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ABSTRACT 
 

 Cebolla Canyon, in the El Malpais National Conservation Area, New Mexico, was 

homesteaded extensively in the late 18th and early 19th centuries by Hispanic and Euro-

American families. The local environment provided grazing resources for sheep and cows, and 

the ability to homestead in this area allowed families to pursue seasonal or year-round 

occupation. The regional histories of these migrants differ, but the exploitation possibilities of 

land and timber provided people with the promise of land ownership and sustainability with 

respect to their necessities and desires; these are strongly based on sociopolitical factors of the 

time. Focus here is on Hispanic and Euro-American homesteading sites, comparatively. 

Dendrochronology can provide target dates for felling events, and in combination with 

archaeological remains we can grasp the duration of occupation for homesteading sites. We can 

also identify methods in which ethnicity can be delineated in the historical archaeological record. 

Further insight is provided by historical documents, such as census records and homesteading 

patents that can give us an idea of how people institutionally- or self-identified as an ethnic 

group. Additionally, information about interactions between ethnic groups can be parsed from 

historical documents that may not be fully present in the archaeological record. 
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CHAPTER 1: PROJECT INTRODUCTION 
 

The late 19th to the mid-20th century was a period of movement by people who were in 

search of better livelihoods for themselves and their families. Especially in the American 

Southwest and the Great Plains, there were three main drivers of migration at different periods: 

the introduction of the railroads, the Great Depression, and the Dust Bowl. These events brought 

Anglo and Hispanic communities to the area, and their responses to economic and environmental 

factors during these time periods have left their material remains on the landscape. Through the 

documentary and archaeological records, it is possible to identify ways in which people 

responded to adverse environmental and social stressors and how they retained aspects of their 

own cultural and ethnic practices. This thesis explores such communities and their material 

remains in an isolated area of western New Mexico. The use of independent sources of evidence 

can be used not only to verify historical events, but also to create a more robust history of human 

behavior at a finer scale. In this research, I use information obtained from tree-rings, 

archaeology, and historical documents to provide a temporal basis for my research questions. 

The geographic area of focus here is the El Malpais National Conservation Area (EMNCA), 

specifically Cebolla Canyon south of the lava fields and the Acoma Indian Reservation (Figure 

1.1). 

Purpose and Significance of this Study 

 The purpose of this study is to shed light on how ethnicity might be seen in the 

archaeological record in historical-period homesteading communities. Cebolla Canyon saw an 

influx of homesteaders from Hispanic and Anglo-American backgrounds from the late-19th 

through the middle 20th century, and these different backgrounds have potential to shape the 

remains we see in the archaeological record. Currently, many of the homestead sites are recorded 
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and listed in the New Mexico Cultural Resource Information System as Anglo, when in fact, 

they were constructed and inhabited by Hispanic families. This study aims to elucidate ways in 

which ethnicity and cultural affiliation might be delineated in the historical archaeological 

record. Further, the research presented here can inform archaeological work on historical-period 

homesteading communities that are located in areas of multiethnic and multicultural interactions. 
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Research Questions 

 The questions I address in this research center around the concept of ethnicity: 

1) How is ethnicity identified in the archaeological record among homestead period sites of 

Cebolla Canyon, New Mexico? 

2) If ethnicity can be identified, what types of data are best for ethnicity identifications? 

Potential data types include: site layout and architecture, tree-ring dates and wood use 

behavior, and historic documentary evidence. 

3) Is there a temporal difference between tree-ring and historical data regarding site 

settlement, occupation, and use with respect to timing and duration? If so, is it 

attributable to ethnicity? 

Theory of Ethnicity 

 This thesis focuses on the development and application of a theory of ethnicity that may 

be applied to the archaeological record to identify possible physical manifestations of ethnicity. 

In order to define and understand ethnicity, it is necessary to provide a definition of culture in 

which the concept ethnicity resides. After ethnicity is defined, it is possible to discuss why and 

how individuals consciously or subconsciously left a distinctive archaeological footprint. This 

research critically addresses ethnicity identification with respect to various data types in the 

historical archaeological record including architecture and site layout, tree-ring dates and wood-

use behaviors, and historical-period documents and oral histories. 

 Following Jones (1997) and simplified by Carrillo (2007) ethnic is a term that can be 

broken down in order to understand the intricacies of how certain terms are used. First, ethnicity 

is an etic and emic phenomena that is associated with culturally constructed group identity. 

Second, ethnic identity is based on the individual’s understanding of their place in and part of a 
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group with respect to other groups. This is usually shaped by an individual’s conception of their 

relationship to others of the same group as understood in terms of cultural practices, common 

ancestry, and descent. Finally, ethnic group is defined as that group of individuals that exists in 

which similar ethnic identities are shared and practiced. Another definition of ethnicity has been 

suggested by Hutchinson and Smith (1996) as the ability to be referred to by a common name 

that embodies the nature and origin of the group; a shared kinship or common descent lineage or 

ancestry; shared historical stories or memories that members of a group can recall; a suite of 

elements produced by people who share a cultural background; or people who share a link to 

native or ancestral lands that can be symbolic or actual, and expressed solidarity among a 

group’s population. 

 The research presented here is based on these definitions of ethnicity. For the purposes of 

this study, I must also clarify the difference between ethnicity and culture. The working 

definitions of ethnicity provide a basis for understanding how culture can be understood in that 

context. Generally, culture and culture groups are understood as different from race and racial 

groups. By viewing groups with common characteristics that are not based on biological 

characteristics, culture and ethnicity can be of greater use to anthropologists. Jones (1997) uses 

the work of Tylor (1873) and Boas (1887) to define culture and to discuss the first applications 

of character divisions that are based not on biology, but on traits such as beliefs, daily practices. 

shared familial lineages, and material remains. Here, culture is defined as “knowledge, belief, 

art, morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of 

society” (Tylor 1873:1). Jones (1997) indicates that Tylor was concerned with culture 

acquisition, and Boas was concerned with defining culture itself, but the essence of how culture 

is understood in anthropology is clearly put forth by Tylor. 
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 While the definitions of culture and ethnicity appear very similar, ethnicity differs in that 

there is a level of ascribing an ethnicity label that comes from within the group being labelled 

and often tends to be more of a conscious construct. Jones (1997) defines ethnicity with respect 

to archaeology: 

The construction of ethnicity, and the objectification of cultural difference that this 
entails, is a product of the intersection of people’s habitual dispositions with the 
concrete social conditions characterizing any given historical situation. These 
conditions include the nature of social interaction, and the relative distribution of 
the material and symbolic means necessary for the imposition of dominant regimes 
of ethnic categorization. 
 Material culture is frequently implicated in both the recognition and 
expression of ethnicity; it both contributes to the formulation of ethnicity and is 
structured by it. Certain aspects of material culture may become involved in the 
self-conscious signification of identity, and the justification and negotiation of 
ethnic relations. As a result, distinctive forms and styles of material culture may be 
actively maintained and withheld in the process of signaling ethnicity, whilst other 
forms and styles may cross-cut ethnic boundaries (120). 
 

With this definition, the research conducted here focuses on homesteading sites constructed from 

two ethnic groups and ways in which ethnicity is represented in the archaeological record. Aided 

with historical documents, oral histories, and tree-ring dates, these types of data can supplement 

or alter the interpretation of an archaeological site with respect to understanding ethnicity. 

Thesis Organization 

 This thesis is organized into five chapters. This chapter, Chapter 1, introduces the project 

area of Cebolla Canyon, New Mexico, the theoretical framework defined by ethnicity in which 

the archaeological record is understood, the materials of tree-rings, archaeology, and historical 

documents that can be utilized to observe ethnicity, and the significance of this research. Chapter 

2 provides a historical and environmental context in which the individuals in this research can be 

understood and characteristics of ethnicity elucidated. Previous research in the area is also 

summarized in Chapter 2. Chapter 3 describes the methods used to address ways in which 
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ethnicity might be seen in the archaeological record. Chapter 4 presents the data collected and 

analyzed as they related to the research questions. Finally, Chapter 5 focuses is on a critical 

analysis of the nature of historical documents such as census records, homestead patents and 

their accompanying “proving up” records, archaeology and architecture of homesteads, and the 

dendrochronological information that can be obtained from wood structures. This chapter also 

discusses the potential for delineating ethnicity archaeologically through observing the suite of 

characteristics that are presented through historical documents, oral histories, tree-ring data, 

architecture and site layout. The discussion allows for broader applications of the data and 

Chapter 5 also suggests additional avenues of research that can strengthen the possibility of 

observing ethnicity at all homestead sites in Cebolla Canyon and beyond. 
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CHAPTER 2: SETTING AND PREVIOUS RESEARCH 
 
Physical Setting 

 Cebolla Canyon is a south-north flowing intermittent drainage located in west-central 

New Mexico south of the El Malpais National Monument in the El Malpais National 

Conservation Area managed by the Bureau of Land Management (Figure 1.1). The El Malpais 

area is characterized by relatively recent lava flows (USDI National Park Service 1990). The 

oldest of these flows is the El Calderon flow that occurred 115,000 years ago, and the youngest 

is the McCartys Flow that occurred 3,000 years ago (Maxwell 1986; Wilmer and Goodman 

1995). 

 The Acoma Plateau/Cebolleta Mesa is the most prominent topographic feature in the area 

and blocks the northward flow of Cebolla Creek. Throughout Cebolla Canyon are networks of 

smaller drainages that form valleys. Valley bottoms are characterized by semi-desert grassland 

vegetation such as grasses, shrubs, and cacti; moderate elevations are characterized by pinyon-

juniper woodlands; and higher elevations contain sparse ponderosa pine and mixed conifer 

forests (USDI National Park Service 1990). This region is considered semi-arid with the majority 

of moisture falling as summer monsoon rains (May/June – September) (Grissino-Mayer 1995, 

1996; Towner and Kessler 2016). Fauna include deer, elk, coyote, rabbits, prairie dog, snakes, 

and many bird species (USDI National Park Service 1990; Wilmer and Goodman 1995). The 

various lava flows and their geological composition in the area dictate density and elevations of 

the flora and fauna (Grissino-Mayer 1995, 1996).	

Culture History 

 The geologic formations of the El Malpais have created a diverse and abundant natural 

resource pool that made this area habitable for thousands of years. The human occupation of 



	
	

17 

Cebolla Canyon is extensive and may have included Paleoindian, Archaic, and Basketmaker 

peoples, but the largest sites were occupied during Ancestral Puebloan time periods (Dittert and 

Ruppe 1952; Powers and Orcutt 2005) from AD 900-1300. Like much of the Colorado Plateau, 

Cebolla Canyon appears to have been depopulated in the 14th century. Only the past few 

centuries are important to address the research questions presented here, however. 

 In 1540, Francisco Vasquez de Coronado crossed into the modern day United States and 

may have passed in the proximity of Cebolla Canyon after the battle of Hawikuh, although there 

is no direct evidence indicating his presence in the area (Magnum 1990). The paucity of early 

Spanish accounts referring to Cebolla Canyon and vicinity indicate they may not have reached 

this area in colonial times. In fact, the rugged and unhospitable presence of the El Malpais lava 

flow may have prevented colonists from traveling to the area (Dittert and Ruppe 1952). 

In the autumn of 1598, don Juan de Oñate led more than 500 colonists up the Rio Grande from 

Mexico and began Euroamerican settlement of the Southwest. Colonists reached the Pueblo of 

Acoma, and in January 1599, the Acoma Massacre took place. Accounts describe the plateau 

edge being used as a strategy to send Acoma natives to their deaths (Magnum 1990). It is 

unclear, though almost certain, that the plateau edge described borders Cebolla Canyon. In 

addition, although there is no direct evidence that the Spaniards made use of resources in Cebolla 

Canyon or resided here, the 1680 Pueblo Revolt saw a decline in the Pueblo populations in the 

vicinity of the canyon (Ferguson and Hart 1985; Tainter and Gillio 1980). 

 The nearby Mexican village of Cubero was settled in 1834, after Mexican independence 

from Spain and prior to the Mexican-American War. Town inhabitants officially petitioned for 

the village to become a town in 1856. Cubero became the home of future homesteaders of 

Cebolla Canyon who eventually took advantage of the Homestead Act of 1862 (Magnum 1990). 



	
	

18 

Following the Mexican-American War, the area was annexed by the United States which ushered 

in the Territorial Period. These movements brought both Hispanic and Anglo-American 

homesteaders to settle in Cebolla Canyon, but only after Federal policies were in place that 

enabled them to gain legal title to their lands (Magnum 1990). 

A Brief History of El Malpais NM and NCA 

 The El Malpais area is geographically central among many natural and culture heritage 

sites in the United States Southwest. The Petrified Forest, Wupatki, Grand Canyon, Canyon de 

Chelly, Chaco Canyon, and Bandelier national parks and monuments were just a few of the 

drivers of tourism during the early 20th century; the lava fields of El Malpais were also 

considered to be a potential tourist boon for the area. Additionally, ice caves present in the area 

were also full of potential for exploitation of its ice resources. Throughout the 1930s and 1940s 

the ice caves were privately owned and used mostly as tourist attractions. Citizens in Grants, 

New Mexico, were in favor of establishing El Malpais National Monument (Figure 1.1), but the 

National Park Service proposal at the time insisted that the ice cave resources be included in the 

proposal to strengthen the case for a monument designation. Many of the individuals, some of 

whom were homesteaders with ice cave holdings on their properties, were reluctant to sell these 

lands because they wanted to bequeath them to their children. As these children aged, they did 

not express the same interest as their parents and eventually sold the lands so they could be 

considered in the NPS proposal. By 1969, the El Malpais was eligible for to be considered for a 

Department of the Interior designation in the NPS system, and in 1987 the El Malpais National 

Monument and the El Malpais National Conservation Area (EMNCA) were created. The 

EMNCA is now managed by the Bureau of Land Management (Magnum 1990). 
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 In addition to the legislation to designate the EMNCA, the Pueblo Lands Act of 1924 

(Pueblo Lands Act of 1924, 43 Stat.636) and the Pueblo of Acoma and Forest Service Land 

Exchange in 1974 (Bill 93 H.R. 6925) both shaped the modern day boundaries of the Acoma 

Indian Reservation north of Cebolla Canyon. With these boundaries delineated, the monument 

and conservation areas were complete. 

A Brief History of Federal Land Use Legislation 

 The above pieces of legislation were only the latest government policies to shape land 

ownership in Cebolla Canyon. Other relevant policies include: 

1785: Land Ordinance of 1785 

 The Land Ordinance of 1785 initiated a system of delineating real estate boundaries that 

were no longer based on geographical landmarks. Rather, the ordinance was based on granting 

lands in boundaries determined by standardized federal land survey, known as the Public Land 

Survey System, or PLSS areas were divided into townships six square miles in size, 36 one 

square mile sections comprised the township, and sections were 640 acres. A quarter section 

(160 acres)—was the parcel size farms delineated under the later Homestead Act. 

1812: General Land Office Establishment 

 The General Land Office, or GLO, was in charge of issuing lands and would have direct 

communication with the president to approve land sales. At the heart of the Commissioner’s 

duties were managing and distributing public lands to interested parties. The GLO was later 

renamed the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in 1946. 

1830: Preemption Act of 1830 

 While it only existed for one year, it was under the Preemption Act of 1830 that the idea 

that a settler or occupant could occupy and cultivate an area of land prior to purchasing the land 
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with currency. It is this idea that underlies the Homestead Act that would come three decades 

later. Under the Preemption Act, settlers who lived on lands could retain land they were on and 

claim up to 160 acres. At this point, the federal government received a significant income from 

the sale of public lands but that would change with the enactment of the Homestead Act. 

1862: The Homestead Act of 1862 

 The Homestead Act of 1862 was the driver of westward, and occasionally northward and 

southward, migrations of people in United States and Mexico from the late 19th through the mid-

20th centuries. The following is a timeline of events that shaped the development and enactment 

of the Homestead Act as it is important to understand the underlying ideas and history that 

influenced types of land ownership in the Southwest and Cebolla Canyon. 

 The Homestead Act of 1862 was initially proposed in 1859 but President James 

Buchanan vetoed it for fear that settlers on western public lands would share an anti-slavery 

sentiment. Shortly after the veto, pro-slavery southerners left Congress during the Civil War, and 

in 1862 President Abraham Lincoln signed the Homestead Act. It encouraged westward 

movement so that individuals and families might be able to settle and thrive in new areas. It was 

this act that ultimately allowed people to pursue large- and small-scale endeavors such as stock 

raising, farming, logging, and mining with the idea that they were owners of the resources and 

lands they occupied. 

Previous Research 

 In addition to broad overviews of Pre-Columbian occupations of the general area by 

Dittert (1998), Powers and Orcutt (2005), and Tainter and Gillio (1980), several small projects 

have been conducted specifically in Cebolla Canyon. Wozniak and Marshall (1991) with the 

UNM Office of Contract Archaeology, conducted an intensive survey of the mouth of Cebolla 
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Canyon. The 320-acre survey included an inventory of all pre-Hispanic archaeological sites in 

the area that spanned from PaleoIndian to Pueblo IV periods. Because the area is within the 

federally managed El Malpais NCA, legislation necessitated that management and preservation 

of cultural resources were a priority. Many of the sites were also considered possible Chacoan 

sites, increasing their significance. Additional survey was conducted in 2006 by Ecosystem 

Management Inc. for the Bureau of Land Management Rio Puerco Office (Harris et al. 2008). 

The purpose of the survey was to document archaeological resources that may have been 

adversely affected by a prescribed burn. Sites recorded in the survey area ranged from 

PaleoIndian to the historical-period. The majority of the sites and isolates were historical-period 

and related to ranching, logging, or homesteading activity. 

 More recently and more relevant to this thesis, research and synthesis of historical-period 

homesteading sites was conducted by Burghardt (2014). Her research was to address vernacular 

architecture of Hispanic and Anglo-American homestead sites with respect to locally available 

construction resources. Two Anglo-American sites and one Hispanic site were documented with 

a focus on architecture and floorplan layout to address intricacies of site formation and style. 

Additionally, research into homesteading histories, census records, oral histories, and tree-ring 

dates provided insight to each of the homesteaders’ past to elucidate possible connections 

between traditions and what is seen in the archaeological and architectural record. Towner and 

Creaseman (2010) also delve into the homesteading history of Sue Savage who moved to the 

area in the 1930s. Through a combination of analysis of the archaeology, oral histories, and 

historical documents, the story of a family’s land procurement and tenure in Cebolla Canyon 

sheds light on the historical events that caused individuals and families to move westward. 

Finally, Towner and Kessler (2016) present the analysis of small-scale unauthorized logging 
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endeavors in Cebolla Canyon. The aim of that research was to offer directions that can be taken 

to address how a rural community fits into the global economy. Large-scale logging companies 

are better documented, so in cases with less documentation, oral histories and archaeology can 

shed light on small-scale capitalist endeavors. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 
 

 The main goal of the research presented here is to learn if it is possible to identify 

ethnicity in the archaeological record based on architecture. Further, if it is possible to discern 

ethnicity based on the methods described in Chapter 1, then the goal is to discuss what data types 

are the most informational in elucidating ethnicity data. Data types utilized in the research here 

are tree-ring sampling and dating, site and structure maps, and historical documents that include 

oral histories, homestead documents, and census records. Additionally, it was necessary to 

perform some preliminary research to select sites to use for comparison between different ethnic 

groups.  

Dendroarchaeology 

 Dendroarchaeology provides us with a suite of information including tree felling dates, 

environmental information and how and why people chose to use certain tree species. The 

collections used in this thesis were a combination of samples and site recordings from the 

Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research’s (LTRR) dendroarchaeology course and one personally 

coordinated trip to Cebolla Canyon. The Sue Savage Homestead tree-ring samples total almost 

200, and it is the most intensively sampled site in this study. I was able to get a fine-grained 

analysis of site occupation at the site, locus, and individual structure level. The Rowe/Coney and 

Pino homesteads yielded fewer tree-ring samples as a result of smaller site size and less time 

spent at these sites, but there are still enough samples to discuss species selection criteria and 

identify6date clusters. The Armijo site has the fewest available samples, but yielded cutting and 

near cutting dates that provide insight when paired with other types of data. 

 Tree-ring samples collected from these sites were selected for based on potential to yield 

cutting dates. The two main factors in dating quality are tree species and the condition of the 
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sample exterior. Species are generally identifiable in the field based on bark type, grain, and 

timber size and shape. The species used in the construction of structures at these sites—

ponderosa pine, pinyon pine, and juniper—all have potential to be dated so the limiting factor 

was the quality of the timber exterior. In order to provide a cutting date, the year a tree cut down 

or died, the sample needs to have bark, beetle galleries, or patina (Dean 1996; Stokes and Smiley 

1968; Towner 2002). Samples were collected with a power drill, labeled, and stored in tubes for 

transport. Samples were transported back to Tucson and processed at the LTRR according to 

established protocols (Stokes and Smiley 1968; Towner 2015).  

 Samples were then skeleton plotted with graph paper and the plots were matched against 

the El Malpais and Cebolleta Mesa chronologies on file at the LTRR (Douglass 1941). Samples 

were assigned a cutting date, near cutting date, noncutting date, or no date (see Appendix A). 

Dates were interpreted using the criteria established by Ahlstrom (1985), Dean (1996), Nash 

(1999), and Towner (2002). I wanted to identify date clusters, particularly cutting date clusters, 

but that was not always possible. Near cutting or noncutting dates may be an issue if one or a few 

rings have eroded from the outside of the sample, but if we identify date clusters we might be 

able to examine activities that occurred at the greatest cluster or the latest date in the cluster. 

Samples that do not yield any type of date can still provide species information. 

Archaeology: Site Description, Site Layout, and Architecture 

 All of the sites used in this study have been previously recorded and further augmented 

with my own fieldwork. Sites were initially recorded in 1989 and 1990. Sites were revisited in 

2006-2008 (Savage homestead), 2014 (Pino homestead), 2016 (Rowe/Coney homestead), and 

2017 (Armijo homestead) to collect tree-ring samples and update site. All site maps, with the 
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exception of the Savage homestead, were measured using the imperial rather than metric system 

as this is standard practice with historical archaeological sites.  

Historical Documents: Homesteading Records, Census Records, and Oral Histories 

 Identification of specific homesteaders is possible through the use of homestead patents 

on file with the General Land Office and Homestead Entry documents on file with the National 

Archives and Records Administration. Additionally, through the use of census records, I can 

verify families residing in the area during the homesteading period. Oral histories also aided the 

process of constructing genealogies and provided backstories for some of the homesteaders that 

shed light on their geographic origins. 

 The first step of the process of analyzing historical documents for this thesis was to 

obtain copies of homesteading patents for all areas of land in Cebolla Canyon that were issued 

patents. These are copies of the original patents that the applying homesteader received after 

proving up their claim. This document simply provides information on the location of the 

homesteader’s land and the date of patent issue. Using information garnered from the patents, I 

obtained the homestead documentation that traced the homesteader’s process through the land 

acquisition system from the day they filed the original entry to when they were issued their 

patent. In this dossier, I learned about dates-of-birth, familial relations, household sizes, and 

occupations that allowed me to verify census records for use in constructing genealogies for each 

of the homesteaders. The genealogies address how long families lived in the area, where they 

were born, and where their parents and their grandparents were born. This information is useful 

in understanding family histories and cultural influences that we might see reflected in the 

archaeological record. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
 

 The homesteads chosen to address ethnicity in this thesis were selected based on 

preliminary research that indicated the cultural or ethnic background of a specific family and 

required that they had a homestead patent on file in Cebolla Canyon (Figure 4.1). 

 
 

Figure 4.1. View southwest from Lobo Canyon toward Cebolla Canyon (Photo by the author). 
 

Rowe/Coney Homestead, LA 102084 

Site Description 
 
 LA 102084 is primarily a single-component site that dates to between 1930 and 1950. 

The site covers approximately 2.75 hectares (6.75 acres) and straddles a north-south two-track 

road that is no longer in use but that was likely developed during the site occupation. The 

homestead lies just outside south of the designated area in the homestead entry and patent. All 
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habitation, storage, and stock raising features have doorways that face east in the direction of the 

old road.  

 The site is at the northern end and mouth of Cebolla Canyon and is defined by an old 

fence line that is no longer intact. Remnants of the area bound by the fence are apparent in 

satellite photos by an increase in shrub density within the boundaries. These were not the original 

site boundaries designated by the 1989 BLM El Malpais Homestead Survey (Havill and Havill 

1989a). The site contains nine features (Figure 4.2), including a chicken coop, sheds, dugout, 

house foundation, privy scatter, oven debris, corral, and a timber stack; feature numbers used by 

the original recorders are retained here for the ease of cross-referencing: 

 Feature 1 is a chicken coop constructed from pinyon pine timbers. The timbers used in 

the construction of this structure were likely not debarked, making it very useful for tree-ring 

sampling and dating. The structure is approximately 9 x12 feet with roosting perches running 

north-south direction from the base of the west wall to midway across the structure. Gaps 

between timbers were filled with adobe that is moderately preserved today. The roof is covered 

with pinyon timbers weighed down by locally obtained sandstone slabs. A doorway, defined by 

two vertical posts, faces east; this feature is still standing 

 Feature 2 is shed constructed of pinyon timbers and is fashioned in a similar construction 

to Feature 1. The structure is 25 feet west of Feature 1 and is approximately 10 x 11.5 feet. The 

door way faces east and there are no internal features that indicate the shed was used for a 

particular purpose. Due to the lack of debarking of the timbers, many of the logs were suitable 

for tree-ring sampling and dating. This feature is still standing. 

 Feature 3 is approximately 50 feet due north of Feature 2 Construction materials consist 

of ponderosa and pinyon pine timbers with metal elements along the walls. The floor dimensions 
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are approximately 16 x 19 feet, although because the structure is collapsed, it is difficult to 

delineate more precise measurements. The 1989 survey (Havill and Havill 1989a) suggested this 

structure was related to stock raising due to 30 centimeters of manure fill, but the fill is no longer 

distinguishable. Like Features 1 and 2, the doorway faces east. Features 1, 2, and 3 are all in 

close proximity to each other and are situated in an ovoid-shaped depression that is 

approximately 85 x 65 feet. 

 Due 165 feet north-northwest from the center of depression of the locus of Feature 1, 2, 

and 3 is a rectangular sandy mound approximately 35 x 25 feet. The mound is encircled by post 

remnants with portions of metal fence wiring still present at the north end. A probable habitation 

structure (Feature 4) and a food storage dugout (Feature 5) are located at the south end of the 

mound. Feature 4 is the main habitation dwelling; although there are no extant standing walls, 

there is a sandstone block perimeter that indicates where the house corners were located. There 

are two rusted wash basins in proximity to Feature 4 that provide further evidence this was a 

habitation structure. At the north and east sides of the probable habitation structure are post 

remnants, and at the southwest corner is charred wood thought to be in the general vicinity of a 

fireplace. There are post remnants that are greater in diameter than those associated with the 

house itself which are thought to have supported a porch structure on the west and south sides of 

the feature.  

The center of Feature 5 (Figure 4.3) is situated 18 feet north of the center of Feature 4. 

This is a dugout structure. The walls of the dugout are lined with locally procured sandstone 

slabs. The structure is roofed with north-south oriented pinyon pine timbers that are now 

collapsing into the dugout; the east- facing entryway is still standing.  
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Originally recorded as a privy, oven debris, and a corral (Havill and Havill 1989a), 

Features 6 and 7 are no longer discernible. These features were less substantial than other 

features of the site at the time of the original recording, but with almost three decades past and 

natural processes degradation, they are no longer discernible. 

 Remnants of Feature 8 are located 65 feet west of Feature 3. This feature is a mound of 

fire-cracked sandstone that is thought to have served as an outdoor oven. 

 Though eight features were recorded by Havill and Havill (1989a), I added Feature 9, a 

timber stack. This feature was added due to its representation of another specialized center of 

activity that may aid in the interpretation of the tree-ring dates. 
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Figure 4.2. Map of the Sam and Olen Rowe homestead. 
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Figure 4.3. View east of the Rowe/Coney dugout, Feature 5 (photo by the author). 
 

Tree-Ring Dates 

 A total of 44 tree-ring samples was collected from the Rowe/Coney homestead, and 24 

samples yielded dates (see Appendix B). There are no cutting dates, but 15 are near-cutting dates 

and 9 are noncutting dates that form a loose cluster. Most samples are pinyon with few 

ponderosa pine in Features 2, 3, and 5. Potential timber sources are to the southeast and 

southwest of the Rowe/Coney site. Timber used for the construction of the features here was 

likely procured in the nearby town of Grants or from mobile sawmills scattered throughout the 

area (Doleman 1990; Towner and Creasman 2010; Towner and Kessler 2016). Additionally, the 

mechanically sawn ends of logs and girth and linear structure of the pinyon beams used in the 
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construction of structures at the site provide further evidence that timber was likely not harvested 

by hand. The lack of nearby ponderosa pine indicates the probable procurement from elsewhere. 

 Twenty-five samples were collected from Feature 1, a stock-raising related shed; 11 are 

near cutting dates that date to 1936v and 1939v, and nine samples dated to 1940v. Three 

noncutting dates of 1931++vv, 1932++vv, and 1938++vv, contribute to a loose cluster of dates 

that indicate building or repair activity occurred sometime after 1931. Two samples with 

noncutting dates in 1854 and 1896 indicate possible deadwood use. Twelve samples were 

obtained from Feature 2, a chicken coop; two near cutting dates of 1938v and one of 1939v 

indicate the structure may have been built about 1939. Three noncutting dates of 1923++vv, 

1933++vv, and 1936++vv that indicate that the structure was constructed or repaired sometime 

after 1923. This is verified by the later near cutting dates. Notably, Feature 2 does not contain 

any near cutting dates of 1940, so this structure may have been built prior to Features 1 and 3. 

Two samples were collected from Feature 3, a barn, that is in the same locus as Features 1 and 2. 

A single near cutting date of 1940v from a ponderosa pine timber that served as a vertical wall 

element indicates the structure may have been constructed around the same time as Feature 1. 

Five samples were collected from Feature 5, a cellar. One near cutting date (1938v) and one 

noncutting date (1910+vv) indicate construction or repair after 1938. Due to the lack of date 

clusters for Features 3 and 5, I cannot say that the tree-ring dates provide conclusive evidence of 

a specific construction or repair year. Although if their near cutting dates are viewed in the 

context of the whole site, we can say they were constructed at a similar time as the other 

structures. Stockpiling may have also occurred as evidenced by seven noncutting dates that all 

occur throughout the 1930s in Features 1 and 2; there is also a remnant log pile (Feature 9) 

adjacent to the corral (Feature 6). This is important to note because it suggests near cutting dates, 
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and potential date clusters, for specific features may be skewed if the timbers were part of the 

stockpiling process. Additional interpretation of dates with respect to historic documents will 

take place in the next section. 

 

Figure 4.4. Stem-and-leaf plot for the Rowe/Coney homestead; samples are from all features. 
Underlined dates = cutting or near cutting dates and italicized dates = incomplete outside ring; all 

other dates are noncutting dates. 
 
 
Historical Documents and Oral Histories 
 
 David Jeff Coney and Sam and Olin Rowe both homesteaded in the northern mouth of 

Cebolla Canyon in the 1930s. Coney filed for a homestead entry and was eventually issued a 

patent for his homestead. Sam Rowe filed for a homestead as well, but did not complete the 

process to receive a patent. Receiving a patent would ensure that the land was legally in the 
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hands of the person with the patent. Without a patent, a homesteader did not hold legal title and 

could be evicted from the land or lose it for a variety of reasons.  

 Jeff Coney filed the initial homestead entry (No. 64226) on December 11, 1931 for Lots 

1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 of the SE1/4NW1/4 Section 7 T6N R10W, and the E1/2NE1/4NE1/4 and NE1/4 

SE1/4 Section 22 T6N R11 W. He paid $30.30 on February 23, 1937, and received his Patent for 

these 443.40 acres on October 2, 1937 (Figure 4.5). He actually built the first structure on the 

property in April of 1931, before filing a Homestead Entry.  

  In the Final Proof (Figure 4.6) Coney and Witnesses Lester Park and Alton Head testified 

concerning the structures, products, and value of the property improvements. Jeff Coney 

indicated that he had constructed a house, well, corn crib, chicken house, shed, horse corral, 

stack lot, yard fence, earth tank, wire fence, fence mile posts with no wire, garden fence, cellar, 

and milk house; he states that he grew 20 acres of corn and beans (1933), 40 acres of corn and 

beans (1934-1935), 50 acres of corn and beans (1936), and that he had cleared and used the 

pasture (10 acres) and planted clover (2 acres) since 1931. He valued the property, without the 

house, at $1,100. 

 Lester Parks testified that the improvements included the house, well, two corrals, corn 

crib, stack lot, earth tank, wire fence, mileposts, garden fence, and milk house; crops cultivated 

included corn and beans (20 acres – 1933, 20 acres – 1934, 20 acres – 1935, 50 acres – 1936), 

but does not mention clover. He valued the property, without the house, at $1,400. 

 Alton Head, the final Witness, indicated that the property included a house, well, earth 

tank, corn crib, stack lot, wire fence, mileposts, garden fence, milk house, two corrals, and shed; 

crops cultivated were corn and beans (20 acres – 1933, 20 acres – 1934, 20 acres – 1935, 80 
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acres – 1936); he does not mention clover or pasturage. He valued the property, without the 

house, at $1,200. 

 
 

Figure 4.5. Copy of the Homestead Patent issued to David J. Coney in 1937 
(General Land Office 1937). 
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 In combination with homesteading documentation, the use of oral histories and 

documents can provide further insight into the interactions of individuals and motivations behind 

moving from one place to another. Christeen Coney was the adopted daughter of David and 

Maude Coney. She was interviewed by Janet Spivey in 1992 as they drove and hiked through the 

area of the Rowe/Coney homestead. Through her account of growing up in the area, she 

remembers that the Rowe and Coney homesteads were distinct from each other, but the Coney 

homestead documentation seems to describe characteristics of the Rowe homestead. There are 

only remnants of the Coney homestead today, but the two families interacted so regularly that the 

Coney’s oral history informs about much of the activity that occurred on the Rowe homestead. 

The Coney family began building their homestead and moved there in 1931. Christeen was 

adopted and moved to the homestead in 1935. David died in 1942, and shortly after, Maude 

married Olen Franklin Rowe in the same year. Olen Rowe was then drafted for two years 

beginning in 1942. Christeen would eventually move, and Maude sold the land in 1949. 

 Through Christeen’s account, we learn that she was born in 1932 in Oklahoma but was 

put in an orphanage along with her siblings. She was later adopted by David and Maude Coney 

and, as indicated by census records, she was their only child. In the 1910 census, David is the 

eldest child of Delilah A. Coney, who was a widow. David and two of his siblings were born in 

Arkansas, and his three youngest siblings were born in Mississippi; Delilah was born in 

Arkansas. Through family trees that are publically accessible through the Ancestry.com website, 

we learn that David’s father, William, was born in 1861 in Pike County, Mississippi, and died in 

1909 in a New Orleans Hospital at the age of 52. Census records indicate that David’s father was 

born in Georgia; David’s mother, Mary, lived her entire life in Pike, Mississippi; she was born in 

1841 and died in 1923. Unfortunately, there are no known family trees for Maude’s parents, but 
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the 1930 and 1940 census documents indicate that both her parents were born in Illinois (Figure 

4.7). 

 

 
 

Figure 4.7. David J. Coney genealogy (Coney Genealogy 2017). 
 

Site Summary 

 The Rowe/Coney homestead site illuminates quintessential features of homestead sites 

throughout all Cebolla Canyon. Through surveys conducted in 1989, tree-ring sampling and 

analysis as part of the University of Arizona’s 2016 Dendroarchaeology class, and field and 

computer mapping of site features, I have been able to construct an archaeological set of 
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information that provides information on the material construction of a 1930s site suited to the 

needs of an Anglo-American homesteading family. 

 To increase the depth of knowledge about this site, I have referenced an oral history of a 

woman who lived at a nearby homestead early in her life. Through this history, available 

homesteading documents, and census records a genealogy of the Coney family was constructed 

that sheds light on the origins and paths that families took to arrive in Cebolla Canyon. The 

earliest indicator of activity at this site is a very loose cluster of noncutting tree-ring dates that 

spans from 1931 to 1938. Another period of activity is indicated by 10 near cutting dates of 

1940. These samples are all dates from animal raising features on the Rowe site. The general 

pattern of the site layout is that all structures are one room and dispersed in a sprawling manner. 

Habitation and other structures for human specific use (Features 4 and 5) are in proximity to each 

other while animal-related features (Features 1, 2, and 3) are in proximity to each other. 

Documentary evidence indicates that David first built a habitation structure on this property in 

April of 1931 and received his patent in 1937. Through Christeen’s oral history I learned that, 

while she did not live on the Rowe homestead the Coney and Rowe families interacted on a daily 

basis. She notes that in 1942 David Coney died and shortly after in the same year Maude Coney, 

who was widowed, remarried Olen Rowe. There is not enough information to know if Maude or 

Olen moved in with each other, and if they did, which home. Christeen does recount that Olen 

was drafted in 1942 and Maude eventually sold the homesteaded land in 1949. The latest dates at 

the site suggest that David and Maude may have stopped upkeep on structures by 1940 and 

perhaps moved in to Olen’s dwellings. This information will be later synthesized in the final 

chapter in the context of the homesteading period and understanding ethnicity in the 

archaeological record. 
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Sue Savage Homestead, LA 74544 

Site Description 
 
 LA 74544 is primarily a single component site that dates to the historical period in the 

1930s. This homestead site is located in a tributary of Cebolla Canyon at the southwest edge of 

the Acoma Plateau. The site was originally recorded in 1989 as part of the BLM El Malpais 

Homestead Survey (Havill and Havill 1989b) and those feature numbers are retained here for 

ease of cross-referencing (Figure 4.8). The original site recording identified 22 features; 5 

additional features were added during the fieldwork and research undertaken in Towner and 

Creasman (2010). The site is interpreted with respect to feature concentrations that are each 

situated to take advantage of certain topographic features and are summarized here. 

 Locus 1 consists of Features 1, 2, 21, 22, 23, and 27 (a cabin, stone pen, pre-Hispanic 

pictographs, historical petroglyphs, a fence, and a peeled tree). The main structure of this locus is 

Feature 1 and was initially a habitation structure that was modified to serve as a chicken coop. 

The log structure is two adjacent rooms with a southern courtyard. Feature 23 is a fence that is 

located parallel to and to the west of what was likely the main road at the time of site occupation. 

Locus 2 consists of Features 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 24, and 25 (dams, foundations, log 

structures, stone pens, a possible well, and a fence). Notable structures of this locus are a large 

corral, earthen dams, a well-preserved dugout, and two cabins. This locus is interpreted as the 

main habitation area due to the variety of features that would have served to support all aspects 

of homesteading life. Locus 3 consists of Features 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 26 (log 

structures, an outhouse, and a road) and is entirely located outside of the designated 

homesteading area as was granted to Savage in 1941. The location of this locus is in the small 
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valley that is just northeast of Locus 2. This locus likely served as a habitation area though not as 

extensively developed as Locus 2. See Table 4.1 for a comprehensive list of features discussed 

here and smaller associated features. Also of importance to note is that Locus 3 is located just 

outside the boundaries of the area designated in the original homestead patent. 
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Figure 4.8. Map of the Sue Savage homestead 
(from Towner and Creasman 2010, used by permission). 

 

 
Table 4.1. Features of LA 74544 organized by associated locus; 

Derived from Towner and Creasman 2010 
 

Locus Feature # Feature name Feature type Description 
1 1 South cabin  Log structure Two rooms connected by 

southern courtyard 
 2  Stone pen  
 21 Pictographs  Pre-Hispanic 
 22 Petroglyphs  Historical 
 23 Palisaded fence Fence Vertical posts and barbed wire; 

possible entry point to Locus 1 
 27  Peeled tree Possibly pre-Hispanic 
2 3 Earthen dams Dams Field areas behind dams 
 4 Logless cabin Foundation Stone foundation and fireplace 
 5 Outhouse Foundation Constructed with milled lumber 
 6 Corral Log structure Upright posts and barbed wire 
 7 Feed barn Log structure Horizontal beams; half roofed 
 8 Dugout Log structure Excavated into hillside 
 9 Two-room cabin Log structure Two rooms connected by 

breezeway; horizontal beams; 
roofed 

 10  Stone pen  
 11  Stone pen  
 12 Little cabin Log structure Horizontal beams; stone 

fireplace 
 13  Stone pen  
 24  Possible well 12 ft. diameter depression in 

drainage; possible ditch to fields 
 25 Picket fence Fence Milled-lumber picket fence near 

two-room cabin 
3 14 Brush corral Log structure Upright posts and wire 
 15 Hidden cabin Log structure Partially excavated into hillside; 

horizontal beams 
 16 Possible feed 

cabin 
Log structure Horizontal beams; possible 

ramada on east side 
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 17 Quarter-round 
cabin 

Log structure Vertical trimming slat 
construction; milled lumber floor 

 18  Outhouse Five scattered beams remaining 
 19 Possible post 

office 
Log structure Stone and horizontal log 

construction; possible flagpole 
 20 Horse corral Log structure Horizontal log and wire 

construction; beams possibly 
reused from elsewhere 

 26 Arroyo road  Constructed road connecting 
three loci to Cebolla Creek 

 
Tree-Ring Dates 
 
 A total of 198 tree-ring samples was collected from the Savage homestead (see Appendix 

C). They range from the earliest noncutting date of 1928vv through the latest date of 1940r 

comp. Analysis of tree-ring dates in their spatial and archaeological contexts show that there are 

slight differences in time in which different parts of the site were constructed and used (Towner 

and Creasman 2010). Ponderosa pine is the predominant species used in the construction with 

juniper and pinyon serving as generally non-weight bearing elements. One Douglas-fir and one 

oak (Quercus spp.) tree were sampled, and it is possible there are more of these species at the 

site, but ponderosa pine was the primary species used. Pinyon and juniper are the predominant 

species in the area, so it is probable that these timbers were harvested locally. The predominance 

of ponderosa pine as construction material and the species’ low representation in the surrounding 

nearby environment suggests that these timbers were likely procured in a nearby larger town like 

Grants or Albuquerque.  

 The southernmost portion of site, designated Locus 1, is the earliest occupied area of the 

site (Figure 4.9). At least five (and maybe seven) Feature 1 timbers were felled during the 1934 

dormant season which would have been sometime between September 1934 and May/June 1935. 

The latest date from this Locus (1936vv) is also an element in Feature 1. The presence of other 
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timbers with this date in other portions of the site indicate this element was added later; 

architecturally, this remodel changed the structure from a habitation structure to a chicken coop. 

 

Figure 4.9. Stem-and-leaf plot for Locus 1 at the Savage homestead. Underlined dates = cutting 
or near cutting dates and bold dates = complete outside ring; all other dates are noncutting dates. 
 

 Locus 2 is located just north of Locus 1 and topographically separated from it by a small 

hill. Although there are some noncutting dates in the early 1930s (Figure 4.10), timbers used for 

most of the features at this locus were felled primarily in 1936, possibly through May/June 1938. 

The earliest dates belong to a cabin (Feature 12) that was likely established at this locus prior to 

construction other structures. There are 13 dates from Feature 12, including near cutting dates in 

1934 (CEB-283) and 1935 (CEB-275). Interestingly, there is also a strong cluster (n=6) of 

noncutting dates in 1933/1934. This suggests that Feature 12 have provided habitation during 

construction of other structures in the Locus. In the time between establishing animal related 

features at Locus 2, the cabin located in Locus 1 was remodeled into a chicken coop. 
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Figure 4.10. Stem-and-leaf plot for Locus 2 at the Savage homestead. Underlined dates = cutting 
or near cutting dates, bold dates = complete outside ring, italicized dates = incomplete outside 

ring; all other dates are noncutting dates. 
 

 Locus 3 is located just north of Locus 2 is topographically separated by a small hill 

similar in nature to the division between Loci 1 and 2. The grouping of these dates indicates that 

timbers used in these features were felled primarily in the dormant season of 1939 (Figure 4.11) 

which would have been sometime between September 1939 and May/June 1940 (Grissino-

Mayer 1995, 1996; Towner and Kessler 2016). The distribution of dates from timbers that differ 

from 1939 indicate that timbers were reused from other loci at the site in the initial construction 

of Locus 3. 
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Figure 4.11. Stem-and-leaf plot for Locus 3 at the Savage homestead. Underlined dates = cutting 
or near cutting dates, bold dates = complete outside ring, italicized dates = incomplete outside 

ring; all other dates are noncutting dates. 
 

 Loci 1, 2, and 3 were all independently interpreted using tree-ring dates. Date trends were 

observed at each individual locus and tree felling, building construction, or repair and 

remodeling were inferred from those dates. If I observe the tree-ring dataset as a whole, however, 

a cluster of noncutting dates from 1925-1932 is also present, including dates in 1925, 1928, 

1929, 1931, and 1932 (Figure 4.12). While there are no individual structures where a cluster 

occurs in those years, the dates suggest that beams from one or more structures were removed for 

use in other site structures. 
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Figure 4.12. Stem-and-leaf plot for Loci 1, 2, and 3 at the Savage homestead. Underlined dates = 
cutting or near cutting dates, bold dates = complete outside ring, italicized dates = incomplete 

outside ring; all other dates are noncutting dates. 
 

Historical Documents and Oral Histories 
 
 Sue E. Savage filed a Homestead Entry document October 30, 1934, and received her 

Patent on the W1/2 NW1/4, E1/2 SW1/4, and S1/2 of NE ¼ Section 10 T5N R10W on February 
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5, 1941 (Figure 4.13). The byzantine path to her legal ownership is described by Towner and 

Creasman (2010), but is summarized here. In her Testimony (Figure 4.14), she states that she and 

her family moved onto the property on January 15, 1935. She built a two-room log house (1935), 

built two log corrals (1937), built a log barn (1937), dug a well (1937), built two lumber-and-log 

chicken houses (1938), dug a root cellar (1938) (Figure 4.15), and erected a wire fence (1938). 

The family cultivated 37 acres of corn, beans, cane, and kafir corn with varying degrees of 

success. Her claim did not ask for the property value, only the value of the improvements, which 

she totaled at $603. 

 Alton Head and Jeff Coney, two neighbors from farther down Cebolla Canyon were the 

Witnesses. Both men substantiate her claims and also mentioned that she grazed a few cattle and 

horses; they also estimated her improvements at $603. 

 Through an oral history, I learned that Sue Savage was married to Henry Savage and was 

the mother of six children: Henry, Mary Martha, Jamin Funk, Phillip Harwood, John Lesley A., 

and Jack R. The 1930 census indicates that all children were born in New Mexico except Phillip 

and John who were born in Arkansas. Also indicated are birth places for Sue (Texas) and Henry 

(Alabama). These birth places are also indicated in the 1920 census, in addition to the birth 

places of their parents: Sue’s father was from Arkansas and mother was from Tennessee; both of 

Henry’s parents were born in Alabama. The birth places of Sue and Henry’s parents are further 

verified by independently constructed, publically available family trees. These family trees 

indicate that Sue’s maternal grandparents were born in Tennessee and her paternal grandparents 

were born in Virginia and Indiana; all of Henry’s grandparents were born in Alabama. The 1870s 

and 1900s censuses verify the birth states of Sue’s grandparents (Figure 4.16). 
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Figure 4.13. Copy of the Homestead Patent issued to Sue Savage in 1941 
(General Land Office 1941). 
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Figure 4.15. View north of the Savage dugout, Feature 8 
(photo by Ronald Towner, used by permission). 
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Figure 4.16. Sue Savage genealogy (Savage Genealogy 2017). 

 
 

Site Summary 

 The Savage homestead site, like the Rowe/Coney site, also contains quintessential 

features of homestead period sites that are present throughout all of Cebolla Canyon. Through 

surveys conducted in 1989, tree-ring sampling and analysis as part of the University of Arizona’s 

2006-2008 Dendroarchaeology classes, and referring to previous research by Towner and 

Creasman (2010), I have been able to construct an archaeological set of information that 

provides information on the material remains of a 1930s homesteading site where an Anglo-

American family from the southeastern U.S. constructed structures that were necessary to sustain 
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their customary lifeways. To increase the depth of knowledge about this site, I have used two 

oral histories of a man who is the son of the deceased homesteader. One of these accounts sheds 

more fine-grained information on their family’s use of the Savage site. Archaeologically, the site 

may be seen as a cohesive settlement and was recorded as such. John Savage indicates, however, 

that Locus 3 was not built or occupied by the Savages, but by settlers or travelers after the 

Savage family tenure (Towner, personal communication). Through these histories, available 

homesteading documents, and census records a genealogy of the Savage family was constructed 

that sheds light on the origins and paths that families took to arrive in Cebolla Canyon. This 

information will be synthesized in the final chapter in the context of the homesteading period and 

understanding ethnicity in the archaeological record.	

Pablo Pino Homestead, LA 11680 
 
Site Description 
 
 LA 11680 is a multicomponent site that ranges in time from Pueblo II to the mid-20th 

century occupation; it is primarily comprised of a late 19th to early 20th century homestead site. 

The homestead sits atop a low rise at the head of a small valley just east of Little Cebolla spring. 

The site is currently designated as having Anglo cultural affiliation in the New Mexico Cultural 

Resource Information System records (Havill and Havill 1989c). 

 Burghardt (2014) recorded this site with a critical look at vernacular architecture and how 

construction decisions are made depending on the availability of local materials (Figure 4.17). 

The homestead sits at the west end of the site and is comprised of six rooms constructed from 

tabular sandstone and vesicular basalt and covered with mud plaster. One wall that divides the 

southeastern-most room in two is comprised of sod blocks and stone. All delineated features are 

bonded or abutted to each other and the structure is noted as Feature B. Other features of the site 
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are Feature A, an horno just south of the main structure, and a stone pile east of the structure; 

Feature C is a nondescript stone pile. 
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 A corral comprises the largest delineated area at the southwest corner of Feature A and is 

bordered on the east wall with Rooms 1 and 2. Rooms 1 and 2 may have originally been one 

room, but remnants of the structure now indicate a west-east running sod block and stone wall 

that separates the rooms. There is a doorway in the east wall of the corral that leads into Room 1. 

Room 3 borders the north wall of the corral. There is a doorway in the north wall of Room 3 that 

leads to Room 5. Room 5 has a doorway in the east wall that leads to Room 4 (Figure 4.18). It 

appears that Room 3 may have been added after Room 5 was already in place based on the 

masonry architecture; an earlier photograph (Figure 4.19) shows a large beehive fireplace that 

seems to connect both rooms at the northwest and southwest corners, respectively. The fireplace 

must have been constructed in one room or the other, but due to collapsed wall elements this is 

difficult to discern.  

 
 

Figure 4.18. Pino Homestead Room 4 doorway (photo by Ronald Towner, used by permission). 
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Figure 4.19. Pablo Pino’s homestead, in 1974, before roof collapse or removal, facing 
northeast. Chimney is located at the joining of Rooms 3 and 5 (United States Bureau of Land 

Management, Antiquities Site Inventory, LA 11680, Site 30-02-41). 
 

Tree-Ring Dates 

 A total of 19 tree-ring samples was collected from LA 11680 (see Appendix D). All of 

the samples are ponderosa, although that may be a result of sample collection bias. Seven of the 

samples yielded dates (Figure 4.20), but only one (CEB-897) is a near cutting date. Dates range 

from 1882vv inc (CEB-913) to 1931+vv (CEB-898). The only near cutting date 1911+G inc, 

comes from Room 2 and was determined by a partial ring count.  

 There appears to be a very loose cluster of noncutting dates throughout the 1880s 

(1882vv, 1887vv, 1887vv, and 1888vv), if I consider all dates. If this date cluster is interpreted 

using the criteria established by Ahlstrom (1985), I suggest there was an activity that occurred 

around 1887 or 1888. The three dates not associate with the cluster all date in the 20th century 

(1911+G inc, 1928++vv inc, 1931+vv) come from Room 2 and 4 and suggest possible repair 

dates. 



	
	

58 

 Considering the available outside dates, sample proveniences, and potential date clusters 

I infer that activity was occurring at the site in the 1880s and at least until 1931. In the next 

section in the discussion of historical documents and activity in the 1880s that identification of 

date clusters in tree-ring date data sets can shed light on activities even with a lack of cutting 

dates. 

 

Figure 4.20. Stem-and-leaf plot for Feature A at the Pino homestead. 
All dates are noncutting dates. 

 

Historical Documents 

 Pablo Pino was one of the earliest homesteaders to reside in Cebolla Canyon. His 

Original Homestead Entry (No. 1340) was filed August 24, 1882 and he obtained the Homestead 

Patent on the NW1/4 of Section 12 T5N R10W on April 3, 1889 (Figure 4.21). Pino had actually 

been living on the property since 1869, but only later decided to file for a Patent. It is unknown if 

this delay was because of some threat to his legal title, lack of knowledge or the Homestead Act, 

or some other reason. 
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Figure 4.21. Copy of the Homestead Patent issued to Pablo Pino patent in 1889 
(General Land Office 1889). 
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 Homestead patent number 808, application number 1340, was ultimately issued to Pablo 

Pino on April 13, 1889, but prior to this he had to go through the process of submitting an 

original homestead entry and see his application through to the end. In the paperwork submitted 

as part of this process, Pino had to submit word of proof that he had made sufficient 

improvements to the area in which he was interested in obtaining the patent for. According to the 

documentation filed with the General Land Office (Figure 4.22) Pino originally settled and 

resided on his homestead on June 11, 1869. He resided here for over a decade before he 

officially submitted paperwork for a Homestead Entry. On August 24, 1882, Pino submitted his 

Homestead Entry and paid a $16 filing fee. About a month and a half later on October 10, 1882, 

Pino submits his personal testimony of proving up his land. He states that in June of 1869 he 

built an adobe house, corral, stable, and fences all valued at $2,000. During his initial application 

(reexamination), Pino indicated that the property contained an adobe house, corral, stable, and 

fences. He lived on the property with his wife and son and used the land for grazing, but does not 

indicate how many or what type of animals. 
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4.22. Page from Pino “proving up” dossier that shows timeline of initial date of settlement 
through date of certificate (Pablo Pino, homestead dossier, 1882, National Archives and Records 

Administration). 
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 The proving up process required the witness testimony of two other people to verify that 

Pino had, in fact, proved up the land in the way he described. His brother Juan Jose Pino (Figure 

4.23) lists the same improvements as does fellow Cebolla Canyon homesteader and son-in-law 

Gregorio N. Otero, with all improvements valued with their judgement at $2,000 (Figure 4.22). 

Shortly after on January 15, 1883, is granted Homestead Certificate No. 808. On August 15, 

1885 Pino submits “supplemental pay” in the amount of $6. It is unclear why this payment was 

necessary and why it may have potentially stalled the process of Pino obtaining a physical 

homestead certificate. On September 27, 1888, Pino’s homestead case was reexamined and 

approved so that on April 3, 1889, he received the physical homestead certificate. Interestingly, 

they both indicated there were seven acres cultivated, but did not say what crops were grown. 

 Creating a genealogy (Figure 4.23) for Pablo’s family was not as straightforward as for 

the Anglo homesteaders. Because Pablo Pino was such an early homesteader in Cebolla Canyon, 

he is not mentioned in the oral histories compiled in the 1980s. Through the use of census 

records, however, I can verify where Pino and his family were living during the homesteading 

period and if they were migrating between different residences. Using dates from homestead 

certificate paperwork, and the location of settlement, it was possible to generate a family tree. 

Additionally, through existing family trees constructed by Pino’s descendants, names and life 

event dates can be verified so that genealogies can be traced further back in time to understand 

potential cultural or stylistic tendencies or methods related to ethnicity in site layout and 

architecture. Pablo Pino was born around 1810 in the New Mexico Territory according to 

estimations based on census records. As early as the 1850 United States Federal Census, Pino 

lists his occupation as a farmer and Petra Montano is listed as his wife. The place of birth listed 

for both is New Mexico and a column labeled as “color” is blank. During this census the options 
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for this category were white, black, or mulatto and it was often the case that blank entries by 

default were considered “white.” Additionally, under Pablo and Petra’s care were two children, 

Concesion and Maria Charvis, aged 3 and 1. 

 

 
 

Figure 4.23. Pablo Pino genealogy (Pino Genealogy 2017). 
 

 The next available census record is the United State Federal Census for 1870. Here Pablo 

and Petra no longer have Concesion and Maria Charvis under their care, but they have added 
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four other members to their household. Guadalupe Pino is listed as a domestic servant, and with 

expanded categories for race, she is listed as “Indian.” Nestor Pino age 40, Jose Angel Jaramillo 

age 10, and Pablo Pino age 18 are also household members listed as “white.” 

 The 1880 census sees the Pino household grow in size again. At this time, their 

household consists of 14 individuals who are all listed as “servant” or “adopted.” Guadalupe 

Pino continues to be listed as a servant, as are Petra Pino age 14 (not the wife of the same name), 

Jose A. Jaramillo age 16, Rosalio Jaramillo age 12, Blas Gomez age 13, Dolores Pino age 40, 

Felipe Pino age 18, and Melquiades Pino age 12. Listed as adopted are another Petra Pino age 

10, Paula Jaramillo age 9, Epimenio Jaramillo, and Lupe Pino age 7. Pablo is still listed as a 

farmer and all household members, except Guadalupe, are listed as “white.” 

 This final available census in which Pablo Pino is listed in is the New Mexico Territorial 

Census of 1885. The household size of Pablo and Petra has been reduced to seven and was not 

taking on new servants or adoptees. Of important note here is the size of the household during 

the 1880 and 1885 census and those listed as servants or adoptees. Interestingly, all the census 

records indicate Cubero, New Mexico, as the Pino place of residence, but that may simply be a 

result of the census tract designation. 

Site Summary 

  The Pino homestead site is one of the earliest known homesteading sites in Cebolla 

Canyon. Interestingly, the masonry construction of this site differs greatly from other homestead 

sites that are constructed primarily from wooden elements. Through surveys conducted in 1989, 

tree-ring sampling done by Dr. Towner and site recording by Burghardt (2014), I have been able 

to construct an archaeological set of information that provides information on the material 

remains of a late-19th century site of a Hispanic homesteader. Because the Pinos were early 
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settlers in the canyon, they are not mentioned in any of the currently existing oral histories. 

Using available homesteading documents, and census records, I was able to construct a short 

genealogy of the Pino family that sheds light on the origins of his family and ever-changing 

makeup of his household. Important to note is constant presence of Guadalupe Pino as a member 

of the Pino household who is always listed with a race of “Indian.” In the 1880 household where 

she is present there are 14 people in their household. It is possible the people in this household, 

other than Pablo Pino and his wife Petra, were genizaros. Genizaros were captives of Native 

ancestry who were usually made to work in servant-like positions, and over time produced 

offspring with Spanish members of households (Carrillo 2007; Lewthwaite 2016). This 

information will be synthesized in the final chapter in the context of the homesteading period and 

understanding ethnicity in the archaeological record. 

Lorenzo Armijo Homestead , LA 102086 

Site Description 

 LA 102086 is a multicomponent site that ranges in time from Pueblo II to mid-20th 

century occupation. The site covers approximately 0.7 hectares (1.7 acres) and straddles a two-

track road that was possibly developed during the historic occupation of the site (Havill and 

Havill 1989d)  

 The site is located in Sand Canyon about 3.4 miles south of the confluence of Cebolla 

and Sand Canyon adjacent to on the main road. The most substantial remains of the site are 

historic features of a 20th century homestead (Figure 4.24). Concentrated to the west of the road 

are habitation, storage, and other features related to livestock raising. To the east of the road is 

one livestock-related feature and a large trash scatter that may have been an area designated for 

refuse.  
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Figure 4.24. View northeast of Feature 2 at LA 102086, the Lorenzo Armijo homestead; note 
Feature 1 in the background (photo by the author). 

 

 The site was originally recorded in 1990 as part of the BLM El Malpais Homestead 

Survey (Havill and Havill 1989d) and the feature numbers used in that recording are retained 

here for ease of cross-referencing (Figure 4.25). Feature 1 is a square log cabin that may have 

served as a habitation feature, storage structure, or both; it is approximately 15 x 15 feet. Large 

ponderosa pine beams were used in the construction of this cabin. Although the beams were 

substantial supports during the time the structure was used, they have undergone severe 

weathering and collapse; the structure now stands only about 2-3 feet tall. The primary support 

roof beam sits atop the collapsed structure and runs approximately east to west. 
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 Feature 2 is a log feature with two rooms. The east room is the best preserved room and 

may have served as a kitchen area as indicated by refuse comprised of glass containers, a Clorox 

bottle, baking powder lid, and a support in the southeast corner that would have supported a 

stovepipe (Figure 4.26). Cutouts for windows are in the north and south walls, and doorframes 

are on the east and west walls. The east facing door was probably the main entryway and the 

west facing door serves as a passageway to the west room. The west room consists of primarily 

collapsed wood and could have served as either another enclosed room or a porch/ramada. 

 
 

Figure 4.26. View southeast corner of LA 102086, Feature 2; note stovepipe cutout 
(photo by the author). 
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 Feature 3 is a one-room feature with a sandstone slab-lined floor. The walls of the room 

have collapsed outward and twisted, making it difficult to discern orientation of the doorframe. 

 Feature 4 is a two-sectioned, open-walled feature, although it likely had walls at the time 

of occupation per the historic documents in the homestead dossier (Figure 4.27). The south 

section of this feature is abutted onto the walled portion of F2. The north wall window of F2 

looks into F4. The north section of F4 is connected to the south section and is abutted to F3. The 

posts of this feature are primarily large trunks of juniper trees that support roof beams. The open 

wall nature of F4 indicates that this feature served as a porch or ramada that was accessible from 

the outside of the habitation structure. 

 Feature 5 is a pole structure that likely served as a corral or other livestock raising 

feature. F5 is located on a slight rise just west of F2. 

 Feature 6 is a three-wall log structure that likely served as a shed. It is located on the 

highest point of the site (along with F8). 

 Feature 7 is included on the 1989 survey form for the BLM EL Malpais Homestead 

Survey as a latrine, but there are no remnants of this feature as of August 2017. 

 Feature 8 is a masonry, one-room room block at the same elevation as F6. Because of the 

multicomponent nature of the site where pre-Hispanic ceramics are interspersed with historic 

artifacts, combined with the ephemeral nature of the feature, the cultural and temporal affiliation 

of this feature is uncertain. 
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 Tree-Ring Dates 

 A total of 10 tree-ring samples was collected from the site with 7 samples yielding 

cutting and non-cutting dates (Figure 4.28; also see Appendix E). The earliest near cutting date is 

1909+v and the latest date is 1954vv. Samples were selected based on potential to yield cutting 

dates which meant selecting for timbers with bark, beetle galleries, or patina (Towner 2002). 

Many of the timbers with bark were weathered and eroded under the bark, so that affected the 

data quality with respect to the outside ring. Timbers were also targeted for sampling based on 

their positions in the structures that might indicate they were placed during the original 

construction of the structure. Sampled timbers were all ponderosa pine or juniper. Pinyon 

timbers were also used in some of the structures, but the external but were not collected due to 

the poor quality of the; thus, the species representation in the collection does not reflect all 

species use. Ponderosa pine timbers were used for horizontal wall elements in addition to 

primary roof beams; juniper timbers were used primarily for upright posts. There is potential to 

sample many more structural timbers but time limitations precluded a 100 percent collection 

strategy; interpretation of the site would benefit from more tree-ring sampling in the future. 

 

Figure 4.28. Decadal stem-and-leaf plot for all features at the Armijo homestead. Underlined 
dates = cutting or near cutting dates and bold dates = complete outside ring; all other dates are 

noncutting dates. 
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 Three tree-ring samples were collected from Feature 1, a shed-type structure that is just 

north of the main historical-period room block. A single near cutting date of 1932v (CEB-1038) 

was obtained from the east wall. This feature is primarily ponderosa pine and is one of the 

features that would benefit from more sampling. 

 Five tree-ring samples were collected from Feature 2, the most substantial structure with 

the most integrity. This structure was likely heavily used; it contains a high density of glass, 

ceramic, and metal artifacts from food containers and was probably used as a kitchen. Other 

supporting evidence for this inference is the stovepipe cutout in the southeast corner of the room 

(Figure 4.20). All samples collected yielded dates; one (CEB-1040) is a cutting date and the 

others are near cutting dates. The earliest cutting date is 1933LB comp with a complete outside 

ring indicating the tree was felled during the dormant season—sometime between September 

1933 and May 1934 (Grissino-Mayer 1995, 1996). The latest near cutting date is 1954v and is a 

wall element (CEB-1041) suggests the site was used at least through that year. Three other near 

cutting dates are 1909+v, 1931v, and 1938v, which indicates possible deadwood use (CEB-1042) 

and some repair activity through the 1930s (CEB-1043, 1044). 

 Two samples were taken from Feature 4, a structure of two rooms with less substantial 

walls than Feature 2. A single near cutting date of 1934+v was obtained from an upright juniper 

post. Feature 4 borders Feature 2, and it is possible that both structures were built at the same 

time. Other upright posts from this feature could benefit from sampling, especially considering 

that a date was obtained from at least one of the samples. 

Historical Documents 
 
 Lorenzo Armijo filed his initial Homestead Entry as a single head of household on 

January 12, 1934 and received his Homestead Patent May 26, 1938 (Figure 4.29). Lorenzo 
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Armijo was the son of Diego Armijo (see above) who had previously homesteaded 

approximately 1.5 miles south of Lorenzo’s location. After his father died in 1933, Lorenzo lived 

with his mother and homesteaded Lots 3,4,5,6 and 7 SE1/4 NW1/4 and E1/2 SW ¼ Section 6 

T5N R10W. 

 
 

Figure 4.29. Copy of Homestead Patent issued to Lorenzo Armijo in 1938 
(General Land Office 1938). 
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 In his testimony, Lorenzo indicates that he began occupying the property in March 1934, 

after he filed his initial application. In 1934, a one-room house (possibly the one with the 

sandstone floor) was already present and he added three more rooms – roof of logs and “dobe;” 

one room is tin-roofed with stoves for heating, He also added a shed that is close to the house for 

horses, storing feed, and for a car (maybe what people are calling the “garage”). He did not buy 

materials, but cut timbers and did work himself with two men. He states that he cultivated corn, 

beans, hay, and oats, sometimes as much as 30 acres; he also maintained 34-35 cattle and a few 

horses. He valued the property at $735. 

 Antonio Romero, a neighbor, was one of the Witnesses for the Claimant. He indicates 

that the property contained a four-room log house with a log roof covered with dirt, two pole 

corrals, a log storage room/garage, a log barn, a well with pump, a chicken house, and three wire 

fences around cultivated land. He valued the property at $512. 

 William Norris, the man who helped Lorenzo build his house, was the other Witness for 

the Claimant. He states that the property contains a four-room log house—one room covered 

with an iron roof—a corral of barbed wire, setting posts, another corral with a corn crib in it, a, 

well with a pump, a garage, a barn, a shed, and a hen house. He valued the property at $760. 

 Although Lorenzo paid $24 for his 328.72 acres February 10, 1937, his Patent was not 

issued until May 26, 1938. There had been an error in the original filing that indicated Lorenzo 

was under 21 years old at the time, which would prevent him from gaining title. He was actually 

23, but it required the testimony of his Aunt, Josefita Montano, and sister, Antonia Baca, to 

allow him to receive his Patent. Through this testimony we learn that Josefita Montano is 

Lorenzo’s aunt and the sister of his father Diego. We also learn that Antonia is Lorenzo’s sister, 

was born in 1903, and would eventually take on the surname Baca indicating an eventual 
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marriage. This information also informed the ancestry research to learn about family relations 

and origins of Lorenzo. 

 
 

Figure 4.30. Lorenzo Armijo genealogy (Armijo Genealogy 2017). 
 
 

 Using information retrieved from homesteading documents, I was able to use census 

records and publically available family trees to learn about Lorenzo’s history with regard to his 

family origins (Figure 4.30). A U.S. World War II Draft Card record indicates that Lorenzo was 

born on September 5, 1911. At that time, Dolores Baca Armijo, his mother, is listed as the only 

other household member. This information, in combination with a genealogy constructed for 

Diego Armijo (an earlier homesteader in Cebolla Canyon), indicates that Dolores and Diego 



	
	

76 

were spouses and Lorenzo was their son. Lorenzo was born in Armijo, New Mexico, and was 

one of six children who were also born in unspecified areas of New Mexico. In the earliest 

available census record for the 1880s, Dolores is listed as living in Albuquerque, New Mexico 

and with a birthplace of “New Mexico Territory.” At that time, she was one of three children, 

two years old, and living with her parents Crispin and Ana Maria Baca. The 1900 census records 

indicate that Dolores and Diego were married in 1891, both could read and write English but not 

speak the language, and Diego is listed as a “Sheep Raizer.” By 1900, two of their children were 

deceased and two were living with them. Lorenzo was yet to be born. The 1910 census indicates 

the family has grown, now with five children. Additionally, Antonia Padia (servant) and Trinidad 

Garcia (cook) were living in their household. Diego now lists his occupation as “Farmer.” By the 

1920 census, the Armijo family no longer had a servant or cook and Lorenzo is now listed. The 

latest available census record for 1940 indicates that Dolores and Lorenzo were the only two 

household members. At that time, they are listed as living in Armijo, New Mexico with an 

“Inferred Residence in 1935” listed as “Rural Bernalillo, New Mexico. Lorenzo would have 

enlisted in the U.S. Army just two years after the census. Diego, Lorenzo’s father, is last listed in 

the 1920s census and, in combination with publically available family trees and a known 

gravestone location, I learned that Diego died in 1933 and is buried in Albuquerque, New 

Mexico. 

 Less information is known about Lorenzo’s grandparents, but the 1880 census lists his 

paternal grandparents as being born in New Mexico and his maternal grandparents are listed as 

being born in New Mexico Territory. Additionally, through family trees, I can say that Lorenzo’s 

great grandparents are also listed as being born in Atrisco and Albuquerque, New Mexico, 

respectively. 
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Site Summary 
 
  The Lorenzo Armijo homestead site was constructed by Hispanic homesteader in the 

1930s, a period of settlement by both Hispanic and Anglo-American homesteaders in Cebolla 

Canyon. Through surveys conducted in 1989, and tree-ring sampling done by me in 2017, I have 

been able to construct an archaeological set of information that provides information on the 

material remains of a 1930s Hispanic homesteading site. Available homesteading documents 

show interactions between Hispanic and Anglo-American homesteaders, in addition to providing 

information about family members that can be used to construct a genealogy of the Armijo 

family. Additionally, I discovered some of the changing dynamics between people and world 

events like World War II, and their effect on homesteaders from various cultural backgrounds. 

Not much information is provided through currently available oral histories on the Armijo 

family. There is potential for collection of many more tree-ring samples from this site, and the 

documentation of collaboration between individuals of different ethnic groups can provide 

insight to these interactions and possibly shed light on rural homesteading or ranching 

relationships today. The above information will be synthesized in the final chapter in the context 

of the homesteading period and understanding ethnicity in the archaeological record. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 The different data types used to describe each of the sites in this thesis make it possible to 

detect indicators of ethnicity. A combination of data types discussed here proves to be ideal in 

discussing ethnicity in the historical archaeological record. The archaeological and documentary 

record has preserved indicators of ethnicity in these homesteading communities. In combination 

with each other archaeology, historical documents, and oral histories shed light on lifeways that 

were shaped by the ethnic origins of homesteaders in rural New Mexico. Each of the homesteads 

chosen for this study was done so based on their potential to elucidate indicators of ethnicity. 

This section addresses each of the research questions posed in Chapter 1. For the purposes of 

discussing ethnicity, the Rowe/Coney and Savage homesteads are combined to discuss the 

Anglo-American characteristics, and the Pino and Armijo homesteads are likewise discussed 

with respect to Hispanic characteristics. 

Research Question 1: How is Ethnicity identified in the archaeological record among homestead 

period sites of Cebolla Canyon, New Mexico? 

 As Jones (1997) discusses ethnicity with regard to the archaeological record, ethnicity is 

often a conscious construct in which an actor chooses to perform or withhold an aspect of their 

culture. This can be seen in the archaeological record as a style of building or the types of 

features individuals choose to build. 

 The Rowe/Coney and Savage homesteads are representative of Anglo-American 

traditions. These homesteads both have layouts that are relatively sprawling, and features are 

remnant and inspired by life on the plains, especially dugout features. Dugout features serve two 

purposes: habitation dwellings or food storage (Fortney 2016; Ise 1936). In the case of these 

homesteads, dugouts were small and used for food storage. The time period of these homesteads 
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corresponds with the Dust Bowl of the 1930s. Through census records and oral histories, we 

know that these families migrated west from the Midwest and Southern states which were some 

of the most environmentally impacted during this time period. It may be the case that after these 

homesteaders arrived in Cebolla Canyon, they realized they did not have to use dugouts as 

intensively as they had in their previous locations. Rather than constructing their habitation 

dwellings as dugout features, we see these features more present on the external landscape. An 

exception to this is Feature 15 at the Sue Savage site that is posited to be a small cabin. This 

feature is probably remnant of architecture types that are present in the Midwest and the South.  

 Another indicator of ethnic or related cultural background may be the observed 

integration of Anglo-American communities into the American capitalist system. I suggested in 

the methods section that the Rowes and Savages procured their timber from Grants rather than 

harvesting the material themselves. Logging endeavors were established just years later in 

Cebolla Canyon, and are by this point rooted in capitalist ideals (Towner and Kessler 2016). This 

example serves to show that while these communities were very rural, they were very much tied 

into a larger economy. 

 The Pino and Armijo homesteads exhibit characteristics of Hispanic traditions. The Pino 

homestead, one of the earliest recorded homesteads in the area, is the most architecturally unique 

of the homesteads in area. The primary construction materials are adobe and adobe brick. This 

structure is similar in construction to many of those present in Cubero at the time (Burghardt 

2014). Pino also used local building materials (both raw materials and materials from pre-

Hispanic structures). Similar behavior is seen at the Armijo homestead in the use of local 

materials (Adams 1998). Archaeologically, I infer that the Armijo’s harvested building materials 

from around the site due to the proximity of all tree species. The documents corroborate that 



	
	

80 

timbers were harvested locally by Armijo and a worker. Other structural commonalities are the 

presence of corner chimneys and linear or clustered room blocks. The corner chimney is 

primarily seen in Hispanic homesteads across the west (Carrillo 2007), although some Native 

communities used it as well (e.g., Smith et al. 1966; Towner and Dean 1992). While the Pino 

homestead chimney is a quintessential example of a Hispanic adobe construction, the Armijo 

corner chimney is updated to reflect the change in building materials. The reason for this change 

can be attributed to its later construction and that Lorenzo Armijo is, at least, the second 

generation of homesteaders in Cebolla Canyon; Diego Armijo, his father, homesteaded here 

before him. By Lorenzo’s time, and it is verified in his homestead dossier, there is much more 

interaction between Hispanics and Anglo-Americans. Both homesteads are also built in a linear 

or cluster formation which is also characteristic of Hispanic homesteads; this contrasts with the 

common one-room structures associated with Anglo-American structures (Carrillo 2007). Each 

of these structures (Feature B at the Pino homestead and Features 2, 3, and 4 at the Armijo 

homestead) has a main room that served as a foundation for building on or around other rooms.  

 In addition to learning about interactions between ethnic groups, documentary evidence 

can also provide insight to certain ethnic practices that endure across space. Of important note in 

this research is the probable identification of genizaros in the documentary record of Pablo Pino. 

Although there is a paucity of genealogy information for Pino, I was able to observe how his 

household changed over time. Individuals and families in early Spanish-American settlements in 

New Mexico adopted or forced local natives into servant positions (Brooks 2002), and the ever 

changing composition and roles of individuals in Pino’s household indicates that he likely had 

genizaros under his roof. The archaeological record, and specifically architecture, remained 

generally the same for this homestead. It might be difficult to see in the material record that his 
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household expanded from four to fourteen at its maximum; this is information that we might 

only be able to see with documents. Similar to the building traditions that are generally 

maintained in the move from a Spanish-American town, the practice of having genizaros in 

households is continued as well. Hispanic ethnicity may be the best preserved in this early 

homestead. 

Research Question 2: If ethnicity can be identified, what types of data are best for ethnicity 

identifications? 

 As addressed in the previous research question, the archaeological record contains 

information that sheds light on the physical manifestations of ethnicity. I also address the ways in 

which the documentary record and oral histories enrich the understanding of the material record. 

While it may be easy to take what is written and apply it directly to the archaeological record, it 

is of utmost importance to lend a critical eye to the authenticity and credibility of the documents, 

and in this case oral histories. Wood (1990) distinguishes between the authenticity and credibility 

in the historical record. Authenticity is defined in respect to the document itself as a material 

remnant. An example of a document that is not authentic is a forgery, for example. Credibility is 

defined as the information that is imbedded in the words of a document. For example, in this 

research, I might ask what makes each of the witnesses that testifies for a homesteader’s 

improvements credible. In other words, documents provide two types of information: what they 

represent as artifacts themselves and what they say. 

 In this research, copies of documentation are judged to be authentic because they are 

official governmental documents. With this assumption though, I do not assume that what is said 

in the documents is necessarily credible. With this in mind, I note the nearly identical testimonies 

that are given in Sue Savage’s homestead dossier. This is not to say that what is testified in her 
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dossier is credible, but rather, inquiry might be made into why the testimonies are identical. 

Similarly, with respect to Pablo Pino’s dossier, I judge the documents to be authentic but do not 

assume they are credible. It is very possible they are credible, but because his homestead case is 

re-examined at a later date, and from memory, he recalls dates of settlement. Temporal proximity 

to an event is important in the consideration of historical sources (Wood 1990). The Pino 

homestead presents a case in which tree-ring dates indicate construction or repair activity later 

than the settlement, but due to the degradation of the site it is difficult to say with certainty that 

settlement did not occur at the earlier date than Pino describes. Other documentary evidence in 

the form of census records indicates that Pino and household were in the Cubero vicinity 

between the said date of settlement and the tree-ring dates. In any case, in the study of these 

homesteads, both archaeology and historical documents (including oral histories) provide various 

indicators of ethnicity. 

Research Question 3: Is there a temporal difference between tree-ring and historical data 

regarding site settlement, occupation, and use with respect to timing and duration? If so, is it 

attributable to ethnicity? 

 Tree-ring dates used in this research generally fall in the expected time frame supported 

by the documentary evidence. An exception to this is Pino’s homestead. Tree-ring dates 

generally align with site use and occupation when regarding not only the homestead patent, but 

in combination with the rest of his homestead dossier the dates are as supportive. Finer scale site 

interpretations are possible with larger tree-ring collections, but the older and exposed nature of 

the Pino homestead, and sites like it, make it less amenable for tree-ring dating. The study of the 

nature of tree-ring dates with respect to historical documents and oral histories could certainly 
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benefit from a much greater sample depth at those sites and tree-ring dates with available 

material. 
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Future Research 

 As I have demonstrated here, there is potential for identifying ethnicity in the 

archaeological record of Cebolla Canyon. I have analyzed only four historical sites in this 

research, and each site contains indicators of ethnicity and also relationships between ethnic 

groups. Understanding of inter- and intra- ethnic dynamics in this community can benefit from 

collections of tree-ring dates at homesteads where wood resources are still preserved, and also 

parcels where patents were issued and homestead documents exist (Figure 5.1). It is interesting 

to note that in Chapter 4 the largest number and most detailed oral histories are those that detail 

the Anglo-American experience in Cebolla Canyon. Understanding of Hispanic and genizaro 

experiences in this area can certainly benefit from collecting oral histories from descendants 

today. St. Johns, a small town about 85 miles south-southwest of the project area of this study, 

has a population of descendants of homesteaders who contemporaneously lived in this region 

from the 1880-1930s. This was discovered during a project Statistical Research, Inc. conducted 

in the Fence Lake Area. Team members, through discussion with local café owners, discovered 

that the owners were descendants of the Chavez homestead site that was being excavated as part 

of the project (O’Mack 2005). With this information, it is likely that Hispanic or genizaro 

descendants of Cebolla Canyon homesteaders live in the region today. It would be important to 

locate and document their stories as well.  
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University of Arizona 
Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research: Archaeological Research 

Explanation of Symbols 
(http://www.ltrr.arizona.edu/archaeology/explsymbols.pdf) 

 
The symbols used with the inside date are: 
 
 year – no pith ring present 
 p – pith ring present 
 fp – the curvature of the inside ring indicates that it is far from the pith 
 ±p – pith ring present, but due to the difficult nature of the ring series near the  

  center of the specimen, an exact date cannot be assigned to it. The date is  
  obtained by counting back from the earliest dated ring. 

 ± – the innermost ring is not the pith ring and an absolute date cannot be  
  assigned to it. A ring count is involved. 

 
The symbols used with the outside date are: 
 
 B – bark present 
 G – beetle galleries are present on the surface of the specimen 
 L – a characteristic surface patination and smoothness, which develops on  

  beams stripped of bark, is present 
 c – the outermost ring is continuous around the full circumference of the  

  specimen. This symbol is used only if a full section is present 
 r – less than a full section is present, but the outermost ring is continuous  

  around available circumference 
 v – a subjective judgement that, although there is no direct evidence of the  

  true outside on the specimen, the date is within a very few years of being a 
  cutting date. 

 vv – there is no way of estimating how far the last ring is from the true outside 
 + – one or more rings may be missing near the end of the ring series whose  

  presence or absence cannot be determined because the specimen does not  
  extend far enough to provide an adequate check 

 ++ – a ring count is necessary due to the fact that beyond a certain point the  
  specimen could not be dated 

 
The symbols, B, G, L, c, and r indicate cutting dates in order of decreasing confidence, unless a + 
or ++ is also present. 
 
The symbols L, G, and B may be used in any combination with each other or with the other 
symbols except v and vv. The r and c symbols are mutually exclusive, but may be used with L, 
G, B, +, and ++. The v and vv are also mutually exclusive and may be used with the + and ++. 
The + and ++ are mutually exclusive but may be used in combination with all the other symbols. 
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TREE-RING DATES FROM ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE LA 102084, 

THE OLEN ROWE HOMESTEAD SITE 
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Tree-ring dates for LA 102084, the Olen Rowe homestead site 
(see Appendix A for the Key to Dendroarchaeological Symbols). 

	
FIELD # FEATURE SP PROVENIENCE OUTSIDE 

DATE 
RF1-E8 1 PNN E. Wall; 8 from ground; roof support No date 
RF1-RC1  PNN Roof chinking 1931++vv 
RF1-RC2  PNN Roof chinking No date 
RF1-C1  PNN Perch element; 1 from ground 1940v 
RF1-C2  PNN Perch element; 2 from ground 1936v 
RF1-C3  PNN Perch element; 3 from ground No date 
RF1-S3  PNN S. wall; 3 from ground 1940v 
RF1-S7  PNN S. wall; 7 from ground 1939v 
RF1-S9  PNN S. wall; chinking; 9 from ground 1938++vv 
RF1-S5  PNN S. wall; 5 from ground No date 
RF1-E4 (s)  PNN E. wall; S. end of beam; 4 from ground 1940v 
RF1-E4 (n)  PNN E. wall; N. end of beam; 4 from ground No date 
RF1-E7  PNN E. wall; 7 from ground 1940v 
RF1-N1  PNN N. wall; 1 from ground 1940v 
RF1-N2  PNN N. wall; 2 from ground 1940v 
RF1-N3  PNN N. wall; 3 from ground 1940 v 
RF1-N4  PNN N. wall; 4 from ground 1896++vv 
RF1-N5  PNN N. wall; 5 from ground 1940v 
RF1-N6  PNN N. wall; 6 from ground No date 
RF1-N7  PNN N. wall; 7 from ground 1940v 
RF1-W6-13  PNN W. wall; 6 from ground No date 
RF1-W7-14  PNN W. wall; 7 from ground No date 
RF1-W5-15  PNN W. wall; 5 from ground 1854vv 
RF1-S10-16  PNN S. wall; 10 from ground; roof primary 1932++vv 
RF1-S4-17  ----- S. wall; 4 from ground; roof primary ----- 
RF2-E1 2 PNN E. wall; roof support 1938v 
RF2-E3  PNN E. wall; 3 from ground No date 
RF2-E5  PNN E. wall; 5 from ground 1939v 
RF2-N5-4  PP N. wall; 5 from ground No date 
RF2-N6-5  PP N. wall; 6 from ground 1933++vv 
RF2-W4-6  PP W. wall; 4 from ground 1936++vv 
RF2-W5-7  PP W. wall; 5 from ground No date 
RF2-S6-8  PNN S. wall; 6 from ground 1938v 
RF2-S4-9  PNN S. wall; 4 from ground No date 
RF2-S8-10  PNN S. wall; 8 from ground No date 
RF2-E4-11  PNN E. wall; 4 from ground 1923++vv 
RF2-E9-12  ----- E. wall; 9 from ground ----- 
RF3-S-1 3 ----- S. wall roof support ----- 
RF3-N1-2  PP N. wall vertical wall element 1940v 
RF5-1 5 PNN E. Wall 1910+vv 
RF5-2  PNN Roof; 2 from east No date 
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RF5-3  PP  1938v 
RF5-4  PNN Door jamb No date 
RF5-5  PP  No date 
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APPENDIX C: 
TREE-RING DATES FROM ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE LA 74544, 

THE SUE SAVAGE HOMESTEAD SITE 
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Tree-ring dates for LA 74544, the Sue Savage homestead site 
(see Appendix A for the Key to Dendroarchaeological Symbols).	

 
TRL # LOCUS FEATURE SP PROVENIENCE OUTSIDE DATE 
CEB-380 1 1 PP Horizontal wall element 2 1933vv 
CEB-381  1 PP Horizontal wall element 4 1934+vv 
CEB-382  1 PP Horizontal wall element 6 1934B comp 
CEB-383  1 PP Horizontal wall element 1 1934B comp 
CEB-384  1 PP Horizontal wall element 2 1934+B inc 
CEB-385  1 PP Horizontal roof support No date 
CEB-386  1 DF Vert roosting support 1936vv 
CEB-387  1 PP Horizontal wall element 3 1934B comp 
CEB-388  1 PP Horizontal wall element 4 1933+B comp 
CEB-389  1 PP Horizontal wall element 5 No date 
CEB-390  1 PP Horizontal wall element 2 1934B comp 
CEB-391  1 PP Room 3 upright No date 
CEB-376  23 PNN Horizontal element 1911++vv 
CEB-377  23 JUN Vertical gate post No date 
CEB-378  23 JUN Vertical post No date 
CEB-379  23 PNN Horizontal element 1928+B 
CEB-393  27 PP Peeled tree No date 
CEB-196 2 4 PP Loose log No date 
CEB-197  4 PP Loose log 1907++vv 
CEB-198  4 PP Loose log 1933vv 
CEB-199  4 PP Loose log No date 
CEB-200  4 PP Loose log 1823++vv 
CEB-201  4 PP Loose log 1936vv 
CEB-202  6 PNN Upright post 1933vv 
CEB-203  6 JUN Upright post  No date 
CEB-204  6 JUN Upright post 1933+vv 
CEB-205  6 JUN Upright post 1939v comp 
CEB-206  6 JUN Upright post No date 
CEB-207  6 PNN Upright post 1932vv 
CEB-208  6 PNN Horizontal wall element 1916++vv 
CEB-209  7 PP Horizontal wall element 1910+vv 
CEB-210  7 PP Horizontal wall element 1931vv 
CEB-211  7 PP Horizontal wall element 1932vv 
CEB-212  7 PP Wall support No date 
CEB-213  7 PP Wall support same as CEB-212 
CEB-214  7 PP Horizontal wall element 1933vv 
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CEB-215  7 PP Horizontal wall element 1934++vv 
CEB-216  7 PP Horizontal wall element No date 
CEB-217  7 PP Horizontal wall element 1934+vv 
CEB-218  7 PP Roof primary No date 
CEB-219  8 PP Roof support 1937v comp 
CEB-220  8 PP Roof support, door jamb 1937v comp 
CEB-221  8 PP Roof support, door jamb 1937B comp 
CEB-222  8 PP Roof support 1937B comp 
CEB-223  8 PP Roof support 1937B comp 
CEB-224  8 PP Roof support 1937B comp 
CEB-225  8 PP Roof support 1937B comp 
CEB-226  8 PP Roof auxiliary 1937B comp 
CEB-227  8 PP Roof auxiliary 1937B comp 
CEB-228  8 PP Roof support 1937B comp 
CEB-229  8 PP Roof support 1937B comp 
CEB-230  8 PP Roof support 1937B comp 
CEB-231  8 PP Roof support 1937B comp 
CEB-232  8 JUN Roof tertiary 1937B comp 
CEB-233  8 JUN Vertical wall element 1937B comp 
CEB-234  8 PP Door jamb 1936vv 
CEB-235  8 JUN Upright post No date 
CEB-236  8 PP Horizontal wall element 1937vv 
CEB-237  8 PNN Upright post 1938vv 
CEB-238  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 

element 
1937vv 

CEB-239  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 
element 

1937v comp 

CEB-240  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 
element 

1937vv 

CEB-241  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 
element 

1937vv 

CEB-242  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 
element 

1932vv 

CEB-243  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 
element 

1937vv 

CEB-244  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 
element 

1937vv 

CEB-245  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 
element 

1937v comp 
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CEB-246  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 
element 

1937v comp 

CEB-247  9 PP Rm 1gate door jamb 1937vv 
CEB-248  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 

element 
1937vv 

CEB-249  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 
element 

1937vv 

CEB-250  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-251  9 PP Rm 1 horizontal wall 
element 

1937vv 

CEB-252  9 PP Rm 1roof primary 1931+vv 
CEB-253  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 

element 
1933vv 

CEB-254  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-255  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-256  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-257  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1933vv 

CEB-258  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1931vv 

CEB-259  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-260  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-261  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1935vv 

CEB-262  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-263  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-264  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-265  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-266  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936B inc 
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CEB-267  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1935vv 

CEB-268  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-269  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1935vv 

CEB-270  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-271  9 PP Rm 2 horizontal wall 
element 

1936vv 

CEB-272  9 PP Rm 2 roof primary 1936v comp 
CEB-273  12 PNN Horizontal wall element 1929++vv 
CEB-274  12 PP Horizontal wall element No date 
CEB-275  12 PNN Horizontal wall element 1935v comp 
CEB-276  12 PNN Horizontal wall element 1929vv 
CEB-277  12 PNN Horizontal wall element 1933vv 
CEB-278  12 PP Horizontal wall element No date 
CEB-279  12 PP Horizontal wall element 1934+vv 
CEB-280  12 PNN Horizontal wall element 1933vv 
CEB-281  12 PNN Horizontal wall element 1931 vv 
CEB-282  12 PNN Roof secondary 1909++vv 
CEB-283  12 PNN Upright post (door jamb?) 1934+v comp 
CEB-284  12 PNN Roof primary (?) 1933vv 
CEB-285  12 PNN Roof secondary 1933vv 
CEB-286  12 PNN Roof secondary 1933vv 
CEB-287  12 PNN Roof secondary (?) 1908++vv 
CEB-288 3 14 PNN Upright post 1935v 
CEB-289  14 PNN Upright post 1934+G 
CEB-290  14 JUN Upright post 1938vv 
CEB-291  14 PNN Upright post 1932vv 
CEB-292  14 PP Upright post 1940r comp 
CEB-293  15 PP   1928++vv 
CEB-294  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939vv 
CEB-295  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939B comp 
CEB-296  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939v comp 
CEB-297  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939v comp 
CEB-298  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1938+B comp 
CEB-299  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939vv 
CEB-300  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1940B inc 
CEB-301  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939vv 
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CEB-302  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1936vv 
CEB-303  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939B comp 
CEB-304  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939B comp 
CEB-305  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1937vv 
CEB-306  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939B comp 
CEB-307  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939vv 
CEB-308  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939v 
CEB-309  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939vv 
CEB-310  15 PP Horizontal wall element 1939B inc 
CEB-311  15 PP Window jamb 1939vv 
CEB-312  15 PP Roof primary (?) 1940G inc 
CEB-313  16 PP Horizontal wall element No date 
CEB-314  16 PP Horizontal wall element 1939v 
CEB-315  16 PP Loose log No date 
CEB-316  16 PNN Roof secondary No date  
CEB-317  16 PNN Roof secondary 1925++vv 
CEB-318  16 PP Horizontal wall element 1937vv 
CEB-319  16 JUN Upright post No date 
CEB-320  16 JUN Upright post No date 
CEB-321  16 PNN Horizontal wall element 1937vv 
CEB-322  16 QUE Upright post 1928vv 
CEB-323  16 PNN Horizontal wall element 1939v 
CEB-324  16 LOST Loose log ----- 
CEB-325  16 JUN Horizontal wall element No date 
CEB-326  16 PNN Roof secondary 1933v  
CEB-327  17 PP Vertical wall element 1934++vv 
CEB-328  17 PP Vertical wall element 1937vv 
CEB-329  17 PP Vertical wall element 1932vv 
CEB-330  17 PP Vertical wall element 1936vv 
CEB-331  17 PP Vertical wall element 1936vv 
CEB-332  17 PP Vertical wall element 1938v inc 
CEB-333  17 PP Vertical wall element 1939B comp 
CEB-334  17 PP Vertical wall element 1937vv 
CEB-335  17 PP Vertical wall element 1936vv 
CEB-336  17 PP Vertical wall element 1938vv 
CEB-337  17 PP Vertical wall element 1938v comp 
CEB-338  17 PP Vertical wall element 1931vv 
CEB-339  17 PP Vertical wall element 1933vv 
CEB-340  17 PP Vertical wall element 1929vv 
CEB-341  17 PP Vertical wall element 1930vv 
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CEB-342  17 JUN Corner support post No date 
CEB-343  17 JUN Corner support post No date 
CEB-344  18 PNN Loose log 1938vv 
CEB-345  18 PP Loose log 1938vv 
CEB-346  18 PP Loose log 1928vv 
CEB-347  19 PP Horizontal wall element 1937vv 
CEB-348  19 PP Horizontal wall element 1936vv 
CEB-349  19 PP Horizontal wall element 1934++vv 
CEB-350  19 PP Horizontal wall element No date 
CEB-351  19 PP Horizontal wall element 1938vv 
CEB-352  19 PP Horizontal wall element 1939B comp 
CEB-353  19 PP Horizontal wall element 1939B comp 
CEB-354  19 JUN Horizontal wall element No date 
CEB-355  19 PP Horizontal wall element 1939vv 
CEB-356  19 PP Horizontal wall element 1937vv 
CEB-357  19 PP Horizontal wall element 1939vv 
CEB-358  19 PP Horizontal wall element 1937vv 
CEB-359  19 PP Horizontal wall element 1936vv 
CEB-360  19 PNN Horizontal wall element 1931vv 
CEB-361  19 PP Horizontal wall element 1936vv 
CEB-362  19 PP Chinking 1937r comp 
CEB-363  20 JUN Upright post No date 
CEB-364  20 JUN Upright post No date 
CEB-365  20 PNN Upright post 1929vv 
CEB-366  20 JUN Upright post No date 
CEB-367  20 PP Horizontal wall element 1939v 
CEB-368  20 PP Horizontal wall element 1937vv 
CEB-369  20 PP Horizontal wall element 1937vv 
CEB-370  20 PP Horizontal wall element 1939vv 
CEB-371  20 PP Horizontal wall element 1936vv 
CEB-372  20 PP Horizontal wall element 1925++vv 
CEB-373  20 PP Horizontal wall element 1938vv 
CEB-374  20 PP Horizontal wall element 1937vv 
CEB-375  20 PP Horizontal wall element 1938vv 
CEB-392 NA x PP Ax-cut stump No date 
	
	 	



	
	

98 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

APPENDIX D: 
TREE-RING DATES FROM ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE LA 11680, 

THE PABLO PINO HOMESTEAD SITE 
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Tree-ring dates for LA 11680, the Pablo Pino homestead site 
(see Appendix A for the Key to Dendroarchaeological Symbols).	

 

TRL # SP PROVENIENCE INSIDE DATE OUTSIDE DATE 
CEB-897 PP Rm 2 roof primary 1845 +/- 1911+G inc 
CEB-898 PP Rm 2 roof primary 1810 +/- 1931+vv 
CEB-899 PP Corral No date No date 
CEB-900 PP Rm 4 door jamb No date No date 
CEB-901 PP Rm 4 door jamb No date No date 
CEB-902 PP Rm 4 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-903 PP Rm 4 roof primary 1865 1887vv comp 
CEB-904 PP Rm 4 roof primary 1814 1928++vv inc 
CEB-905 PP Rm 4 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-906 PP Rm 4 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-907 PP Rm 4 roof primary 1852 1887vv comp 
CEB-908 PP Rm 4 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-909 PP Rm 4 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-910 PP Rm 4 roof primary 1855 1888vv comp 
CEB-911 PP Rm 4 jacal post No date No date 
CEB-912 PP Rm 4 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-913 PP Rm 5 roof primary 1848 1882vv inc 
CEB-914 PP Rm 5 roof primary No date No date 
CEB-915 PP Rm 5 roof primary No date No date 
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APPENDIX E: 
TREE-RING DATES FROM ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE LA 102086, 

THE LORENZO ARMIJO HOMESTEAD SITE 
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Tree-ring dates for LA 102086, the Lorenzo Armijo homestead site 
(see Appendix A for the Key to Dendroarchaeological Symbols). 

	
TRL # FEATURE SP PROVENIENCE OUTSIDE DATE 
CEB-1037 1 PP Roof; possible main support No date 
CEB-1038 1 PP E. wall; 4 from ground 1932v 
CEB-1039 1 PP S. Wall; 3 from ground No date 
CEB-1040 2 PP E. wall; 2 from ground 1933 LB comp 
CEB-1041 2 PP E. wall; 5 from ground 1954v 
CEB-1042 2 PP N. wall; possible chinking 1909+v 
CEB-1043 2 PP N. wall; 6 from ground 1938v 
CEB-1044 2 PP N. wall; 1 from ground 1931v 
CEB-1045 4 JUN N. wall; vertical wall element No date 
CEB-1046 4 JUN Center wall; vertical wall element 1934+v 
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