnes 4-2
Archaeological Landscape Sensitivity Qutline..........cccveecereccemreccernicrensenseennrienns 4-3
Conclusions and Recommendations .........c.cceccveceerieccnnncennenericeesencceneesessesenes 4-5
Very High Sensitivity ZOome ........cccceovevveeeieciiecieieeineee e cercseersee e s es e sesesseenes 4-5
High SensitiVIty ZOME .......ccceeivverirccierieerrrieerenessessessesesseressessassessssssesssssssassasse 4-7
Moderate SEnSitivVity ZOME .......cccervererrrieesrerreesseriessseessnsseessssesssrssessesesessesesesssess 4-7
LOW SenSItiVILY ZONE ...cciirerierieeiireeeerrisarienserssiserssasessessessessessassasseressssrssesasseeses 4-8
Very Low Sensitivity ZONE .......ccceeveeeervieniiiceniiieenniecrensesssesssssnsssssssassessesseessnenes 4-8
Chapter 5-- Habitat Definition and DesCription.............coceertiiereinieecnrieeseeneeseresssnssesserenne 5-1
Range and Habitat Concepts.........cccueriereerereeereierieecereeeeerteseeeseeeseesssseseesassessssesanas 5-1
Soil Map Units, Range Types, and Habitats .........ccccccvernicienrecrinnecenncvnnnnnneernnsnenenns 5-3
1€ Pine Valley Habitat LandScape........ccceceeeeeeeeeeerreesneeeereceeneeecessneseeessesseennnees 5-8
WILALITE ..ottt et e st et s st e e e e e s e vaesr s an s s e aesaeesenansaenane 5-12
Large Mammals ........cccccvveernieriinieennineeniseessesssesesssssssssessssessessesesessssssssssssasssnes 5-12
Table 5.10Medium and Small Mammals ..........cccceecereeeereeecnieeeere e 5-19
Medium 1St ¥ Mammals.......ccccoorereermecrenrecenreesesserseseniesrensassessessessnssassess 5-22
BILAS ..ottt e re s e sae e e s s e st e s nesb e e nesnann 5-25
Chapter 6 -- Implications of Foraging Behavior..........c.cceceeerenrnnneineseriesseriesrsnsesssesnens 6-1
Development of a Theoretical Modeling Approach..........cccceviveeenecesiecrereicnnreienennn 6-1
Optimal Foraging ModelS .........ccceecivieeecrreereereriecsenseeeserseessanseessnsesesaeesaessnsssnns 6-2
Ranking Major Resources in Pine Valley by Return Rate.........cccccevveeveneeirncnennene 6-7
Diet and £ ____ 2l DiviSions 0f Labor ........ccccoveeiriecriniecrnieessnienenenseneeseeiecsesessasses 6-10
Seasonal Variation in Foraging OppoL ... Gti€S.......c.ccveverreererneerereeereneecseneessereessens 6-13
Estimating Resource Encounter Rates in Pine Valley Habitats............ccccevueerurnnenne 6-14
PIANES ....veeveiiceenieceesecersrretneee s e s s e e s e et n s et s se st nnesrn s enssnasasnassesnasereasans 6-15
GAIDIE .....ovitiiriiricericcsn et sae et eaeste et e sae st ssas et e sssenasansnassressanssassnersasanns 6-15

B B B R Bl BB BEBEEEEEBEEEEBEEEL P BEBEEBPEBEEREEEEEECE



Modeling £ _____al Fc_____g Opportunities for Men and Wor ~ Based on the

Pine Valley Habitat LandScape..........ccocovvvviveces seeremviisinicsiinnienssnsssesnnssenns 6-17
Archaeological PrediCtions .....ccuvuvececuceueceeccsesesecensvestsissssnisssssssssnsasssssssssssesnans 6-17
Assumptions about Archaeological Site Fc___ation Processes.........ccceenuiunin. 6-17
Assessing the Archaeological Sensitivity of Habitats .....cccoeeeeerieeierriensincssencnnnnen 6-21
Chapter 7 -- Archaeological Assessment of the Pine Valley Predictive Model.............. 7-1
Evaluation of Constituent Model Predictions ..........cocecuesernermieeicinnicunnnesnmssissnenens 7-1
Lithic Toolstone and Reduction ACHVItES .......cccc..  cevercvneiinrsveisincsrinennsencssnsns 7-3
Women's Foraging ACtivities....cooevevmveeninccenes eevervcecicsnsenneneresennas 7-4

Men's Foraging ACHVIHES. ........ccorrmerieirineerrcecsessssreseicsi s sssssensesans 7-4
Evidence of Residential and Logistic Occupation........v.eevvuereeriivesnuriesssrinsenreannens 7-5
Overall Site Densities by Predicted Sensitivity SCOT€ .....eveuveermreirisersesnesesninnnns 7-6
Asse:____nt of the Archaeological Burial Model..........ccooveveinininninconniesmnecieniecanne 7-7
Assessment of the Historic Resources Sensitivity Model.........cc.coovvviiieenneineennnne. 7-10
Chapter 8 — The Pine V=" 1y Models AS TOOIS .......ccevuerreerrinmviriiiciceninieneneensnsisessiessnnee 1
The GLO COMPIIAtON. ...cverrererrerrieeieierterrrerirssessesssesesssessseressasssessassasnessssssessssnessessans 1
The PrehiStoric MOEIS .......c.euvericenrecnriecicerniesasrecenssssstsiesrassesaeasasesssessssssesesessanees 1
Sensitivity Scores and Nati____1 RegiSter Sta___ ....ccovemricerncncecencvenmrcrinenernnseeneae 2
Refining the Management Utility of the Model..........c.oocucrivinicinnnninncnncninnee 2
MaINLENANCE ......cuovveriniiriiisiiiceerir e sessse st st e a b be st s s st a s ssnas 5
Summ__, and conSIideration...............ceerveeeerieenririesereesessscesmneceseessrenaenaes 7

References Cited

iv



List of Figures

1.1. Cultural resources investigation and management under Section 106 of the National

Historic Prese. . tOm ACt .......ccceeevurccinneeennceerecnnsssee st sessesesssssssnes 1-2
1.2. Model f____Blation .....cueeceiiirrcieeeeectreseccesnesisecissesetieseseerel beresssessenne 1-5
1.3. Management and sensitivity Model ..........ccoeeruveveeiinnnnininnici 1-,
2.1. Project reZion MAP .......covriuiuieierincereninessiseestiressesissssssee s sssassms st ssessssnesssssssssesasens 2-2
2.2 PTOJECT BICA. ... ciurereeeerireeriireessire e eiteeseessserasseseeesstsseessreesstsroas steesnsansnarssessasesssssnes 2-4
2.3. 1 .eistocene lakes of the Great Basin.........ccccceveeeeiniiininicnnicnnicnneccne e 2-5
2.4. Geologic map of Pine Valley.........ccocvnirenninnciininorininiiiccsiinsssmssssnnsnenne 2-7
2.5. Bedrock sources of chipped stone raw material..........ccoocvvernniveninninsnienne .. 2-9
2.6. Pine Valley hydrology .........cccovuveirevrmrncvnnnninnnvoniniiincinnsisse e ssessssssssanns 2-10
2.7 Features of @ Semi-bolSON .......ccericiricineiecrcce e 2-11
2.8, s catures of @ fan SKiTt........ccc.oveireirinrcce e 2-12
2.9. Soil map of the . ine Valley VICINILY .......c.coeceervceennieirincincicc e 2-15
2.10. Steward’s Map of Ethnographic Villages and Subsistence Areas... .......ceueee 2-30
4.1. Archaeological landscape sensitivity map for Pine Valley at the SSU~GO soil

e PPINE SCALE ..ttt st e as st sat s ess e s p s n s aabe 4-6
4.2. Archaeological landscape sensitivity map for Pine Valley at the STATSGO soil

MAPPINEG SCALE ..cevviiteie ettt e s sre s e ree s ee et et aee s senseeessnesaesrnesaorsess 4-9
4.3. Archaeological landscape sensitivity for Pine Valley comparing SSURGO and

STATSGO MAPS.....ccoririieriierriiceriiserseerrseeraessessrsesesstssssastsosssstesssessssssesssssasosass 4-10
5.1. Spatial distribution of habitat types .........cccvreeverrrermrincsnnsnineineinesenens 5-11
7.1. Pine Valley INVENTOTIES. ...ccovvcrermrercrmreneermresssnnssemasessmsiessssissesiissssssssnmsissssisssssssssesies 7-2
7.2. Pine Valley archaeological sensitivity. .........ccorcvmmniinninnennvniccneecnsscsennesene 7-8
7.3. Correlation of high and very high sensitivity _ith Steward’s ethnographic map..... 7-9
7.4. Pine Valley GLO COITERUONS. .....coovicrerrenenieirncsinniisisnieesniseertsscasesssssenscasessnns 7-11
8.1. Landscape complexity using weighted averages and 500m cells...........ccceurrrvennnnes 8-4
8.2. Proactive uses of cultural resources sensitivity models. ........coccovriemrnicervinvenerncnnias 8-6

v

B EE I B EEEEEIBMEEEEEBEEEEDEEREEEREEETEE"D®"DS























































































































































































Table 5.1. SSURGO soil map units in the Pine Valley study area.

Soil Map  Soil Name Area Soil Map  Soil Name Area Soil Map  Soil Name Area
Unit _ {ha} Unit {ha) Unit (ha)
776661 Akere-Simpark -Robson Association m 776531 Granzan Variant-Granzan-Highams 338 TI6270 Poorcal Loam, 0 To 4 Percent Slopes 336
Variant Association
7761060  Alker Gravelly Sandy Loam, 2 To 8 5080 7671631 Hackwood-Hapgood-Cleavage 471 776813 Quarz-Chen-Duff Association 4146
Percent Slopes Association
776511 Ansping-Hymas Association 1443 716922 Handy Loam, 2 To 8 Percent Slopes 2282 7671725  Quarz-Cleavage-Loncan Association 673
T6T640 Arcia-Tusel-Hackwood Association 406 776923 Handy -Rubyhill Association 832 776314 Quarz-DufT Association 756
776830 Atrypa Gravelly Loam, 30 To 50 3587 776462 Haunchee-Hatur-Rock Outcrop 773 776811 Quarz-Highams-Atrypa Variamt 2500
Percent Slopes Association Association
776831 Atrypa-Mau Association 2291 776221 Hodedo Stony Loam, 2 To 8 Percent 136 767172 Quarz-Mcivey-Cleavage Association 424
Slones
776883 Batan Silt Loam 90 776223 Hc o Very Stony Loam, 15 To 30 382 7671729  Quarz-Tusel-Cleavage Association 1538
Percent Slopes
776881 Batan-Ocala Association 8220 776222 Hodedo-Coils Association 1012 776431 Ramires-Singletree Association 77
776975 Bregar Variant-Hymas Quarz 439 767201/  Hopeka-Cavehill Association 8026 776691 Ravenswood-Shagnasty-Walti 628
" Association 776332 Association
L 776971 Bregar-Fortank-Jivas Association 1848 767206 Hopeka-Grina-land Association ‘ 776203 Ricert -Nevardur Association 4933
776972 Bregar-Jivas-Duff Association 4230 176330 Hopeka-Solak-Ados Associati 1.. 7764 Rock Outcrop-Labshafl Association 1380
7761011 Bubus Very Fine Sa am, 4( 776. Hopeka-Solak -Rock Outcrop 429 776492 Rock Qutcrop-Winu-Decram 409
Slightly Saline-Alk: » 8 Percent Association Association
Siopes
776681 Chad-Cleavage- Softscrabble 2624 776241 Humboldt [+, Drained, Slightly 1324 776600 Rubyhill Sandy Loam, 0To 4 Percent 1214
Association Saline, Rarely Flooded Slopes
776682 Chad-Gando-Softscrabble Association 2641 776501 Hymas-Ansping Association 3096 776764 Shagnasty-Ravenswood-Rock 4269
Cutcrop Association
7671881 Chen, Moderately Steep-Chen-Letrow 22 776630 Jesse Camp Silt Loam 623 776762 Shagnasty-Softscrabble Association 4889
Association
7671880  Chen-Arcia-Cleavage Association 3862 776371 Kobeh-Shipley Association 1011 776941 Short Creck Association 2965
7671889  Chen-Mcivey-Arcia Association 154 767060/ Kodra am, 0 To4 Percent Slopes 2493 767501 Short Creck-Short Creck, Very Sieep 12
776841 Assoctation
776425  Chenie Creck-Ramires Association 308 776471 Labshaft -Winu Association 158 7765. Soughe Variant-Pie Creek -Singletree 243
Association
776423 Chen-Rarires Agsociation, 951 767700 Leevan-Cleavape-Arcia Association 1110 767469 Stampede-Donna Association 15
Moderately Steep
776422 Chen-Ramires Association, Steep 927 767701 Leevan-Pemog-Rock Outcrap 950 767574 Sumine-Cleavage-Cleavage, Very 1979
Association Cobbly Associstion
776565  Cherry Spring Variant-Tomera- 1458 767702  Leevan-Quarz-Mcivey Association 1481 767586 Sumine-Loncan-Cleavage Association 974
Bregar Association
767241 Cleavage-Cleavage, Very Cobbly- 504 767723  Lemmow-Cotant-Bregar Association 589 767070/  Tenvorrd-Kodra Association 866
Loncan Association 776341




S-S

Soil Map  Soil Name Area Soil Map  Soil Name Area Sc Jap  Soil Name Area
Unit (ha) Unit (ha) Unit (ha)
776280 Coils Loam, 2 To 8 Percent Slopes 528 776111 Lien-Hayeston Association 2575 776382 Toeja-Puett Association 449
776283  Coils-Umil Assoication 386 776361 Loncan Variant Loam 141 7761202  Tulase Silt Loam, 0 To 2 Percent 3985
Slopes*
7761352  Cortez-Tenvorrd Association 4127 767080 Loncan Variant Loam, 0 To 2 Percent 83 7761201 Tulase Silt Loam, 2 To 8 Percent 3419
Slopes Slopes
767452 Donna-Bilbo-Stampede Association 642 776610 Needle Peak Silt Loam, Occasionally 696 776202 Umil-Hayeston Association 258
Flooded*
776951 Donna-Stampede Association 1816 7761022  Nevador-Ricert-Tulase Association 1306 776641 Valcrest-Tomera Association 6219
776981 Ebic-Ziram-Jivas Association, 591 776171 Nuc-Maghills Association 1528 767413 Vanwyper-Bilbo-Soughe Association 524
Moderately Steep
776982 Ebic-Ziram-Jivas Association, Steep 2310 776172 Nuc-Maghills Complex, 2 To 8 380 776783 WaltiGlean Association 370
Percent Slopes*
767993 Eboda-QuarzLoncan Association <l 776161 Ocala Silt Loam, Occasionally 1641 776781 Walti Softscrabble-Chad Association 68
Flooded
776311 Eightmile-Loncan-Glean Association 599 767491 Orovada-Puett Association 22 776782 Walti-Softscrabble-Robson 1288
Association
776822 Enko-Davey-Mcconnel Association 1686 776141 Pedoli-Poorcal Association 35 7761510  Water 20
767229/  Enko-Puett Association 3395 776143 Pedoli-Silverado Association 846 776962 Weigle Grav.~ Loam, 15 To 30 359
776823 Percent Slopes
776870 Fortank Very Stony Loam, 4 To 8 984 767121 Pernog-Rock Qutcrop Association 95 776961 Weigle-Pedoli Variant Association 425
Percent Slopes
776451 Foxmount-Haunchee-Rock Outerop 717 767345 Perwick-Puett-Rad Association 267 776770 Welch Loam, Drained, 0 To 4 Percent 810
Association Slopes*
776452 Foxmount-Winu-Hackwood 63 7761233  Perwick-Puett-Tulase Association, 10100 776772 Welch Silt Loam, 0 To 2 Percent 250
Association Eroded Slopes*
776801 Freznik-Quarz- Jivas Association 1632 7761232  Perwick-Tulase Association 9085 776891 Whitepeak -Quarz-Softscrabble 118
Association
776802 Freznik-Whitepeak Association 692 776121 Piltdown Fing Sandy Loam 509 776480 Winu-Mosquet Association 468
7671234  Fulstone-Igdell-Mcivey Association 385 7761411  Pineval-Tulase-Perwick Association 24798 776481 Winu-Spinlin Association 1243
776851 Glean-Gando Association 41






































































Habitat Pronghorn Mule Deer Bighorn Jackrabbit/ Ground Woodrat/ Small Waterfowl Sage Grouse
Antelope Sheey Hare Squirr Marmot Iammals

WTSALIX/LECH4-18 4521 0.1 4 15 0 0 0 12.09 90.42

WTSALIX/LECI4-83 4723 1 0.77 20 8 0 20 24 59.03
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Another ambiguity in PCM predictions concerns its assumption that foragers encounter
patches sequentially rather than simultaneously. If a forager has the simultaneous option
of exploiting more than one patch, then travel time can significantly alter optimal patch
choice in ways that contradict the expectation that foragers maximize their foraging
returns by choosing highest ranked patches. As travel time increases (greater distance
between patches), it constitutes a greater proportion of the total costs necessary to exploit
patches, while the proportional contribution of search and handling costs diminishes.
Thus, if a forager is sufficiently close to a low ranked patch, then the additional travel
time required to reach a more distant but higher ranked patch may lower its overall return
below that of the nearby patch. The forager will achieve greater foraging returns for
exploiting the lower ranked, but local, patch.

The complications of simultaneous patch encounters are particularly critical to predicting
patch choice of central place foragers, who may choose among a set of simultaneously
available patches of varying distances from a home base camp, rather than sequentially
encountering patches on a foray (Kaplan and Hill 1992:180; Stephens and Krebs
1986:38-45). For example, imagine a scenario applicable to the arid Great Basin where
hunter-gatherers must camp near water, but the best foraging patches are far from water
sources. Depending on the particular circumstances of travel costs and relative patch
returns, those hunter-gatherers may find it more profitable to forage in lower ranked
patches that are close to home than in distant, but profitable, patches. This means that
consideration of patch choice among central place foragers must consider constraints of
central place locations such as the distribution of potable water.

The Marginal Value Theorem (MVT) is a variant of the PCM that assumes that the return
rate for foraging in a patch declines the longer it is utilized (diminishing returns) and
predict the point at which a forager should abandon the patch to optimize energetic return
rates (Charnov 1976). The solution to the dilemma is simple, a forager should move out
of a patch when the return rate for foraging in the patch falls below the average return for
travelling, searching, and foraging in the environment as a ...10le. An __plication of this
is that prehistoric hunter-gatherers should have preferred to forage in resource patches
offering foraging return rates higher than the environmental average, and avoided lower
than average patches.

Neither the DBM, PCM, nor MVT specifically predict where hunter-gatherers should
elect to forage; all ignore constraints pertinent to those facing central place hunter-
gatherers. Yet they can serve as the framework for an optimal foraging approach to
modeling the locations of central place foraging and settlement decisions once
appropriate constraints are considered. The habitats described in Chapter 5 are types of
patches that differ in the assortment and proportion of resources they contain. To
maxim___ caloric intake, Pine Valley hunter-gatherers should prefer to forage in habitats
(patches) providing higher than average return rates. The average return rate obtainable
from the optimal diet of each habitat type (E/T) can be calculated by using equation 1 of
the diet breadth model and considering the abundance and energetic return rates of
resources available within each habitat. Habitats then can be ranked according to the
average return obtainable given the net return rate and abundance of resources contained
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potable water is a prerequisite of hunter-gatherer base camps (Steward 1970:120-121;
Taylor 1964), so that habitat types adjacent water sources will be more appropriate for
habitation than habitat types with similar foraging potential but lacking water sources.
Well drained but level terrain is also a requirement for human residence (Peterson 1973),
so that those with inundated or steep terrain will be less likely to contain residential . _ses
than equally productive but level and dry habitat types.

Third, remc .d from residential base camps, men’s hunting activities are more
archaeologically visible than those of women’s gathering (Thomas 1983b:439) because
men emphasize a reductive lithic technology, field maintenance of which leaves
abundant, archaeologically visible residues (i.e., debitage and discarded tools) on the
landscape. .. contrast, women generally ___)loy technologies (i.e., ceramics, ground
stone, baskets, digging sticks) that do not as often leave archaeologically preserved
detritus on the foraging landscape. Too, since men must hunt game and transport kills
over large distances from base camps, they frequently construct hunting facilities, field
process resources, and prepare overnight field camps. Women, as a rule, forage within a
few hours walk of base camp and are less likely to field process food or construct field
camps and facilities. Consequently, men’s subsistence activities are more likely to leave
enduring archaeological signatures on the landscape (i.e., faunal remains, debitage,
processing tools, hearths, hunting blinds) than are those of women (i.e., isolated ground
stone or ceramic fragments). However, residential base camp assemblages should
strongly represent women's subsistence activities and residential locations should reflect
primarily women's foraging concerns.

Finally, the ubiquity of lithic material in the archaeological record generally will bias the
record toward sites where the procurement of toolstone and initial manufacture of lithic
tools occurred (Elston 1988). Since toolstone sources most frequently occur in upland
terrain, sites in upland habitats frequently host lithic debris from toolstone processing.
Sites nearest toolstone sources possess assemblages rich in lithic material reflecting early
stage tool manufacture (hammerstones, cores, early stage bifaces, and associated
debitage). Materials represen___2 middle stage manufacture (middle stage bifaces, heat-
treated bifaces, and associated debitage) are abundant in field camps convenient to
toolstone sources. Finished and discarded tools, as well as evidence of late stage
manufacture are most prevalent in areas remote from toolstone s____es.

Working from these four basic assumptions, the preceding ranking of habitat foraging
potential can be used to scale expectations about the archaeological record of habitats.
Presumably, habitats providing highest foraging returns for .. >men are most like., to
contain frequently reused, archaeologically visible residential base camp locations, a
potential that is enhanced by proximity to water or toolstone but diminished by excessive
aridity. High foraging returns for m___ further improve the potential for base camps.
Habitats rich in men’s resources, but not wo___1’s, should be relatively rich in
archaeological remains; residential base camps are unlikely, but logistic field camps and
hunting locations will be common. Habitats bearing women’s foraging resources, but not
men’s, should have low archaeological visibility, but their archaeological record should
bear a unique signature of women’s foraging ac....:es. Prc._.__ty to toolstone sources

6-20

BB Bl B BRI BB BEER BB BEBR
























The resulting scale ranges from scores 0 to 9. However, it seems unlikely that habitats
already predicted to have a meager archaeological record based on foraging potential,
could have a measurably 1. .. >r archaeological signature because of the lack of toolstone.
Similarly, it seems unlikely that habitats already scored as high as 6 and 7 based on
foraging potential (already closely tied to water distributions) could have significantly
enhanced archaeological records based on the proximity of water and/or toolstone. For
these reasons, final archaeological complexity score is simplified to a six-point scale,
combining scores 0-3 and 7 -9 into single categories. This final step yields a final
archaeological complexity score ranging from 1 to 6. The prehistoric archaeological
record should correlate strongly with the ranking: habitat types scoring 6 should bear the
most sites, with the largest and most diverse assemblages, whereas habitat types scoring
1 should yield the fewest sites, with the smallest and most homogeneous ass  blages.
These arch: __logical sensitivity scores are linked ... a GIS database to each soil map unit
in the Pine Valley Study area.

Moreover, predictions are made about constituent site types in each soil map unit in the
database, based on the various ranking scales. The relative probabilities of men’s or
women’s foraging sites are ranked as unlikely, likely, or * __, likely based on the gender
scores for each habitat. The relative likelihood of residential bases and logistic camps is
ranked into a similar scale of unlikely, possible, likely, or very likely based on the
cc_..oined foraging score and cross-stratification of habitats by water source. Finally, the
potential for lithic reduction and quarrying sites is predicted by a similar gradation of
unlikely, possible, likely, or very likely based on the cross-stratification of habitats by
toolstone source.
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