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Abstract

During the week of September 22 through 26, 1997, staff archaeologists from the Center for Archaeological
Research (CAR) of The Unviersity of Texas at San Antonio conducted a 100-percent-pedestrian survey and
limited shovel testing at Comanche Lookout Park in northeastern Bexar County, Texas (Figure 1). The
archaeological investigation was conducted at the request of the city of San Antonio Parks and Recreation
Department as part of an overall development plan for the 96-acre parcel (Figure 2). The purpose of the survey
was to identify archaeological sites visible on the surface as well as areas where sites are potentially buried.
CAR archaeologists revisited and recorded three artifact scatters initially documented in 1992 by members of
the Southern Texas Archaeological Association and other volunteers led by H. Ray Smith, an Archaeological
Steward with the Office of the State Archaeologist. As aresult of CAR’s survey, the three scatters were included
within the boundaries of what was determined to be a large quarry and lithic reduction site surrounding the hill,
with an open campsite area on top. In addition, CAR archaeologists discovered and recorded two smaller sites
near the base of the hill (Figure 2). A plan of avoidance is recommended for two of the three archaeological
sites; however, if the proposed construction plan can not be altered to accommodate both the needs of the city
and the recommendation of avoidance, then further testing is recommended.
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Introduction

The fourth highest point in Bexar County (USGS),
and the highest point in the northeastern part of the
county, is known as Comanche Hill or Comanche
Lookout. In August 1997, Parks Design and Services
Project Coordinator Paul B. Barwick, acting on behalf
of the city of San Antonio Parks and Recreation
Department, contracted with the Center for
Archaeological Research (CAR) of The University of
Texas at San Antonio to conduct an archaeological
site assessment via a pedestrian survey and limited
shovel testing of the 96-acre Comanche Lookout Park.
The city asked for the assessment as part of an overall
development plan for the park. Comanche Lookout
Park is located along Judson and Nacogdoches roads
in northeast Bexar County (Figure 1). Planned
development of the 96 acres of land as a new city park
included construction of paved parking areas, an
emergency access road, picnic and restroom facilities,

a pedestrian and bicycle trail system, a stone patio
within the foundation of the Coppock house, and
restoration of the Coppock stone tower (Figure 2).
CAR conducted the project from September 22-26,
1997, under Texas Antiquities Permit number 1876,
issued by the Texas Historical Commission. The
survey documented three archaeological sites, one of
which would be impacted by construction (Figure 2).

Project Area Description

Comanche Lookout lies at the southeastern edge of the
Edwards Plateau, in central Texas’s “Hill Country,” so
named for its rugged, stream-eroded topography. The
96-acre parcel is dominated by Comanche Hill (Figure
3) which reaches an elevation of 1,340 ft, and promi-
nently rises above the surrounding rolling terrain which
makes up the western edge of the Blackland Prairie.
The environmental zone can be classified as upland,
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Figure 1. Project area location.
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Figure 3. Photograph of Comanche Hill.

with two intermittent drainages. The annual average
rainfall is about 28 inches, with 245 growing-season
days per year (Taylor et al. 1991:118-121).

The hill is composed of Pecan Gap Chalk (Barnes
1993), overlain with Tarrant (Tb) soil. The latter is
normally present on broad ridge tops and the
surrounding slopes. Because of their location, Tarrant
soils are often shallow and subject to frequent erosion,
making the vegetational cover suitable for minimum
grazing. On the lower southern slope are soils of the
Brackett-Austin complex (BsC), a shallow to
moderately deep clay loam which makes good pasture
land. Austin silty clay (AuC), also good for pasturing
cattle, is present along both sides of the southern
intermittent drainage slopes and Trinity Frio (Tf) soils
cover the immediate slopes of the drainage. Trinity
Frio soils are commonly found along smaller drainages
and are best suited for grazing (Taylor et al. 1991:10,
12, 31, 33).

The nearest extant water is Cibolo Creek, although in
the immediate area of Comanche Hill it flows only
when flooded. The creek originates approximately
16 km west of Boerne, in Kendall County, from

springs flowing out of Edwards Limestone hills. A
few kilometers downstream the creek disappears from
the surface as it drops into the Glen Rose formation
and Edwards Underground Aquifier (Gerstle et al.
1978:31). The creek is subject to flash flooding during
locally heavy thunderstorms.

Lithic resources in the form of Edwards formation
chert were observed in abundance around the hill, and
are available in the cutbanks and bottom of Cibolo
Creek. These resources and the documentation of a
prehistoric quarry and lithic workshop (McGraw and
Valdez 1978) to the west suggest that raw materials
for making stone tools were readily available.

The predominant vegetation is live oak (Quercus
virginiana) and Texas cedar (Juniperus ashei)
(Simpson 1988:180, 301). The hilltop offers flat
spaces, providing room for camps, quick and easy
access to the resources of the creeks and uplands, some
shade, and protection from flash floods. In the creek
bottoms, tall trees shade the ground, leaving little light
for understory growth, while the lower slopes of the
hill are covered with small trees and a medium to
heavy brush cover.



Cultural Context

The importance of the wide variety of landform and
vegetation regions in the area, along with the presence
of permanent water, cannot be overemphasized in
considering the history of the area. The variety of
resources, including the plants and animals of differing
biotic zones and the lithic resources available within
a short distance, made this a rich region from the
viewpoint of its prehistoric inhabitants. Problems
associated with seasonal and climatic variations could
be ameliorated by simply moving a few miles—and
into a different biotic and/or vegetative zone.
Availability of water would seldom have been a
problem, for throughout the area were numerous
rivers, creeks, and springs (Brune 1975). The Balcones
Escarpment serves as a geographical division between
the Central Texas archaeological region to the north
and the South Texas region to the south (Black
1989a:39-41).

The area around Comanche Hill is an ecotone
incorporating an interface of diverse ecological
communities (Johnson 1967:73). These include
Juniper-Oak-Mesquite Savanna in the Edwards
Plateau region; Blackland Prairie in the northeast;
Oak-Hickory forest in the southern part; and Mesquite-
Chaparral Savanna in the west-central part of Bexar
County.

The geographic location of the project area provides
a dynamic setting for a greater diversity in riverine,
uplands, and xeric vegetation and fauna. Two eco-
logical settings dominate the project area landscape
within the ecotone: uplands arid creek zones. Descrip-
tions of the project area prior to 1900 reveal that the
uplands were once dominated by tall grasses, with
occasional stands of brush and mesquite (Inglis 1964).

Early descriptions (1675-1722) of plant life by
Spanish observers, who left a written record of the
area, suggest that mesquite and other thorny scrub
were present in scattered mottes, while the land to the
south was open grasslands with little or no brush
(Inglis 1964:Plate 1). Historic alterations to the
primary landscape include plowing, overgrazing,
stream rechannelization, controlled burning, and the
introduction of deep wells. These have undoubtedly
lowered water tables, and altered plant and animal

communities. Many springs feeding the streams
emanating from the Balcones Fault are now seasonally
dry (Brune 1981:75).

Cultural Chronology

Prehistoric

Several scholars have offered sound but differing
arguments for cultural chronologies for central Texas.
The most recent synthesis of the available chrono-
logical evidence of archaeological culture history in
central and south Texas is presented below and in
Table 1 (Black 1995; Collins 1995; Hester 1995). All
dates are approximate and given as years before
present (B.P.), i.e., before 1950.

Pre-Clovis

Although humans may have inhabited the local
landscape before 11,500 B.P., current evidence does
not support this. The argument that artifacts recovered
from Levi Rockshelter in Travis County are older than
Paleoindian (Alexander 1983:133-145) is not
supported by clustered radiocarbon dates or distinct
artifact and extinct fauna assemblages within well-
defined stratigraphy (Collins 1995:380-381).
Although human behavior is inferred on stone artifacts
from Friesenhahn Cave in Bexar County (Krieger
1964) and mammoth bones at the Waco Site in
McLennan County (Fox et al. 1992:51-73), these are
problematic for the same reasons given for Levi
Rockshelter. Additionally, several skulls of “pre-
sapiens ancestry” with “pronounced supra-orbital
torus, a marked postorbital constriction, and a low
sloping forehead” were found in Hitzfelder Cave in
northeast Bexar County (Givens 1968:219), But no
radiocarbon dates are available to substantiate their
surmised antiquity. The Middle Archaic points found
with the burials suggest the skeletons are more likely
5,000-6,000 years old (Givens 1968:219). As Collins
(1995:380-381) offers, eroded landforms are not likely
to yield solid stratigraphic proof of human occupation
earlier than late Pleistocene, and if we do find earlier
occupations on stable landforms, what comprises the
signature of a Pre-Clovis culture?



Table 1. Central and South Texas Chronologies

South Texas (Black 1995)

Years | Geologic |_Central Texas (Collins 1995) South Texas (Hester 1995)
B.P. Epoch Period Style Intervals Period Style Intervals Period Style Intervals
0 Historic Historic Historic
Late Protohistoric Protohistoric
L,me X Perdiz Late Toyah Horizon Toyah Phase
Prehistoric Early o . Late .
260-1.200 Scall Prehistoric Perdiz, Prehistoric Perdiz
1000 o E‘;“ ‘”;" 420-1,250 Edwards, 350 1150 | Austin Phase
Wares Scallorn ’ Edwards, Scallorn
Transitional {Matamoros, Frio, . X
Archaic Ensor qur.land, Eliis,
Dal Late Frio, Ensor,
ar
. M s
Late Ensor, Frio, Late DESml.lke, Archaic 2rcos
Holocene Fairland Archai Olmos bifaces, | j50.5350  10TuERs!
2000 airland, . 25(;'0 1;1‘;50 Montell, : ! Corner Tang
Marcos, e Marcos, Shumia Knives
Late Montell,
Archaic Castroville,
1,200 - 4,000 |Lange, Marshall,
Williams, Pedernales,
Pedernales Morhiss
3000 , . s
Kinney, Middle Dimmit tools, Middle Langtry,
. Carrizo, N
Bulverde Archaic Abasolo Archaic Lange,
2,350 - 4,450 ’ 2,350 - 4,450 Kinney,
Tortugas :
Castroville,
2000 Bulverde
Middle Nolan, Travis,
Archaic Tayler,
Bell-Andice- Early Basal
5000 -
4,000 - 6,000 Calf Creck Notched,
Bell,
And'xce, Bell,
Early Triangular, Andice
Middle Clear Fork tools, L
6000 | Holocene Early Early Comer Early Early Triangular,
Archaic Netchod Archaic | Clear Fork Toals,
4,450 - 7,950 Martindale, 4,450 - 7,950 { Early Expanding
Uvalde Stem,
! Guadalupe Tools
Barl Martindale, Baker,
7000 A h¥ Uvalde, Bandy,
6,00(1');" ;1‘5800 Early Split Stem, Guadalupe Tools
Angostura
8000
Early s Lftngltff
Holocene cotsarutt,
9000 olocen Golondrina, Scottsbluff,
St. Mary 5 Hall, Early Stemmed Golondrina,
Golondrina, Paleoindian Lanceolate, Paleoindian | Early Stemmed,
Barber, 7,950 - 11,200 Angostura, 7,950 - 11,150 Lanceolate,
Lo Wilson, Wil A tu
Paleoindian ilson, ngostura,
10000 8,800 - 11,500 (Daltm}' St. Mary's Hall, Plainview,
San Patrice) Plainview, Clovis
(Plainview) Clovis
Folsom,
Pleistocene Clovis
11000




Paleoindian

This phase spans the period estimated at between ca.
11,500-8800 B P. in central Texas (Collins 1995:381—
383) and between 11,200-7,950 B.P in south Texas
(Hester 1995:433-436). Diagnostic artifacts include
Clovis and Folsom projectile points. Certainly the wide
distribution of Clovis points across most of North
America and even into Central America suggests a
wide dispersal of the people who made them (Kelly
1993; Wenke 1990:201). Within Texas’s political
boundaries, Meltzer and Bever (1995:47-81) have
documented the presence of 406 Clovis points in 128
of 254 counties. Other artifacts associated with the
Clovis culture include bifaces, prismatic blade cores
and blades, engraved stones, bone and ivory points,
stone bolas, ochre, and shaft straighteners.

In general the Paleoindian adaptation has been
considered to be one of small bands of nomadic, big-
game hunters following herds of Late Pleistocene
fauna, including mammoth, mastodons, bison, camel,
and horse, across North America (Black 1989b). More
recently, emphasis has been placed on the wide
diversity of plants and animals used for subsistence
by these early Americans (Black 1989b; Hester 1983),
such as turtles, tortoises, alligators, mice, badgers, and
raccoons (Collins 1995:381), although they
undoubtedly hunted the large animals as well (Dibble
and Lorraine 1968). Known Clovis site types include
killsites, quarries, caches, open campsites, ritual sites,
and burials (Collins 1995:381-383; Hester 1995:433—
436). A Folsom interval follows the Clovis. Folsom
artifacts are fairly common in central and south Texas;
however, no camp sites or killsites have been found
south of Bexar County (Hester 1995:434-435).

Early Archaic

Collins (1995:383) argues that the Early Archaic spans
the period from 8800 to 6000 B.P. in central Texas,
with three divisions based on projectile point types,
while Hester (1995:436—438) identifies the Early
Archaic with Early Corner Notched and Early Basal
Notched dart points roughly dating between 7950 and
4450 B.P. The extinction of large herds of megafauna
and the changing climate at the beginning of the

Holocene stimulated a behavioral change by the
Prehistoric inhabitants of South Texas (McKinney
1981). While the basic hunter-gatherer adaptation
probably remained intact, an economic shift away
from big-game hunting was necessary. In general,
more intensive exploitation of local resources in
central Texas—such as deer, fish, and plant bulbs—
is indicated by greater densities of ground-stone
artifacts, fire-cracked rock cooking features, and more
specialized tools such as Clear Fork gouges and
Guadalupe bifaces (Turner and Hester 1993:246, 256).
Weir (1976) speculates that Early Archaic groups were
small and highly mobile, an inference from the fact
that Early Archaic sites are thinly distributed and that
diagnostic types are seen across a wide area, including
most of Texas and northern Mexico. Story (1985)
believes that population densities were low during this
period, and that groups consisted of related individuals
in small bands with “few constraints on their mobility”
(Story 1985:39). Their economy was based on
utilization of a wide range of resources, especially such
year-round resources as prickly pear, as well as
rodents, rabbits, and deer (Story 1985:38).

Middle Archaic

Collins (1995:383) defines this intermediate interval
of the Archaic as lasting from about 6000-4000 B.P.
in central Texas, but Hester (1995:438-441) suggests
that the period between 4450 and 2350 B.P. more
correctly reflects the Middle Archaic in south Texas.
The Middle Archaic appears to have been a time of
increased population, based on the large number of
sites from this period in south and central Texas (Story
1985:40; Weir 1976:125, 128). The reasons for this
increase are not known, but the amelioration of a very
dry period (Altithermal) during the Middle Archaic
is often seen as the primary cause (Sollberger and
Hester 1972:338; Story 1985:40). On the South Texas
Plains, exploitation of widely scattered, year-round
resources such as prickly pear continued (Campbell
and Campbell 1981:13-15), as did hunting deer and
rabbit. However, a shift to concentrated, seasonal nut
harvests in the riverine environments of the Balcones
Escarpment seems to have occurred (Black 1989b).
Weir (1976) believes that an expansion of oak on the
Edwards Plateau and Balcones Escarpment led to



intensive plant gathering and acorn processing. He also
believes that the widely scattered bands prevalent in
the Early Archaic now began to coalesce, at least
during the acorn-gathering season, into larger groups
who shared the intensive work of gathering and
processing the acorn harvest (Weir 1976:126). Many
researchers believe burned rock middens are a result
of this endeavor (Creel 1986; Prewitt 1991; Weir
1976). Other investigators doubt this conclusion
(Black et al. 1993; Goode 1991), but the exact
processes which formed the burned rock middens are
still a matter of controversy (Black 1989a:28; Black
et al. 1997; Leach and Bousman 1998).

The common presence of deer remains in burned rock
middens encourages the view that deer processing took
place at these sites (Black and McGraw 1985:278;
Weir 1976:125). Bison bone is encountered in
archaeo-logical sites in central and south Texas, at
least occasionally, during all but the earliest part of
the Middle Archaic (Dillehay 1974). There has been
atendency to equate presence of burned rock middens
with absence of bison (Prewitt 1981); however, exami-
nations of several recent faunal reports show that after
about 4500 B.P. bison and burned rock middens are
contemporaneous, although not at the same sites, at
least in the southern Edwards Plateau and northern
South Texas Plain (Meissner 1993).

Late Archaic

Collins (1995:384) dates the final interval of the
Archaic in central Texas to approximately 4000-1200
B.P. Hester believes the Late Archaic in south Texas
may better be defined as between 2350 and 1250 B.P.
Some researchers believe populations increased
throughout the Late Archaic (Prewitt 1985), while
others feel populations remained the same or fell
(Black 1989a:30). Prewitt (1981:80-81) asserts that
the accumulation of burned rock middens nearly
ceased during the course of this period; however,
excavations at the Blue Hole site in Uvalde County
(Mueggenborg 1994:1--74), the Honey Creck midden
in Mason County (Black et al. 1997), the Jonas Terrace
site in Medina County (Johnson 1995), and the Mingo
site in Bandera County (Houk and Lohse 1993:193~

2438) provide evidence that large cooking features up
to 15 m in diameter were still very much in use (see
also Black et al. 1997). Subsistence is assumed to have
become less specialized and focused on acorns, in
favor of a broad spectrum subsistence base (Black
1989a:30). By about 1450 B.P., bison had again
disappeared (Dillehay 1974).

Although inhabitants of the South Texas Plain near
Brownsville and Rockport had begun to make pottery
by about 1750 B.P., the northern part of the plain was
still “pre-ceramic” until 1,000 years later (Story
1985:45-47). Late Archaic points tend to be much
smaller than Middle Archaic points. The most
common are Ensor and Frio types (Turner and Hester
1993:114,122), both of which are short, triangular
points with side notches. The Frio point also has a
notched base (Turner and Hester 1993:122).

Transitional Archaic

A late subperiod or interval of the Late Archaic is
frequently referred to as the Terminal Archaic or
Transitional Archaic. Weir (1976) defines the
Terminal Archaic as 1650-1150B.P., while Turner and
Hester (1993) cite data placing the Transitional
Archaic as 2250-1250 B.p. Although Hester (1995)
may lump current data into a Late Archaic period, he
cautions that more evidence will likely result in what
may be termed as a “Terminal Archaic” period during
the latter part of the Late Archaic in south Texas. This
Terminal Archaic period is represented by diagnostic
projectile points such as Ensor, Frio, and Matamoras
points which appear to overlap the Late Archaic and
Late Prehistoric periods (Hester 1995:442). Weir
(1976) believes this marked a transition period to
localized area sites, a disappearance of burned rock
middens and bison, and a reappearance of highly
mobile hunters and gatherers. Others (Black and
McGraw 1985; Peter 1982; Skelton 1977) argue that
in some locations burned rock middens did not
disappear and sites were more intensely occupied
during the Transitional Archaic period.



Late Prehistoric

Collins (1995:385) recognizes that the commonly used
date of 1200 B.P. for the end of the Archaic and
beginning of the Late Prehistoric in central Texas is
arbitrary, and Hester (1995:442) acknowledges the
problematic issue of selected tools appearing at both
Late Archaic and Late Prehistoric sites. A series of
distinctive traits marks the change from the Archaic
to the Late Prehistoric period, including the techno-
logical shift to the bow and arrow and the introduction
of pottery to central Texas and the northern South
Texas Plain (Black 1989a:32; Story 1985:45-47).
Most researchers agree the early Late Prehistoric
period was a time of population decrease (Black
1989a:32). Even though small burned rock middens
associated with Scallorn and Edwards points have been
found (Goode 1991:71; Houk and Lohse 1993:193-
248), they are rare. Settlement shifts into rockshelters
such as Scorpion Cave in Medina County (Highley et
al. 1978), Classen Rockshelter in northern Bexar
County (Fox and Fox 1967), and Timmeron Rock-
shelter in Hays County (Harris 1985) have been noted.

Beginning rather abruptly around 650 B.P., a shift in
technology occurred. This phase is characterized by
the introduction of blade technology, the first ceramics
in central Texas (bone-tempered plainwares), and the
appearance of Perdiz arrow points and alternately
beveled bifaces (Black 1989a:32; Huebner 1991:346).
Prewitt (1985) and Black (1989a) suggest this
technology encroached from north-central Texas.
Patterson (1988), however, notes the Perdiz point was
first seen in southeast Texas by about 1350 B.P,, and
was introduced to the west some 600-700 years later.
Hester (1995:444) recognizes this phase as the “best
documented Late Prehistoric pattern” throughout
south Texas, with dates ranging from ca. 650/700 to
300/350 B.P.

Steele and Assad Hunter (1986) argue for the
occurrence of a distinct change in diet between the
Late Archaic and the Late Prehistoric components in
two sites in Choke Canyon Reservoir in south Texas.
Analysis of the number of identified specimens (NISP)
shows a marked increase in artiodactyl elements
present during the late Late Prehistoric, an increase
largely due to the addition of bison to the “menu”

(Steele and Assad Hunter 1986:468). Huebner (1991)
suggests that the sudden return of bison to south and
central Texas resulted from a more xeric climate in
the plains north of Texas, and increased grassiness in
the Cross-Timbers and Post Oak Savannah in north
central Texas, forming a “bison corridor” into the
South Texas Plain along the eastern edge of the
Edwards Plateau (Huebner 1991:354-355).

Historic

The end of the Late Prehistoric and beginning of the
Historic period in both central and south Texas should
be characterized by written accounts of European
contact with indigenous groups. Collins (1995:386—
387) offers that the Historic period then begins ca.
260 B.P. in central Texas; however, in south Texas
Hester (1995:450-451) agrees with Adkins and
Adkins (1982:242) when he suggests that the indi-
genous groups may have been affected by European
influence but we are only able to observe the materials
in the archaeological record because the written
accounts simply are not available. He would rather
label this largely unknown period “Protohistoric.”

The cultural context for the historic groups in the study
area is largely conditioned by the presence of outside
ethnic groups and regional power struggles. The
numerous small groups of Coahuiltecans encountered
by the early explorers and later Spanish intrusions are
addressed in many sources (Campbell 1983; Campbell
and Campbell 1985; Hester 1989; John 1975;
Newcomb 1961; Swanton 1952). The various later
intrusive groups, such as Tonkawa, Lipan Apache, and
Comanche, are also described by numerous
researchers (Ewers 1969; Hester 1989; Jones 1969;
Kelley 1971; Newcomb 1961, 1993; Sjoberg 1953a,
1953b).

At the beginning of the seventeenth century, many
south Texas Indian groups were being pushed
northward by continual Spanish expansion. By the
mid-seventeenth century, a new pressure on the
Indians indigenous to the area began to come from
the north: a nomadic group, the Apache, who were
adapted to a more Plains-lifeway style of bison
hunting, especially once they acquired horses from



the Spaniards (Campbell and Campbell 1985:27). The
Apache were later displaced by another group of
nomadic, bison-hunting Indians—the Comanche—
from the High Plains of Texas (Campbell 1991:111).

A combination of migration, demoralization, inner-
group conflict, disease, and death due to warfare
fragmented the native Indian groups, and forced
continual mixing and remixing among them (Bolton
1915; Campbell 1975, 1991:345; Ledn et al. 1961).
Most of the native languages have been lost, although
recent attempts at reconstruction are enlightening (e.g.
Johnson 1994; Johnson and Campbell 1992). The
establishment and relocation of Spanish Catholic
missions along the San Antonio River in the late 1600s
and early 1700s induced many groups to seek the
relative comfort and protection offered by a sedentary,
apparently well-fed, and peaceful coexistence
(Campbell and Campbell 1985; Chipman 1992; de la
Teja 1995; Habig 1968a, 1968b; Hard et al 1995; Inglis
1964). Although fear of the invading Apache and
Comanche pressured many of the Indians to seek the
protection of missions, they were now exposed to the
exploitation of the Spanish (Campbell 1975:2,
1991:346-347).

Few landowners dared to live on their outlying lands
until about 1749, when a treaty with the Apaches
brought peace for awhile (de la Teja 1995:100).
Apaches continued to range over the area between San
Antonio and Laredo until the early 1800s, pushed
southward by the invading Comanche who had moved
into the Hill Country of central Texas (Campbell and
Campbell 1985:27). Weary of warfare with the
Comanche, a few Apaches were beginning to seek
asylum in the missions (McGraw and Hindes
1987:367; West 1904:50).

In the antumn of 1785, a peace treaty was agreed to in
Santa Fe between Don Juan Bautista de Anza,
representing the Spanish Crown, and Cuera (Leather
Jacket), representing the Comanche. The treaty began
a period of peaceful coexistence in what is today Bexar
County, during which Comanches brought hides, meat,
and tallow to San Antonio to trade for goods and
services not available elsewhere, such as black-
smithing and gun repair (Fehrenbach 1978:221-224;
Poyo and Hinojosa 1991:125-126). The few

Comanches who entered the missions were apparently
women and children who were captured during
punitive raids by Spanish soldiers (Campbell and
Campbell 1985:26).

The newly formed government of Texas gave land
grants that were large, consisting of around 5,000 acres
for each property. Spanish cattle ranching became
prevalent south and southeast of San Antonio (Jackson
1986). However the political turmoil that permeated
early Texas caused the near-complete European
desertion of San Antonio following the Mexican War
for Independence (Fehrenbach 1983).

Around 1840 settlers from Germany and Alsace-
Lorraine and from other regions of the United States
began to flood into San Antonio. Many of the Germans
moved into the Hill Country to the north, settling into
communities, and raised sheep or cattle (Freeman
1994:5-9). As the sheep and cattle markets emerged
in the 1880s, ranchers and farmers settled farther away
from San Antonio (Flanagan 1974; Lehmann 1969;
Nickels et al. 1998). The introduction of twentieth-
century technologies such as mills and improved
methods of production have shaped the area as it exists
today (Fox et al. 1989).

The Mystique Surrounding the Hill

Comanche Hill is a prominent landmark in northeast
Bexar County. As such, it carries with it folklore and
legendary “baggage” that may or may not be
historically correct, e.g., the Mormon massacre and
buried gold. The fact that Comanche Hill lies adjacent
to the old Nacogdoches-to-Bastrop-San Antonio
Camino Real (Royal Road) indicates that the lookout
was a significant and frequently used landmark during
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (McGraw et
al. 1991).

The land on which the hill is located was part of Texas
Land Grant Survey #196 which granted 735,620
square varas (1,476 acres), or one-third of a league,
of land to James Conn (Bexar County Deeds and
Records [BCDR] Bexar County Courthouse, San
Antonio, Texas, Volume 334) from Harrisburg County
(now Harris County and the city of Houston) (Henson



1996:480). The land was surveyed for Conn by the
Bexar court district surveyor, John James, in April
1847 (BCDR, 334). James resided at 123 West
Commerce, in San Antonio. His house was, for many
years, the only house in the city that had a fireplace
and chimney (Chabot 1937:336). His name on a survey
record was highly respected and his work accepted as
without error (Strong 1996:905-906). Conn
immediately consigned his right to the land to Peter
W. Gray (BCDR, 334). Gray came to Texas in 1838,
and studied law in Houston. He was a lieutenant in
the Milam Guards, served as a captain in the 2nd
Brigade of the Texas Army in 1840, represented Harris
County in the Fourth Texas Legislature, became a
district judge, and subsequently served in the House
of the Confederate Congress. Gray County, which was
a part of Bexar Territory, is named in his honor (Abbe
1996:296).

Gray immediately passed the title of Survey #196 to
Alexander Patrick, who immediately transferred his
claim to Ludovic Colquhoun (BCDR, 334), James’s
mentor and partner in the land surveying business
(Strong 1996:905-906). Colquhoun was a senator
from San Antonio with numerous land holdings in the
area. He was taken prisoner by General Woll and sent
to Perote prison in Mexico in 1842. He was.released
in 1844. He later became a Confederate States
Depositary in 1865 (Cutrer 1996:231-232).

Figure 4. Photograph of the tower constructed by Colonel Coppock.

By 1890 claim to the land surrounding Comanche Hill
belonged to S. D. and Loretta Calder of Galveston,
apparently absentee landowners (BCDR, 709:295).
Their interest in the land either as pure investment or
good intentions to eventually live on the parcel could
not be determined. Nevertheless, they sold 524.6 acres
of the property in July 1890 to Gustav and Adolph
Reeh of Bexar County for $3,500 (BCDR, 68:462—
464).

As the survivor, Gustav Reeh eventually sold the
southern three-quarters of Comanche Hill parcel to
Colonel Edward H. Coppock in February 1923 for a
sum of $6,000. Colonel Coppock retired from 44 years
inthe U.S. Army where he fought against the Apaches
and Sioux, served in the Spanish-American War, the
Philippine Insurrection, and World War I (San Antonio
Express Magazine [SAEM], 11 January 1948). He paid
$1,000 down and agreed to pay the remaining $5,000
over a five-year period (BCDR, 709:295). Colonel
Coppock and his two sons, Edward Jr. and E. S., along
with a Mexican laborer, are responsible for the
structural concrete and stone foundations that are now
on Comanche Hill. Between 1923 and the Colonel’s
death in 1948, they constructed the highly visible
castle-like tower (Figure 4), a stone lodge, several
outbuildings, a 2,500-gallon water tower, a Spanish-
style corral, picnic tables, a barbecue pit, a tennis court,
and some smaller homes since destroyed by fire. The
tower, modeled after “a
similar structure erected by
William the Conqueror at
the site of the Battle of
Hastings in the 11th
century” (SAEM, 11 January
1948; San Antonio News, 14
November 1972) bears the
colonel’s initials and a date
of 1928 above one of its
openings. Unfor-tunately,
Colonel Coppock died in
1948, before his U-shaped
castle could be constructed
over the foundation he laid.

After the colonel’s death, the
parcel was divided and
changed hands several




times. Finally, with the help of the Resolution Trust
Company (San Antonio Express-News [SAEN], 24
January 1993), the city of San Antonio acted to procire
the colonel’s property and other smaller parcels around
it for a total of 96 acres. Soon after acquiring the land,
the city began planning the park’s development
(SAEN, 3 June 1994; 7 May 1997).

Although not well documented, the historic occupation
of the area by Native Americans—particularly
Comanche—during the past few hundred years is was
reported by European settlers. The nomadic Comanche
pushed into the prairies around San Antonio from the
north in the mid-1700s, dominating the lands, and
forcing the local tribes to seek refuge in the five
Spanish missions (Campbell 1991). Written accounts
of the bravery and fierceness of Comanche warriors
around San Antonio begin in the 1830s, thought to be
in response to surveyors and land seekers “invading”
the Indian hunting grounds outside San Antonio, and
perhaps being encouraged and influenced by Mexican
generals still smarting from the defeat at San Jacinto
(Wilbarger 1985:82, 152-153). An isolated incidence
of horse theft by a Comanche warrior is recorded near
Bastrop (Wilbarger 1985:239-240). In October 1838,
a group of Comanches attacked a survey party about
five miles from San Antonio (Wilbarger 1985:81).
Hostilities between the Comanches and white settlers
around San Antonio, Gonzales, and elsewhere along
the Guadalupe River intensified in 1838 and 1839
(Wilbarger 1985:287-290). The Comanches often
took whites as prisoners, and in an attempted exchange
of prisoners and treaty process, fought the settlers and
military in San Antonio at the Council House Fight in
March 1840 (Wilbarger 1985:22-25). Later that same
year, approximately 200 Comanches raided San
Antonio, making off with several horses, and retreating
toward the Guadalupe River (Wilbarger 1985:73). In
1841 a party of Comanches temporally trapped Texas
Ranger Colonel “Captain Jack” Hays on Enchanted
Rock. Hays and his Rangers again encountered a group
of about 75 Comanches near the Pedernales River in
1844 (Wilbarger 1985:75-78). Although not directly
attributed to the Comanches, Dr. Witter was killed by
Indians near Gonzales in the spring of 1842 (Wilbarger
1985:608). Relations between the settlers and
Comanches were not totally soured, however. By 1844
Comanche riders were riding against the horsemanship
skills of Hays’s Texas Rangers and Mexican rancheros
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in friendly competition near San Pedro Springs north
of San Antonio (Wilbarger 1985:66, 290-295). Yet

otitside the city, particularly in the hill country to the

north, Indian depredations continued throughout the
1860s and 1870s (Wilbarger 1985:643-659).

Archaeological Investigations

Previous Investigations

Professional archaeology has been conducted in Texas
for over 60 years, but some regions have been more
intensely studied and documented than others. The
formative groundwork for Texas archaeology was laid
almost 45 years ago (Collins 1995) with the publi-
cation of the Handbook of Texas Archeology (Suhm
et al. 1954). Since that time, a comprehensive
chronological sequence has been worked out for
central Texas (Black 1989a, 1989b; Collins 1995;
Turner and Hester 1993); although not without
considerable discussion over both details and
fundamental assumptions (Collins 1995; Johnson and
Goode 1994; Potter and Black 1995). Extensive work
has been carried out in south Texas only within the
past three decades (Hester 1995), resulting in a cultural
chronology for that region that is less well understood
and more explicitly tentative. In Bexar County, interest
in archaeology was heightened when the Witte
Memorial Museum of San Antonio was established
in 1926 and began conducting research locally and in
adjacent areas such as the Pecos River region
(Fehrenbach 1978). Artifacts from those expeditions
were displayed at the museum, increasing local interest
in the region’s prehistoric past. During the last two
decades, CAR activities and those the Southern Texas
Archaeological Association (STAA) have bolstered
the identification and preservation of cultural resources
in Bexar County. Due substantially to the efforts of
these two institutions, more than 1,200 sites have been
recorded in the county.

Large-scale surveys covering thousands of acres along
the Balcones Escarpment and the eastern Edwards
Plateau have been highly effective in discovering
archaeological sites. Seventy-two sites were recorded
at Camp Bullis in northern Bexar County (Gerstle et
al. 1978). The survey covered the watersheds of upper



Cibolo Creek, Ranger Creek, and upper Salado Creek.
Thirty-four of those sites were associated with
diagnostic lithic tools from the Paleoindian through
Late Prehistoric periods. Thirty-four sites were
recorded during a survey of the East and West Elm
Creek branches of the upper Salado Creek in the
Encino Park area of northern Bexar County. Those
sites contained Palecindian through Late Archaic
components (McGraw et al. 1977:10-29). Thirty-one
prehistoric sites dating from the Paleoindian through
Late Prehistoric periods were found during a survey
of the upper Cibolo in southern Kendall County (Bass
and Hester 1975:9-24; Kelly and Hester 1976:29).
McGuff recorded 28 prehistoric sites along Leon
Creek in northern Bexar County in 1970 and 1971
(site reports on file at CAR). A survey of lower Medio
Creek by McGraw (1977) documented 15 prehistoric
sites. In 1987 CAR documented 52 sites along the
Medina River for a cultural assessment of the area to
be affected by the proposed Applewhite Reservoir
(McGraw and Hindes 1987). Nickels et al. (1998)
surveyed Lackland Air Force Base in southwest Bexar
County and recorded 68 prehistoric sites. Nickels
(1998) surveyed along Cibolo Creek in southern
Kendall County and documented seven prehistoric
sites. These recent and on-going projects discussed
above have direct implications for prehistoric cultural
resources within the area surrounding Comanche Hill.

In northeast Bexar County, the area around Comanche
Hill is rich in prehistory. A prehistoric lithic quarry
and workshop (41BX68) of undetermined age was
documented and tested by McGraw and Valdez (1978)
near Elm Creek and Loop 1604, approximately 1.6
km west of Comanche Hill. A lithic scatter (41BX564)
with flakes, tested cobbles, and cores has been
documented near Loop 1604 and Nacogdoches Road
(Fox 1982). A scatter of cores and flakes (41BX401)
was documented near Lookout Road and Loop 1604
(Jaquier 1976). At nearby Elm Creek, Katz et al.
(1987) excavated a multicomponent site which
consisted of intensive camping and cooking around a
waterhole formed around 5,000 to 7,000 B.P.

Two polyhedral blade cores found on Comanche Hill
were documented by Kelly (1992:29-33). Over the
years the hill has apparently been heavily collected.
Kelly (1992) reviewed one private collection and
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identified the points as predominantly Late Archaic
through Late Prehistoric (4000-260 B.P.).

In 1992 State Archaeological Steward H. Ray Smith
and volunteers from the STAA, CAR, and the Office
of the State Archaeologist Steward Network conducted
a pedestrian survey of Comanche Hill. They
documented three areas of prehistoric cultural material
(Smith et al. 1992): a burned rock scatter and a small
lithic artifact concentration on the southwestern lower
slopes of the hill; and a large lithic scatter near the
southern, upper lip or edge of the hill (Figure 2). Upon
completion of the survey Smith’s preliminary
assessment (copy on file at CAR) was that the hill
should be designated a State Archaeological Landmark
(SAL) and recommended as eligible for inclusion on
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

The Current Project

Project Goals

The project goals focused on archaeological issues that
could be addressed by the types of data obtained
through pedestrian survey combined with limited
shovel and backhoe testing. The topics addressed were
site type, distribution, density, size, depth, and
stratigraphy. The theoretical framework is structured
around patterns of settlement, mobility, subsistence,
and social systems for the central Texas region. The
project also allowed for analyzing the effectiveness
of shovel testing in systematic intervals versus areas
of high site potential.

The goals of the project were to:

1) locate and record cultural locations and sites in
the project area using a systematic survey
methodology;

2) measure, quantify, and analyze site type,
distribution, density, and size, as well as depth
and stratigraphy; and

3) measure and quantify the lithic collection and
to place the diagnostic artifacts within the regional
tire frame.



Methodology
Prefield Preparation

Before the official survey began, the project archaeo-
logist inspected the project area to better understand
the topography, surface visibility, and site potential.
A thorough review of the literature pertaining to the
area was conducted. Previous survey notes and maps
compiled by H. Ray Smith were reviewed. Site and
survey reports from the area were examined. USGS
7.5 minute quadrangle maps, a Bexar County soils
survey book, and a geological atlas sheet were
consulted. Finally, records at the Texas Archaeological
Research Laboratory (TARL) were consulted to check
for previously recorded sites in the area.

The Survey

The pedestrian survey began in the southeast corner
of the project area. Surveyors were organized in two-
person teams. Each team consisted of an experienced
surveyor and a less-experienced UTSA student. The
teams were spaced 30 m apart and walked transects
on a specified compass bearing. The ends of each
transect were marked with orange flagging tape,
showing the compass bearing, date, transect letter
(A—-GQG), and the initials of the team members on that
particular transect. Each team worked in a leapfrog
manner using the pace-and-compass method. Using a
hand-held compass, the first team member would
guide the second member forward to a station 30 m
distant. Each station was flagged with toilet paper.
Team members meandered between stations to insure
better surface coverage. When an artifact was found,
orange flagging tape was placed under the artifact, as
well as in a tree or bush above it. Distance between
crews was such that there was constant communication
regarding discovered artifacts and the crew chief was
able to examine all finds. If the artifacts were
insufficient in number to constitute a site by definition
(five artifacts in a five-square-meter area), they were
recorded on a special form as isolated finds. The only
prehistoric materials collected from the surface were
a projectile point, a scraper, four cores with refit flakes,
selected bifaces, and all chipped stone recovered from
shovel tests was collected.
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When the artifacts or features present constituted a
site by definition, abundant flagging tape was hung in
the trees to facilitate returning to the site for further
documentation. Upon completion of the pedestrian
survey and shovel tests, sites were revisited by the
project archaeologist and crew members. Each site
was intensely examined to further determine the extent
of cultural material present on the surface. At least
two shovel tests were placed on each site to determine
approximate depth of the site. A length of rebar was
driven into the ground as a site datum. Universal
Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinates were
obtained at the datum using a hand-held Trimble
Navigation Global Positioning System. An aluminum
tag was attached to each datum bearing the state
trinomial assigned by the Texas Archaeological
Research Laboratory, UTM coordinates, date, and
“CAR-UTSA.” Finally the sites were mapped using a
Total Data Station (TDS).

Laboratory Methods

Artifacts were brought to the laboratory at the end of
each day in the field. Once there, each sample’s
provenience was verified. Samples were then placed
in appropriate containers before being moved to a
special storage area to await analysis. Artifacts were
washed by laboratory personnel using water and
toothbrushes. Once the artifacts were washed, they
were allowed to air dry on mesh racks before being
transferred to cardboard flats for temporary storage.
These flats were placed on shelves and organized by
site. Throughout this process the provenience
information was kept with the materials. Once the
fieldwork was completed and all the artifacts had been
processed, laboratory personnel catalogued the
artifacts using an Excel spreadsheet. All artifacts, raw
materials, and project-related documentation are
curated in archival-quality storage at CAR

Mapping

Data collected in the field was downloaded into a
permanent database to create site maps and an overall
map which was then superimposed over the planned
development map provided by the city.



Results of the Current Investigation
The Artifacts

Only three time diagnostic artifacts (see Appendix A)
were recovered during the 96-acre survey: a badly
damaged Middle Archaic Pedernales point; a crudely
made Early Archaic Guadalupe biface; and a Late
Prehistoric or possibly Paleoindian blade core with
two refit blades. Such a paucity of diagnostic tools in
an area that contains both a large prehistoric quarry
and open campsite suggests that the area has been
heavily collected by artifact hunters. Besides being in
a heavily populated area and accessible to the public
for years, one collection by a previous landowner has
been examined (Kelly 1992). The collection consisted
of predominantly Late Archaic Ensor and Late
Prehistoric Edwards points, although a single Early
Archaic Angostura point, thought to have been
curated, and two Clovis polyhedral blade cores were
also found (Kelly 1992:29; Collins and Headrick
1992). In addition to the diagnostic tools described in
the following sections, Smith et al. (1992) collected
16 non-diagnostic bifaces while surveying the project
area. During the current project,7 CAR collected two
additional cores with refit flakes, one scraper, and raw
material samples for adding to a CAR database and
type collection on raw material source studies.

Pedernales Dart Point

One of the most common dart point types in central
Texas, where they are frequently associated with
burned rock middens (Black and McGraw 1985:113),
Pedernales points also are found in south Texas and
as a minor type in the Lower Pecos (Suhm et al.
1954:468). Although Hester (1995:439; Turner and
Hester 1993:171) continues to date the Middle Archaic
in south Texas from 4450-2350 B.p. (following Hall
et al. 1986), he similarly dates Pedernales about 3950~
3150 B.P. Johnson (Johnson and Goode 1994:29-30)
sees the Pedernales style as part of a Bulverde-
Pedernales-Montell cultural continuum in the first part
of the Late Archaic.

A badly damaged proximal end of a Middle Archaic
Pedernales point (Figure 5) was found on the lower
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southwestern slope of
the hill (see Figure 2).
It is made of brown
(10YR 5/3) chert with
lateral banding. Al-
though the specimen
appears to be of fine-
grained chert, there is 0
evidence of step frac-
turing on both the dor-
sal and ventral
surfaces. One shoulder
has been broken off
due to an indeterminate
cause, and its distal end has been snapped post-
depositionally. Because of the condition of the speci-
men, no measurements were taken. There is no
evidence of burning, serration, or beveling.

centimeters

Figure 5. Pedernales dart
point from 41BX1257.

Guadalupe Biface

The Guadalupe biface is thought by some archaeo-
logists to be a tool which may have functioned as a
woodworking implement or, alternatively, as part of
a hide-defleshing kit (Black and McGraw 1985:149;
Goode 1989:135; Sollberger and Carroll 1985).
Chronologically, the Guadalupe tool was only
produced for a brief portion of the Early Archaic, ca.
6650-5250 B.P. Hester (1995) associates Guadalupe
tools with an “Early Corner-Notched Horizon” which
ranges from ca. 7950-5450 B.p.

Guadalupe tools have been found from the lower
Guadalupe River west to the Rio Grande,
encompassing the Nueces River drainage, and
northward onto the southern and eastern margins of
the Edwards Plateau (Highley 1984). The distribution
pattern is apparently related to the river drainage
system flowing off the plateau toward the Gulf Coast,
although upland occurrences also are reported. This
tool form is most frequently found along the lower
and middle Guadalupe River and in the upper reaches
of the Medina-San Antonio River basin (Black and
McGraw 1985:142, 146, Table 14, Figure 29; Brown
1985:95-102; Hester 1980:147-149; Gerstle et al.
1978:102, Table 8).



The Guadalupe tool from Comanche Hill
(Figure 6) was found on the
southwestern edge of the top of the hill
(see Figure 2). It is made from a light
brownish (10 YR 6/2) chert and has been
bi-directionally flaked on three sides
with flake removal running
perpendicular to the axis of the artifact.
Because this specimen is fashioned from
coarse-grained chert , series of flake
scars terminating in hinge and step
fractures are evident on all surfaces.
Although smaller step fractures are
evident on the bit, suggesting limited
use, the predominance of large flake
scars and remaining cortex on its dorsal
surface suggest that the tool was
discarded during its early stage of
production. Measurements for the
Guadalupe tool are as follows:

centimeters

Dorsal length: 124 mm
Ventral length: 89 mm
Max. bit width: 52 mm
Max. tool width: 41 mm
Max. tool thickness: 52 mm
Bit thickness: 37 mm

Max. depth of bit
facet concavity: 0-.3 mm
Bit facet or
ventral end angle:
Bit spine-plane angle:

130%
70%

Blade Core

Because of their size and the size of their flake scars,
two polyhedral blade cores previously found on
Comanche Hill were thought by Kelley (1992) to date
to the Late Prehistoric interval, ca. 260 to 1200 B.P.
However Collins and Headrick (1992) challenged his
assessment and suggested that the blades removed
would have been similar in size to Clovis blades,
dating to ca. 10,800 to 11,500 B.P.

Additional studies are required to state whether the
Comanche Hill blades and core collected during the
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Figure 6. Early Archaic Guadalupe biface from 41BX1257.
left: dorsal view; right: lateral view.

current CAR project are from either interval. They
are made of brown (10YR 5/3) fine-grained chert with
coarse grained inclusions. Blades have been removed
from two thirds of the core. Six fresh flake scars
removed from lightly patina-covered scars provide
evidence for at least two episodes of reduction. Two
of the blades refit to the core (Figure 7); a third blade
(Figure 8) is not from the core but is a gray (IOYR 6/
1), fine- to medium-grained chert. This third blade
exhibits heavy patina on its dorsal surface, and a fresh
surface on its ventral surface where it has been
removed from the core. Two additional fresh scars on
its dorsal surface have resulted from adjacent blade
removal or removal attempts.

Attributes for the core and blades are given below.



Core (Figure 7a)

a
Max. diameter: 90 mm
Max. length: 121 mm
# of flake scars w/slight
patina surface: 4

# of fresh flake scars: 3
Max. blade face length

(older surface): 91 mm
Min. blade face length

(older surface): 85 mm
Max. blade face length

(fresh surface): 85 mm
Min. blade face length

(fresh surface): 76 mm
Max. facet width

(older surface): 44 mm
Min. facet width

(older surface): 16 mm
Max. facet width

(fresh surface): 27 mm
Min. facet width

(fresh surface): 17 mm

T T 1

centimeters

Refit blade #1 (Figure 7b)

Max. length: 87 mm
Max. width: 29 mm Figure 7. Blade core with refit blades from 41BX1258.
Max. thickness: 16 mm

# of dorsal ridges: 2

Refit blade #2 (Figure 7c)

Max. length: 74 mm
Min. width: 25 mm
Max. thickness: 10 mm
# of dorsal ridges: 1

Blade #3 (Figure 8)
Max. length: 86 mm
Min. width: 3 8 mm

Max. thickness: 13 mm (above hinge)
# of dorsal ridges: 2

0 4

1 I T 1

Figure 8. Single blade recovered from centimeters
41BX1258. left: dorsal view; right: ventral view
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The Sites

One prehistoric open campsite and two lithic
procurement sites were documented on the 96-acre
parcel. The archaeological sites identified by Smith
etal. (1992) were relocated, and having the advantage
of a fall survey with better surface visibility, CAR
surveyors determined that their boundaries were
actually encompassed within a much larger site,
41BX1257 (see Figure 2). A Middle Archaic
Pedernales projectile point, a crudely made Guadalupe
Biface, and a Late Prehistoric or Paleoindian blade
core with refit blades were the only diagnostic artifacts
found during the survey. Two other cores with refit
flakes were also recovered. Although the project’s
goals and research design focused on prehistoric
occupations, numerous notes (on file at CAR) were
made regarding the historic foundations and wall
remnants present on, and near the top of the hill.

41BX1256

41BX1256 (Figure 9) is a medium-size (ca. 832 m?)
prehistoric lithic scatter of undetermined age located

on alluvial Trinity Frio (Tf) soil (Taylor et al. 1991:
Sheet 23). The site lies on the eastern immediate slope
of an intermittent drainage and its western edge has
been dissected by the drainage (Figure 2). Nineteen
cores, 20 flakes, two tested cobbles, and two bifaces
were observed on the surface. Four shovel tests dug
to 50 cm below the surface produced no cultural
material. Trinity Frio soils are commonly found along
smaller drainages and is subject to frequent scouring
or shifting (Taylor et al. 1991:33), and the site has
been heavily disturbed by erosion.

41BX1257
Prehistoric Component

41BX1257 is a large (ca. 16 acres) open campsite and
lithic quarry with two identified artifact concentration
areas (Figure 10). Surveyors observed numerous cores
and flakes completely surrounding the upper
elevations of the hill where raw materials naturally
outcrop in all directions, except on the southwestern
edge where the lithic scatter extends downslope toward
an intermittent drainage (Figure 2). A core with refit
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Figure 9. 41BX1256 site plan.



This page has been

redacted because it
contains restricted

information.



This page has been

redacted because it
contains restricted

information.



« gravel road

positive shovel test
site datum

site 41BX1258

blade core
w/ refit blades

slope

- X [ p e

Figure 12. 41BX1258, site plan.

1991: Sheet 24), on a natural ledge not subjected to
frequent flooding, scouring, or severe erosion. Two
shovel tests revealed cultural material to 20 cm below
the surface (Appendix A).

Conclusions and Recommendations
41BX1256

41BX1256 is highly disturbed from natural and
artificial means. Because of the absence of in situ

20

archaeological deposits, the site is of little or no
archaeological significance, and therefore ineligible
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places. We recommend that the planned construction
which will impact 41BX1256 be allowed to proceed
without further consultation with the city of San
Antonio or the Texas State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO).



41BX1257
Prehistoric Component

The prehistoric component of 41BX1257 is a sparse,
continuous scatter of cores and flakes typical of a
prehistoric lithic quarry. The component has been
moderately to heavily disturbed, except in
Concentrations Areas 1 and 2. Concentrations Areas
1 and 2 appear to be minimally disturbed, and based
on the presence of subsurface cultural material found
in 21 of 22 shovel tests in those two areas, they should
be avoided by planned construction if possible. If
avoidance is impossible, we recommend further
subsurface testing to determine the extent of possibly
intact cultural deposits.

Historic Component

Much of the historic component of 41BX1257
constructed by Colonel Coppock has been destroyed
or at least heavily disturbed. The least disturbed
elements are the stone and concrete tower and house
foundation. These two elements should be avoided
by planned construction. A design for the park
presented by the project architect indicates these two
elements are to be preserved and incorporated into
the overall design. CAR concurs with such a plan.
The design could be further enhanced by additional
documentation of the structures and mapping of the
locations of other structures and features constructed
by the Colonel. Because of their unique design and
architectural construction, the entire area encompassed
by the previously mentioned structures is recom-
mended as eligible for nomination to the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

21

41BX1258

41BX1258 appears to be minimally disturbed and,
based on the presence of subsurface cultural material
found in the two shovel tests, should be avoided by
planned construction if possible. If the site cannot be
avoided, we recommend further testing to determine
the extent of possibly intact cultural deposits.
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Appendix A. Artifact Data
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1256 1
1256 2
1256 3
1256 4
1256 2 Cores
1256 1 Biface
1257 1 1 2 2 5 1 2
1257 1 2 1 1 1 1 2
1257 1 2 Cores w/refit flakes
1257 Pedemales Point
1257 Guadalupe Tool
1257 16 bifaces
1257 2 1 2 1 6 1 1 1
1257 2 2 2 28 1 20 1 5 i0 4 10
1257 2 3 2 4
1257 2 4 36 1 &0
1257 2 5 7 5 3
1257 2 6 7 5 1 1
1257 2 7 2 2 1
1257 2 8 9 12 2 4
1257 2 9 20 1 1 21 6 16 2 4 1
1257 2 10 15 2 5 4 1
1257 2 11 2 3 4 1
1257 2 12 3 1 5 4 2 10
1257 2 13 1 3 2 1
1257 2 14 6 6 9 . 1 4 3 1
1257 2 15 4 9 4 15 18
1257 2 16 11 2 2 3 1
1257 2 17 3 3 1
1257 2 18 1
1257 2 19 1
1257 2 20 5 1 7 1
1257 BRS 1 1 2

2 1

1258 1 3 3
1258 2 1 4 1 2
1258 1 blade core w/refit blades
1258 1 single blade

Total 6 3 155 4 0 8 137 8 2 0783 3 2 5 1

0 03220120

00300010

Note: All shovel tests were dug to either 50 cm below surface or to bedrock; no cultural material was recovered below 40 cm.
BRS = the bumed rock scatter identified by Smith et al. 1992 and tested by CAR during the current project.
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