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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Dan Canyon burial was discovered 
at a time when the philosophy, ethics, and 
legislation concerning the study of human 
remains are in a state of flux. A number of 
important sensitive issues germane to man­
agers, archeologists, and American Indians 
are discussed in the introduction. The subse­
quent analysis provides a detailed scientific 
account of these remains and a glimpse of a 
segment of a people's past lifeway while 
remaining sensitive to the wishes of the 
American Indians. 

The burial and associated grave goods 
of site 42SA21339 were exposed by wave 
action in a location frequented by boaters at 
the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 
The Park Superintendent made the decision 
that the burial should be removed immedi­
ately to prevent further damage by visitors 
and lake water. The Park Archeologist and 
other park personnel documented and mapped 
the site. Subsequently, two Native American 
groups were consulted concerning the dispo­
sition of the burial materials, the Navajo and 
the Hopi. The Navajos' response allowed up 
to a year for analysis, while the Hopi re­
quested that analysis be limited to five months. 

In analysis, several issues were ad­
dressed using a variety of data, including 
paleopathological, chronological, technologi­
cal, social, and economic information. At the 
request of the Hopi, the methods used for 
recovery of data emphasized non-destructive 
and non-intrusive procedures. 

The site is near Moqui Canyon, on the 
Colorado River arm of Lake Powell, on the 
west slope of the Red Rock Plateau, near the 
maximum range of both the Kayenta and the 
Mesa Verde Anasazi. 

Consisting only of two features, the 
site includes the grave of a child with burial 
goods and a remnant of a small granary, with 
no other cultural materials. Burial goods 
include a variety of perishable and nonper-
ishable goods, including an anomalous ce­
ramic canteen in the style of Tusayan Black-
on-red, but decorated with a white mineral 
paint. Compared with burial goods included 
with other Anasazi of the same age group, 
these goods are commensurate with those 
expected for an individual of average eco­
nomic and social status. Artifacts indicate 
this burial is late PHI, Horsefly Hollow Phase 
in the period A.D. 1210 to 1260, the final 
Anasazi occupation of this area (Lipe 1970). 

The human remains and associated 
food remains indicate that this average, healthy 
child experienced periodic nutritional stress, 
probably due to an inadequate and homoge­
neous diet. The coprolites recovered from 
the burial are uniquely homogeneous, the 
macrobotanical portion consisting only of 
highly processed grass seed, probably all rice 
grass {Oryzopsis). Pollen extraction yielded 
mostly grass pollen (Poaceae). The remain­
ing pollen suggested that Mormon tea {Ephe­
dra) had been ingested, possibly medicinally, 
and that death occurred in winter or early 
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spring. Developmental and other skeletal 
characteristics indicate this individual was 
approximately 3.5 years old at death and was 
in good health. Regularly spaced Harris lines 
indicate some form of periodic stress. 

Investigations in nearby areas indi­
cate that this was a period of environmental 
degradation and that Anasazi populations 
may have experienced nutritional stress or 
other consequential forms of physiological 
stress. Studies of both prehistoric popula­
tions and living populations suggest that a 
number of methods were employed to sup­
port individuals through periods of stress, 
and to promote the well-being of the group. 
This burial has provided much unique and 
important information regarding the economic 
and dietary systems, and the general health 
of an individual. 

Reburial was conducted on March 6 
and 7,1991, near Page, Arizona, by represen­
tatives of the Hopi, Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area, and the Midwest Archeol-
ogical Center (MWAC). Research results 
were presented to the Hopi representatives 
on the evening of March 6, along with two 
copies of the draft report for review. This 
meeting allowed candid discussion regarding 
philosophies, research goals, laws, jurisdiction, 
and finances. The remains were reburied 
near their point of origin on March 7. 

The original field work was performed 
by Chris Kincaid and Maria Knickrehm of the 

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, under 
very difficult conditions. Analysis of the cul­
tural materials was conducted by Steve Domin-
guez, MWAC, who also coordinated all the 
analyses. Karl Reinhard and Kari Sandness 
of the University of Nebraska atLincolnwere 
contracted to analyze the human remains and 
the pollen and macrobotanical remains. 
Dennis Danielson of MWAC analyzed the 
phytoliths. Cherie Edwards of UNL sorted 
material collected from screening and identi­
fied macrobotanical remains. Linda Scott-
Cummings of PaleoResearch Laboratories in 
Denver identified the wood. Mo Ghazi of 
UNL identified the material of the pendant. 
Bret Radcliff of UNL examined the insect re­
mains. Rob Bozell of the Nebraska State 
Historical Society identified the faunal mate­
rials. 

In addition to the specialists mentioned 
above, we would especially like to thank Robert 
Hannay and Amy Smith, who promptly re­
ported the burial to Park authorities. We 
would also like to thank the Hopi Tribe, who 
kindly allowed this research, especially Leigh 
Jenkins, Chairman of the Division of Cultural 
Affairs of the Hopi, and Dalton Taylor of 
Shungopovi; Ranger Steve Luckeson for ef­
forts in recording and protecting the site; Phil 
Geib of the University of Northern Arizona 
for his extremely helpful observations on the 
artifacts; John Lancaster and John Ridenour 
of Glen Canyon National Recreation Area; 
and Adrienne Anderson, Rocky Mountain 
Regional Archeologist, for help in the finan­
cial and bureaucratic issues. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Dan Canyon burial that is de­
scribed in this report was an unexpected and 
inadvertent discovery. From the perspective 
of archeologists, its discovery occurred at a 
time when the philosophy, ethics, and legisla­
tion concerning scientific excavation and study 
of human remains are in a state of flux (Cala-
brese 1990; Goldstein and Kintigh 1990). 
This unanticipated discovery placed the re­
source management staff at the Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area and the National 
Park Service's regional office staff in a situ­
ation which perhaps could have been gener­
ally anticipated, but for which there were no 
established procedural guidelines to direct 
the Service's specific course of action. This 
created a series of problems. 

The burial, that of a child, was discov­
ered on June 17, 1990, by a group of park 
visitors who reported the remains exposed 
near the shore of Lake Powell to Park Ranger 
(Law Enforcement) Steve Luckeson at the 
Halls Crossing Ranger Station. Ranger Luck­
eson happened at that time to be with Lieu­
tenant Rudy Cook, the San Juan County 
Sheriff, who also serves as the county medical 
examiner. Lieutenant Cook's presence was 
fortuitous, for without it, valuable time would 
have been lost in notifying appropriate local 
law enforcement and other officials. When 
human remains are discovered, Utah state 
law requires the involvement of the local 
coroner or medical examiner until such time 
as the discovered remains are determined to 
be prehistoric in age. Those officers have the 
authority to order the remains exhumed until 
such a determination can be made, with or 

without involvement of archeologists or Na­
tive American groups. 

A visit to the burial location by park 
rangers and Lieutenant Cook led by the indi­
viduals who made the discovery resulted in 
the collection of remains exposed on the sur­
face and an attempt to protect the intact 
portion of the burial from further disturbance 
or deterioration. Based on the observations 
of the medical examiner and Ranger Luck­
eson, it was concluded that the burial was 
indeed prehistoric and the park's Division of 
Resource Management was so notified on 
June 18. Chris Kincaid, the Park Archeolo-
gist, arrived at the location late in the after­
noon of June 18 and, accompanied by Maria 
Knickrehm and Ranger Luckeson, began 
documentation and mapping of the site. The 
remainder of the burial was removed on the 
morning of June 19, 1990. 

The Superintendent of Glen Canyon, 
John Lancaster, determined that the burial 
should be removed immediately to prevent 
desecration by visitors who knew its location, 
as well as to prevent further damage by the 
water of Lake Powell. At that time it was the 
policy of the National Park Service, upon 
discovery of human remains thought to be 
prehistoric, to consult with the Native Ameri­
can tribe or political entity thought to be most 
closely affiliated with the discovered remains, 
and to initiate discussions to determine the 
appropriate disposition of such remains 
(National Park Service Cultural Resource 
Management Guidelines, NPS 28,1985 Chap­
ter 7, page 8). While the directive of the 
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policy is to initiate consultation, the decision 
as to what is to be done with the remains is left 
to Service managers. 

Had the 1990 Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPR A) 
(P.L. 101-601; November 16, 1990) been in 
effect at the time of discovery, consultation 
with Native Americans would have been 
required before removal of the burial (Sec­
tion 3(C)(2)). A superintendent now does 
not have authority to remove a burial without 
consultation taking place beforehand. If 
through consultation it is determined that 
removal is not to be permitted, or that imme­
diate reburial of the remains is required, 
there may be no need for the involvement of 
professional archeologists. Under such cir­
cumstances, the county sheriff, medical ex­
aminer or coroner, park officials, and tribal 
elders, shamans, or other tribal representa­
tives can simply remove, transport, and re-
bury prehistoric Native American human re­
mains and associated grave inclusions. Arche­
ologists need only be involved with burial 
remains if analysis is to be conducted and if 
there is something to be learned both biologi­
cally and culturally from study of those re­
mains (Calabrese 1990). 

Burial materials were removed to the 
Wahweap District Ranger's office for initial 
documentation. Consultation was initiated 
with the Navajo and Hopi tribes on July 6th. 
The decision as to which tribes should be 
contacted was based on the geographical 
proximity of the Navajo reservation and the 
theoretical assumption, based on archeologi-
cal evidence and the cultural ties between 
prehistoric Anasazi and modern Pueblo 

peoples. The decision to consult with the 
Hopi rather than any other contemporary 
Pueblo group was based on their close prox­
imity to the find. 

In most instances when burial remains 
are found, it is impossible to determine cul­
tural affiliation with living Native American 
groups. Determining just which tribe has 
jurisdiction is of considerable concern, how­
ever. According to the NAGPRA, ownership 
of the remains would rest with the tribe which 
has the closest cultural affiliation (Section 
3(a)(2)), in this case the Hopi. If cultural 
affiliation with any group cannot be reasona­
bly ascertained and if the land is recognized 
by a final judgment of the Indian Claims 
Commission or the United States Court of 
Claims as the aboriginal land of a specific 
Indian tribe, the remains would be judged to 
belong to that tribe (Section 3(a)(2)(C)(l), in 
this case the Navajo. 

In the case of the Dan Canyon burial 
the response of the Navajo to the initial con­
sultation was that analysis would be permis­
sible prior to reburial, while the initial Hopi 
response was that immediate reburial was 
preferred. Since the presence of ceramics 
suggested Anasazi ancestry, consultation 
continued with the Hopi. Had that vessel not 
been present, cultural affiliation could not 
have been determined. 

Simultaneously with consultation with 
the Navajo and Hopi Tribal Preservation 
Officers, a letter was initiated with the Bu­
reau of Reclamation seeking funding for 
analysis and curation of burial remains. While 
the management of Glen Canyon National 
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Recreation Area remains the responsibility 
of the National Park Service, the decisions 
concerning the level at which water is to be 
held in Lake Powell rests with the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Fluctuation of water held in 
man-made reservoirs often causes erosion 
and destruction of archeological resources. 
In this case, the exposure of the Dan Canyon 
burial was a direct result of fluctuation of the 
Lake Powell pool. 

Similar dual-bureau management situ­
ations exist at Curecanti National Recreation 
Area and at Jackson Lake in Grand Teton 
National Park. In both of these instances, the 
Bureau of Reclamation has taken responsi­
bility for wave-action erosion and has pro­
vided funding not only for emergency arche­
ology but also for long-range resource evalu­
ation and excavation projects. However, such 
support is not the case at Glen Canyon. Ini­
tial contacts with personnel at the National 
Park Service's Rocky Mountain Regional 
Office also indicated that Service funds were 
not available to assist with analysis of this 
burial. 

In the consultation process with the 
Hopi no firm date was set for the reburial and 
by early August the burial was still at Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area. During 
discussions with Chris Kincaid and a visit to 
the park in early August, Cal Calabrese learned 
of the burial and had an opportunity to exam­
ine the remains. It was immediately obvious 
that Kincaid's initial assessment of the scien­
tific importance of the burial was accurate. 
The good preservation of the remains, the 
variety of materials present, and the lack of 
comparable burials indicated that the arche­

ological information potential of the burial 
was outstanding. Efforts were therefore re­
newed to secure funding for at least limited 
documentation. 

After discussions with Regional Arche-
ologist Adrienne Anderson concerning the 
scientific importance of the burial, it was 
agreed that limited funds would be made 
available to the Midwest Archeological Cen­
ter to accomplish a study of the remains. 

We will no doubt be confronted again 
in the future with questions as to who is to 
fund analysis when it is required. The 
NAGPRA does not address the problems of 
inadvertent discovery, emergency recovery, 
or funding of analysis. There is no mandate in 
the law that directs agencies to evaluate the 
scientific significance of discovered human 
remains or to provide funding for required 
analysis or reports of findings. From the 
initial contacts with the regional office, there 
was no additional detailed guidance beyond 
that given in NPS-28, the Service's "Cultural 
Resources Management Guideline" (National 
Park Service 1985), to cover contingencies 
pertaining to procedures for consultation 
concerning the Dan Canyon burial and the 
options open to park management concern­
ing analysis and reporting of the find. (Such 
guidelines are, however, now being prepared 
consistent with the NAGPRA.) With funding 
assured, a joint project was developed be­
tween researchers from the Midwest Arche­
ological Center and the University of Ne­
braska. 

Park Archeologist Kincaid again initi­
ated discussions with Leigh Jenkins, the Hopi 
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Cultural Preservation Officer, indicating the 
Service's desire to study the remains and 
advising him of the availability of funding for 
such a project to be completed within a speci­
fied time frame. Hopi tribal representatives 
agreed to a limited study under certain condi­
tions, which were acceptable to the Service 
(see Appendix A). The burial materials were 
subsequently transported to Lincoln, Ne­
braska, and a project scope statement was 
prepared (Appendix B), which was later re­
viewed by the park, the regional office, and 
the Hopi. There were no objections to the 
proposed scope of analysis. The research 
proceeded and a preliminary report was pre­
pared in the specified time frame. The report 
that follows is the result of that research. 
Under other circumstances, such a detailed 
study might not be warranted; we leave it to 
the reader to judge. 

With completion of the analysis, a 
whole host of additional problems surfaced in 
which we had little or no experience or guid­
ance. In phone conversations between Kin-
caid and the Tribal Preservation Officer, it 
was determined that the remains should be 
escorted during the return to Glen Canyon, 
not merely shipped there. It was also agreed 
that the method of transport should be docu­
mented and that a presentation would be 
made to the tribal elders concerning the sig­
nificance of the analysis. Itwas further agreed 
that a suitable place, near the original loca­
tion of the burial, would be found for re-
burial. 

The remains were flown to Glen 
Canyon on March 4,1991, by Calabrese and 
Archeologist Steve Dominguez. The pros­

pect of transporting the burial by post or 
commercial shipper would have been repug­
nant to all parties concerned in the matter. 
Some difficulty was encountered in selecting 
a suitable location for reburial, as secluded 
locales in national recreation areas are not 
always easy to locate. It was necessary to 
select a location where the remains were not 
likely to suffer future disturbance and/or loss 
due to erosion or vandalism. These problems 
were overcome, however; the presentation to 
the tribal elders was made on March 6,1991, 
and the child was reburied in a suitable loca­
tion on the following day. 

Although study and reburial of this 
particular burial were completed to the satis­
faction of all parties involved, it should be 
emphasized that there is no mechanism in 
existing federal law that clearly establishes 
policy and procedure to be followed in un­
marked burial discovery situations, or fiscal 
responsibility for study and disposition of 
remains. In this instance, it is fortuitous that 
many individuals, including National Park 
Service managers and scientists as well as the 
Hopi Tribal Preservation Officer and elders, 
had an interest in historic preservation and 
worked together to resolve the administra­
tive details and cultural concerns. The analy­
sis and reburial were successfully accom­
plished. This report would not have hap­
pened without the intervention and coopera­
tion of all parties involved. In particular, the 
analysis would not have been possible with­
out an understanding of our objectives by the 
Hopi tribal elders. 

It is apparent from the burial evidence 
that a family from the distant past took great 
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