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Abstract

An archaeological survey was conducted along Leon Creek from Bandera to Babcock roads from July 15 through
July 24, and September 14 and 15, 1998, by the Center for Archaeological Research, University af $an
Antonio, for the San Antonio Parks and Recreation Department. Three newly identified prehistoric sites were
documented within the project area. Sites 41BX1301 and 41BX1303 are not recommended as being eligible for
State Archaeological Landmark status nor are they recommended as being eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places due to the paucity of materials present and to the secondary context in which they
were found. The third site, 41BX1302 is located on a T1 terrace of Leon Creek and represents an intact deposit
comprised of at least two components, an upper deposit and a buried component. Looting and erosion are
disturbing this site and a course of action is strongly recommended to halt the destruction of 41BX1302. It is
recommended that 41BX1302 has the potential for State Archaeological Landmark status and for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places and that this site should be avoided during the construction of the Leon
Creek Greenwaylf complete avoidance of 41BX1302 is not possible, testing for site significance is recom-
mended prior to ground-disturbing activities.
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Geology (Collins 1995). Wo subperiods—Early Paleoindian
(11,500-10,00@®.r.) and Late Paleoindian (10,000—

The geology of the project area isgaly comprised ~ 8,8008.r.)—have been identified. Lanceolate projec-
of (Qt) fluviatile terrace deposits (Barnes 1983). Theseile points associated with the early subperiod are
deposits are comprised of gravel, sand, silt, and clayClovis, Folsom, and Plainviewhose of the late
An area on the east side of Leon Creek near Bander@bperiod include Golondrina, Angostura, Scottsbluf
Road, and an area west of Leon Creek in Parcel 4 jgnd Meserve (Black 1989a). Artifacts from the
mapped as (Kau) Austin Chalk. This deposit consistd>aleoindian period are commonly found on the sur-
of chalk and marl with a thickness of 350-580 feetface as isolated finds; howeyeamp, quarry/stone-
(Barnes 1983). In addition, (Kbu) Buda Limestone isWorking, kill, cache, ritual, and burial sites have been
present in a small area both west and east of Leofeported (Collins 1995). Early Paleoindians have typi-
Creek in Parcel 5. Buda Limestone is poorly beddeccally been described in the archaeological literature

or nodular and characteristically hard (Barnes 1983)as nomadic, specialized “big game” hunters in pur-
suit of now-extinct Late Pleistocene fauna such as
mammoth andBison antiquusWith the extinction of
these species, a specialized hunting strategy contin-
ued through the Late Paleoindian period but the tar-
. get of prey shifted to other & herbivores such as
The headwaters of Leon Creek are located in the nort_ Bison bisorand deer @docoileus. As more data on

ern part of the county in the Edwards Plateau physi- I~ : :
ographic region @ylor et al. 1991). This part of the early Paleoindian subsistence is recovered, however

i . . the perception of “big game” hunters is giving way to
Edwards plateau in Bexar County ranges in elevatlon‘we“ adapted, generalized hunters-gatherers with the

between 1,100 and 1,900 feet amsl. The Blacklan .
Praire geographic region, located just south of thgechnology to hunt big game but not the need to rely

Edwards Plateau, has an elevational range of 700 tSXCIUSNer on it” (Collins 1995:382).

1,000 feet amsl. Leon Creek traverses Bexar County

from north to south where it joins the Medina River

in the south-central portion of the county just south of

Mitchell Lake (Corps of Engineers 1971). There is an

elevational diference of approximately 1200 feet be-

tween the upper reaches of the Leon Creek watersheldarly Ar chaic

and the Leon Creek and Medina River confluence.

The upper Leon Creek watershed is relatively wide,The Archaic period in CentraleXas spans approxi-

averaging aboutllmiles in width, while the lower mately 7,500 years from 8800-1200 or 1306

watershed is about 4 miles wide (Corps of EngineergCollins 1995). Three subperiods—Early Archaic

1971). Flash flooding of Leon Creek during episodes(8800-600@.r.), Middle Archaic (6000-4008€r.) and

of intense rainfall is a common occurrence. While Late Archaic (4000-1200 or 13@0.)—have been

floods are usually of short duration, water levels canidentified. Changes in projectile point styles, a more

rise from the creek’bed to extreme flood peaks within localized geographic distribution of artifacts, an in-

a few hours (Corps of Engineers 1971). crease in the number of sites, and the presence of
burned-rock scatters, hearths, and middens serve to
separate the Archaic from the Paleoindian period

Cultural Chr onology (Collins 1995).

Leon Creek

Ar chaic

The Early Archaic period is characterized by Gqwer

Paleoindian Hoxie, Wells, Bell, Andice, Uvalde, Martindale, Baird,

and Tylor (Early Tiangular) projectile points (Collins
The Paleoindian period in CentraéXas spans ap- and Ricklis 1994). Additional diagnostic artifacts from
proximately 3,000 years from1]500-8,8008.r. this subperiod include unifacial and bifacial Clear Fork



tools, and the bifacial Guadalupe tool (Black 1989a;Late Archaic
Collins 1995). While Early Archaic tools are found

beyond Central@as, implying “oroad settlement pat- The Late Archaic is characterized by Marcos,
terns and resource utilization” if@rweiler et al.  Castroville, Montell, EnsoiFrio, Fairland, and Darl

1995:31), a concentration of Early Archaic compo- points (Collins and Ricklis 1994). The number of sites
nents located close to the eastern and southern bordghd components reaches an all-time high in the Late

of the Edwards Plateau (Black 1989b; Collins 1995)Archa|c period of Central dxas prehistory

along the Balcones Escarpment has been documentetfrierweiler et al. 1995). If site density is an accurate
One explanation for this apparent pattergeéts the  indicator of population densitit appears that the pre-
availability of water along the escarpment during anhistoric population of Centrakkas peaked at this time
arid climatic interval (Black 1989b). Recovered sub- (Trierweiler et al.1995). For the first time in the pre-
sistence remains demonstrate the exploitation of deehjstory of Central &xas, cemetery sites became part
small mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and fish. Thepf the archaeological inventory of site types. Rela-
intensified use of plant resources is indicated by thQ|Ve|y |arge trade networks are indicated by the pres-
presence of cammus bulbs from earth ovens (Collingnce of marine shell in cemeteries, and corner tang
1995). Early Archaic hunters and gatherers are conknives have been recovered throughoexas and
sidered to have beengamized into small, highly peyond (Tierweiler et al.1995). As for burned rock,
mobile bands, with low population densitiesgW  «accumulating evidence supports continued and pos-
1976). sibly increased use, throughout the Late Archaic”
(Trierweiler et al. 1995:33).

Middle Ar chaic

Late Prehistoric Period

The Middle Archaic is characterized by Nolaravis,
Bulverde, Pedernales, MarshallilMdms, and Lange  The Late Prehistoric period in CentraxXBs spans
stemmed projectile points (Collins and Ricklis 1994). approximately 800 years froni30-350s.r. (Black
In comparison to the Early Archaic, the Middle Ar- 1989a). To phases identified within this period are
chaic is represented by an increase in the number ghe Austin phase (50-65@®.r.) and the Byah phase
sites, site size, and number of diagnostic artifact typega D. 650-350s.p.). The Late Prehistoric period is
(Collins and Ricklis 1994). ir (1976) proposes that characterized by changes in point style and ceramic
the observed increase in site density during this pemanufacture (fierweiler et al.1995). The presence of
ri_od was a direct result of increased population densmall arrow points (Edwards, Scallorn, and Perdiz)
Sity. indicates a change to bow-and-arrow technology

(Collins 1995).
Burned-rock features including scatters, hearths, and
middens are hallmarks of the Middle Archaic period The Austin phase is considered to be a continuation
in Central Bxas (Collins 1995). The number of of the Late Archaic adaptation with an equal empha-

burned-rock middens increases, and the maximum sizgis on both hunting and gathering (Collins and Ricklis
and thickness of these features are reached during thi®94). Similarly cemeteries containing marine shell

period (CO”inS and Ricklis 1994) Several ideas re-artifacts remain in use during this time.

garding the function of burned-rock middens have

been ofered; howeverit is commonly accepted that gased on the presence of bison remains and a tool

their presence is directly linked to food processing.gssemblage comprised of Perdiz arrow pointgelar

Subsistence remains recovered from burned-rocknifacial end scrapers, and beveled bifacial knives,

middens include degacorns, and charred bulbs. Toyah phase sites reflect a shift in the exploitation of
resources (Collins and Ricklis 1994). This tool assem-
blage is believed to be associated with the hunting
and processing of bison. Howey@oyah phase com-
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eroded area, and appears to be in poor condition haviigh bluf on the east side of Leon Creek (Figure 2). Itis

ing been excavated or eroded awaly visible lithic described as a small, open campsite; perhaps represent-

artifacts were collected and a sample of burned rockng only a single nighs’ occupation. All visible lithic

was recovered. Due to the poor condition of the siteartifacts were recovered including a Montell and an

no further work was recommended. Almagre point. A few pieces of burned rock were also
observed but only a single sample was collected.

In 1971, Paul McGdifand Bill Fawcett recorded site

41BX61 (site form on file at ARL). This site is re-  In 1971, Paul McGtifecorded site 41BX55 (site form

ported to be located on the wall of a bledist of Leon  on file at TARL). This site is located on the west side

Creek (Figure 2). It is described as both a rockshelteof Leon Creek and was observed in the western wall

and cave. A small still, perhaps from the Prohibition of a gravel pit (Figure 2). The majority of the site may

period, was observed at the mouth of the rocksheltethave been removed during gravel quarrying. Cultural

Apparently a rockfall has closed ofiost of the open-  material was only observed below the present surface

ing into the rockshelteand has crushed the still as well. in the wall of the pit. The depth at which this material

A search was made inside the rockshelter and cave, butas observed is not reported. The site was not recom-

no cultural material was observed. This rockshelter wasnended for further testing.

reported by McGufand Fawcett to be the only one

which contained a deep fill of limestone dust. In 1971, Paul McGdfand Bill Fawcett recorded site
41BX56 (site form on file atARL). The site is lo-

Site 41BX62 was recorded in 1971 by Bill Fawcett cated on top of a 100-foot bfufvest of Leon Creek

and Paul McGuf(site form on file at ARL). The (Figure 2). It is reported to be adaropen air camp-

site is located on the east side of Leon Creek and isite from possibly the Paleoindian and Archaic peri-

described as a lge rockshelter in the wall of a bfuf ods. Artifacts collected include an Angostura,

(Figure 2). This rockshelter is reported to be approxi-Bulverde, and Nolan point, as well as several bifaces,

mately 50 feet above Leon Creek. Cultural materialunifaces, and numerous flakes.

consisted of several flakes which were collected from

the talus slope. No further work was recommended. Site 41BX57 was recorded by Paul and Ellen MdGuf
in 1971 (site form on file atARL). This site is lo-

In 1997, éir Enterprises conducted a pedestrian sur-cated on a high bléibn the west side of Leon Creek

vey and backhoe trenching of a locatiorgéed for  (Figure 2). The McGlifs described this site as a hunt-

the construction of the Bandera Commons Apartmentsng camp from the Early Archaic or Late Paleoindian—

west of Leon Creek (@ir 1997). Site 41BX54, origi- Archaic periods. All visible artifacts were reported to

nally recorded by McGiifn 1971 (see below) was re- have been collected including one lanceolate point and

established; and a new site, 41BX1250 was newlyseveral bifaces. A Bulverde and a Castroville point

documented (Figure 2). Site 41BX1250 is described asvere also observed; howeydris unclear whether

being less than 50 meters in diameter and consisting dhese two dart points were collected.

a light scatter of burned rock, two core fragments, and

three flint flakes (Wir 1997). The cultural material from

41BX1250 appears to be restricted to the top 60 cm of M ethodology

soil. Weir concluded that due to extensive disturbance

in the project area (e.g. leveling and agricultural activi-Pedestrian survey and shovel testing were conducted

ties, construction of radio station and four radio tow-in two separate phases, Phase | and Phase IA. Phase |

ers, soil mining, etc.) sites 41BX54 and 41BX1250 notincluded pedestrian survey of Parcels 1, 2, 4, and 5,

be recommended as eligible for listing in the Nationaland shovel testing Parcels 2, 3, 4, and 5. Phase IA

Register of Historic Places. consisted of pedestrian survey and shovel testing Par-
cel 3. (Parcel 1 did not contain enough high probabil-

Site 41BX60 was recorded by Paul and Ellen Mé&@uf ity areas to be shovel tested.)

1971 (site form on file atARL). The site is located on a



The entire project area was pedestrian surveyed at 3@proximately 30 cm in diameter and dug in 10 cm
meter intervals. Cutbanks and erosional profiles werdevels to a maximum depth of 50 cm below surface.
inspected for the presence of subsurface cultural deAll soil was screened through %-inch wire mesh and
posits. Vith the exception of exposed limestone di- all artifacts were collected. Standard CAR shovel test
rectly in the Leon Creek channel, ground cover wasforms were completed for each individual shovel test.
dense across the project area and the percentage Bhotographs were taken with a Fuji 35-mm camera
ground surface visible ranged between 0 and 30 perdsing color print film. All cultural material was taken
cent. Since the majority of the project area is in theto the CAR laboratory for analysis and curation (see
floodplain, shovel tests were dug only in select aread.aboratory Methods).
(i.e. T1 terraces) where the chance of encountering
significant cultural resources was considered high.

Laboratory Methods
Eighty-two shovel tests were dug in the project area.
They are located in the following ParcelssSIF18,  cyjtyral material was brought to the CAR laboratory
58-61, and 80-82 in Parcel 2 (Figure 3)s 8T-79  tacility and washed, air-dried, labeled, catalogued, and
in Parcel 3 (Figure 4), ST55-57 in Parcel 4 (Figure  analyzed. All artifacts, field forms, notes, records, and

5), and S$ 19-54 and 62-66 in Parcel 5 (Figure 6). yhotographs were curated in archival quality (acid-
Shovel tests were spaced at 50-meter intervals excep,tee) containers, labeled, inventoried, and placed in
those excavated to determine the horizontal and verticAr’s permanent shelving.

cal extent of archaeological sites. Shovel tests were

1 o shovel test

C} ll 1'
31 82

T ee

14,

15 k
\ ! 18, 16, ° \
\ 17 ° \ \

Figure 3.Locations of shovel tests in Rat 2.
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Figure 4.Locations of shovel test in Raal 3 and site 41BX1303.

Artifact Analysis

6). Artifacts from this site were not collected; how-
ever an examination of the cultural material indicates

Lithic artifacts were analyzed by class, raw material,that 41BX1301 is comprised of a light density of pri-
and attributes. The artifacts were analyzed by themary, secondaryand tertiary flakes, and cores. Some
project archaeologist under the supervision and adef the material, especially the ¢gar cores, show many
vice of Steve A. ®mka. From the debitage category internal flaws. Given the location of 41BX1301 on
only complete flakes—those having both a platformthe slope of a T1 terrace, it is assumed that the major-

and termination—were analyzed.

Results

ity of the site is located on the T1 terrace west of the

project area, and the artifacts observed are in a sec-
ondary context as a result of colluvial processes. The
T1 terrace west of the site has been developed; a hike-
and-bike trail and housing subdivision are present. The

Three newly identified archaeological sites were docu-site is approximately 120 meters in length. The slope
mented during the current investigation. Site of the T1 terrace within the project area is approxi-

41BX1301 is located on the slope of a T1 terrace onmately 10 meters in width and the base of the slope
the west side of Leon Creek in Parcel 5 (Figures 1 angeads directly into the exposed limestone bedrock of

9
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Figure 5. Locations of shovel tests in Rat 4.

the Leon Creek Channel (Figure 7)ith\the excep-

Site 41BX1302 is located on a T1 terrace on the west
side of Leon Creek in Parcel 5 (Figures 1, 6, and 8).
The site appears to be comprised of at least two pre-
historic components; an upper deposit and a buried
component. Site 41BX1302 was first recognized dur-
ing pedestrian survey by the presence of tertiary flakes
and a few fragments of burned rock on the ground
surface. Ground cover on this terrace is dense; how-
ever limited areas &rded adequate surface visibil-
ity. Six shovel tests were excavated to determine the
horizontal and vertical extent of cultural material.
Fifty-seven artifacts were collected from 41BX1302
(Table 1 and Appendix A). Artifacts are concentrated
in the upper two levels; howevesTs 53 and 66
yielded one broken tertiary flake and one thin biface
fragment, respectivelyn level 4 (30—40 cm); and ST

64 and 65 each contained one flake in level 5 (40-50
cm). The proximal section of a Marcos dart point was
collected from the surface approximately 25 meters
northeast of ST 53 (Figures 8 and 9; Appendix A). In
addition, a distal fragment of a projectile point was
recovered in a dirt road which runs along the northern
boundary of the site (Figure 8 and Appendix A). The
site is approximately 135 meters north/south by 75
meters east/west. Cultural material is also erodihg of
the terrace into the creek. It is highly probable that the
site extends west (if not totally destroyed by the con-
struction of a housing subdivision), and north and
south of the project boundary

tion of one complete unifacial flake recovered from A visual inspection was conducted on both walls of a
level 1 (010 cm) of ST 44 éble 1 and Appendix

A), no other cultural material was observed in the threesite (Figures 8 and 10). This erosional feature is the
shovel tests ($5742, 43, and 44) excavated within the result of an artificial cut created to provide drainage

site boundaries.

northwest/southeast erosional cut which bisects the

to a housing development located adjacent and west

o shovel test

41BX1302

Figure 6.Locations of shovel tests in Rat 5 and sites 41BX1301 and 41BX1302.
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Figure 7.Site 41BX1301.

of the site. A buried component, located approximatelynearby shovel tests contained artifacts to a depth of
25-30 meters east of the eastern project boundtagy 50 cm below surface. Several artifacts were observed
documented (Figure 8). The artifacts observed in then the bottom of the erosional feature which empties
north and south wall profiles are concentrated in ainto the Leon Creek channel to the east. These include
10-20 cm thick lens approximately one meter below4 bifaces, three primarjive secondaryand thirteen

the surface (Figurel). This cultural lens has a hori- tertiary flakes, and one core fragment. One dart point,
zontal distribution of approximately 10 meters. The identified as an Ensor (Steverhka, personal com-
material observed within the profile is characterizedmunication) was recovered in a secondary context near
as light in densityand the artifacts include three bone the confluence of the erosional cut and the creek chan-
fragments, 1 tertiary flakes, one secondary flake, one nel (Figures 8 and 9; Appendix A). It is not known
primary flake, charcoal, and possibly burned-rock frag-whether the Ensor point may have eroded from this
ments. Wo bone fragments recovered from the pro- buried deposit, if it originated in the upper deposit, or
file have been identified as artiodactyl, probably deerif it was transported by Leon Creek from some un-
The cultural lens is present in a black (10YR 2.5/1)known location.

sandy clay loam containing approximately 30 percent

gravels which range in size from 2-5 cm in diameter While mapping the site with a Global Positioning Sys-
Rabdotus snail shell was observed in direct associatem (GPS), three looters’ holes were observed near its
tion with the cultural lens. Directly underlying the northeastern boundary (Figure 8). While each looters’
artifacts is a dense concentration of alluvial gravelshole (approximately 1.5 meters in diameter) can be iden-
(approximately 95 percent) which range between Zified individually, in actuality they comprise one dar

and 10 cm in diameten addition to the subsurface pit due to their close proximity to one another (Figure
lens, artifacts were noted on the ground surface neatr2). Artifacts observed within the backdirt include
the erosional cut; interestingljowevey no cultural  flakes, burned rock, and two late-stage biface fragments.
material appears to be present in the profile betweerrhe only artifacts collected from the backdirt pile were
the surface and the 1-meter deep deposit, althougthe two biface fragments. The burned rock is of light to

11



Table 1. Artifacts Collected during the Archaeological Investigation of Leon Creek

Provenience Ground Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5
Surface (0-10cm) (10-20cm) (20-30cm) (3040cm) (40-50cm)
Showel Test 5 incgmpl ete
tertiary flake
Shovel Test 30 Incomplete
tertiary flake
Site 41BX301-Parcel 5
Shovel Test 44 complete
tertiary flake
Site 41BX302-Par cel 5
7 incomplete |3 incomplete 1incomplete
tertiary flakes |tertiary flakes tertiary flake
Shovel Test 53 and 1complete
indeterminate
flake
6 incomplete
flakes (one
primary and 5
Shovel Test 62 tertiary) and 1
complete
platform/core
flake
lincomplete |6incomplete |3incomplete |5 incomplete
Shovel Test 63 tertiary flake  [tertiary flakes |tertiary flgkes tertiary flakes
and lcorticate
chip
5incomplete  [3incomplete |1 incomplete 1incomplete
tertiary flakes, 1|tertiary flakes [tertiary flake tertiary flake
Shovel Test 64 F:hert chip,and 1 gnd 1cornpl.ete and 1complete
incomplete bifacethinning [platform/core
utilized flake  |flake preparation
flake
3incomplete |1 incomplete 1incomplete
Shovel Test 65 tertiary flakes |tertiary flake tertiary flake
1 chert chip 1 late-stage
Shovel Test 66 bifacemedial
fragment

Confluence of

erosional feaure and

Ensor Projedile
Point

Leon Creek

Proximal
25m northeast of ST |sectionof a
53 Marcos dart

point

2 |ate-stage

Badkdirt from Looter's]

Holes

bifacefragments|

Dirt Road along
northern bourdary

Distal sedion d
projedile point

Site 4

1BX303-Parcel 3

Vehicle Tracks

6 incomplete
flakes (2
secondary and 4
tertiary) and 2

chert chips

1

2
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dart point from the site, the distal section of a projec-
tile point and three late-stage biface fragments were
collected. The break type of the Marcos dart point is
indicative of a break resulting from use, and the distal
section of the projectile point exhibits a manufactur-
ing break. The Ensor point found in a secondary con-
text near 41BX1302 exhibited a break type resulting
a b ¢ from use and/or resharpening. The break type of two
4 of the three late-stage biface fragments are identified
centimeters | as indeterminate and the third exhibits a break type
Figure 9 Artifacts fiom 41BX1302a. Ensor; b. Marcos; indicative of r_nanufacture. The attributes of the arti-
c. distal section. f_ac_ts and the I_|th|c assemblage asa Whol_e suggests that

lithic material in the form of middiestage bifaces and/

or secondary macro-flakes were being brought to the
medium density and does not appear to represent a densite and further reduced and/or finished. During the
midden (i.e. earthen oven). pedestrian survey of the project area, chert outcrops

were observed eroding from Edwardlimestone in
Cultural material recovered from 41BX1302 provides the Leon Creek channel near this site (Figure 13). It is
but a small sample of the sidithic material; how-  possible that this source of raw material was utilized
ever analysis of the artifact assemblage suggests thdiy the prehistoric inhabitants at 41BX1302.
initial lithic reduction was not a common occurrence at
this site. Of 55 pieces of debitage, 48 are smalll tertianA third site, 41BX1303is located near the base of a
flakes. If lithic manufacture included early stage reduc-slope of a T1 terrace on the west side of Leon Creek in
tion, one would expect to see more primary and secParcel 3 (Figures 1 and 4). Lithic artifacts were ob-
ondary flakes. Only four flakes from 41BX1302 were served in vehicle tracks where visibility was adequate
identified as complete and therefore analyzed; they indue to the absence of tall grass. A limited inspection of
clude one biface thinning flake, two platform/core the tracks north of the project area showed that arti-
preparation flakgsand one indeterminate. In addition facts were present on the mid-slope of the T1 terrace as
to the recovery of the proximal section of a Marcos well. With the exception of
the toeslope, the T1 terrace
is located on private property
The artifacts observed within
the project area are consid-
ered to be in a secondary con-
text having originated from
the T1 terrace on private
property Two shovel tests
(STs 74 and 79) were exca-
vated near the observed arti-
facts and both shovel tests
showed negative results for
subsurface material. Artifacts
observed within the site in-
clude secondary and tertiary
flakes. The proximal section
of a Pedernales dart point was
observed outside the project
g area on the mid-slope of the

Figure 10 Erosional featue which bisects 41BX1302. T1 terrace.
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the construction of adjacent
housing developments. Four
additional shovel tests were
excavated five meters from ST
5, one in each of the cardinal
directions. These four shovel
tests did not yield prehistoric
materials, only additional

modern construction material.
Additional shovel tests were
not excavated around ST 30
due to the narrow width of the
terrace present in the project
area and to the close proxim-
ity of a privacy fence and hous-
ing division.

cultural lens cultural lens

Four of the archaeological sites
recorded by McGitfin 1971
fall within the project bound-
ary; howeverthe current in-
vestigation was unable to
relocate and redocument these
sites. Understandablsite
41BX73 was not relocated as
it represents a burial which had
been previously removed;
however no cultural material
Figure 1. Artifacts obseved at 1 meter below surface in south wall os@nal nor features associated with
featue. sites 41BX59, 41BX61, and
41BX62 were observed. Site
41BX59 is reported to be located in the active flood-

- ) ) plain at or near the eastern project boundawyned
Seventy-two lithic artifacts (56 incomplete flakes, 5 . and jithics were said to have formed a mound or

complete flakes, 5 chert chips, 3 late-stage biface frag\'/vere on a mound. All cultural material (presumably

ments, an Ensor dart point, a Marcos dart point, anGiic) was collected in 1971, and the site was re-
the distal section of a projectile point) were coIIectedported to be covered in thick brush. It may be that

during the course of this projecta@le 1). Wth the  g,44ing and erosion have destroyed the site, or that
exception of three artifacts collected from the ground,[he site is located adjacent and immediately east of
surface and two recovered from the backdirt pile of 3the project boundangites 41BX61 and 41BX62 are
looters hole at 41BX1302, and six from the ground oo e to be located on the eastern side of Leon Creek
surface at 41BX1303, the remaining cultural materlal(Figure 2). 41BX61 is described as a rockshelter and
was recovered during the excavation of shovel tests, cave: h(.)WGVGIWith the exception of a small still

Of the 82 shovel tests excavated in the project aregy,ssiply from the Prohibition period) located near
STs 5 and 30 are the only ones located outside newlyhe 6 th of the rocksheltero other cultural mate-

identif_ied archaeologi_cal sites which contain cultural rial was observed in 1971. Site 41BX62 is described
material. A single tertiary flake was recovered from as a rockshelter in the wall of a H&O feet above

each shovel test; howeyenodern materials were also | oo, creek. Cultural material was not observed within
present indicating a high degree of disturbance fromy,q qci shelter in 1971 but several lithic flakes were

15
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Figure 12 Looters’ holes at 41BX1302.

Figure 13 Chett outcrops in Leon Grek channel.

16



with the potential for containing significant
cultural resources comprised a minor com-
ponent of the total project area. When T1
terrace deposits were encountered, they of-
ten occurred as narrow bands bordered by
privacy fences and housing developments.
These T1 terraces—when shovel tested—fre-
guently showed evidence of disturbance as-
sociated with landscaping and housing
construction.

Three newly identified archaeological sites
were documentedwio sites, 41BX1301 and
41BX1303, were identified near the base of
T1 terrace slopes. liti the exception of sur-
face collecting the artifacts for chert sourc-
ing information and comparative artifact data
analysis, interpretation of these sites is ex-
tremely limited due to the paucity of materi-
als, and to the secondary context in which
they were found. Sites 41BX1301 and
41BX1303 (within the current project bound-
ary) do not represent intact deposits and as
such are not recommended for State Ar-
chaeological Landmark status nor are they
recommended as eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places.

Site 41BX1302, which occupies a relatively
large T1 terrace, contains intact and signifi-
cant cultural materials. The site appears to
N R 3 1 be comprised of at least two components; an
1. upper deposit, observed on the surface and
to a depth of 50 cm (bottom of shovel tests),
and a lower buried component; observed in
collected from the talus slope. During the currentthe profile of an erosional feature at one meter below
project it was reasonably safe to investigate limestonghe surface. Artifacts from both components indicate
bluffs and rockshelters in Parcel 1 and Parcel 4 to dhat the site represents a Campsite where processing
height of approximately 30 feet (Figure 14). Some of foodstufs occurred. Based on the recovery of the
areas were inaccessible and unsafe. Neither 41BX6§/arcos dart point from the surface of 41BX1302, the
nor 41BX62 was relocated during the current prOjeCt.upper component may date to perhaps the Late and/or
Only modern cultural material associated with urbanTransitional Archaic Period. The lower buried deposit
use was observed. appears to represent a discrete component; however
further work will be needed to substantiate this claim.
Site 41BX1302 has the potential for providing impor-
Summary and Recommendations tant information on the prehistory of the area. The
upper deposit has been impacted in some areas by the

The pedestrian survey along Leon Creek occurretonstruction of houses adjacent to and west of the site
largely within the active floodplain. T1 terrace deposits

A
B
3

BN

Figure 14 Rock cliffs in Pace
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but it is dificult to assess the depth of this distur- forded some course of protection in order to halt the
bance across the site without additional work. Thelooting activities occurring at the site. It is recom-
buried component is intact; unfortunatetys under-  mended that 41BX1302 has the potential for listing in
going a high degree of erosion during heavy rains duehe National Register of Historic Places and that this
to its exposure within the erosional cut. The uppersite should be avoided during the development of the
deposit is also &cted by erosional processes but Leon Creek Greenway\Ve conclude that no signifi-
given its location on a nearly level terrace, combinedcant cultural deposits will be fatted in Parced 1
with adequate ground covarosion is less problem- through 5 during the development of the Leon Creek
atic. One very important issue concerning 41BX1302Greenway provided that site 41BX1302 is completely
is the fact that the site has been discovered by padvoided. If complete avoidance of this site is not pos-
hunters and is currently subjected to looting activi- sible, then it should be tested for significance prior to
ties. It is strongly suggested that 41BX1302 be af-any ground-disturbing activities.
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Appendix 1.
Lithic Analysis of Bifaces, Pojectile Points, and Complete Flakes
from Sites 41BX1301 and 41BX1302

Bifacesfrom Site 41BX1302

Provenience Raw Material Biface Attributes
Mat. Tool Stage Bre& |Tool
Unit Type Lvl|Scrn |Type |Grain Size|Burn Cortex Length Width | Thicknes§ Comp. _|Blank Type [Reduc |Shape Type [Reg/c
fine (no
Shovel Test 66 4{1/4" |chert |inclusions)|no absent 26mm 30mm |5mm medial _[Indet Late |Indet Indet yes
fine (no
Badk Dirt/Looter's [no [no |chert [inclusions)|no absent 35mm 38mm |9mm proximal |Indet Late |Trianguarindet no
fine (no
Badk Dirt/Looter's [no [no |chert [inclusions)|no absent 43mm 44mm [9mm medial _[Indet Late |Indet Manuf | no
Projectile Points from 41BX 1302
Provenience Raw M aterial Projectile Point Attributes
Mat. Projedile
Unit Type Lvl|Scrn |Type [GrainSize |Burn SubGroup _|Projedile Type [Serr. Bevel [Complete |Brek Type
Ground SurfacéNea fine (no
Shovel Test 53 no {no chert linclusions) |no Dart Point __[Marcos absent |absent |proximal |Use
Confluence of Creek fine (no Use/Resharp-
and Erosional Fedure |no |no chert inclusions) |no Dart Point Ensor absent |absent |proximal |ening
Ground Surfaceln fine (no
Northern Dirt Road no |no  [chert Jinclusions) |no Dart Point __ |Indeterminate  |absent  |absent [distal Manufaduring
Debitage from Site 41BX1302
Provenience Raw Material Debitage Attributes
Mat. Internal Maximum Platform Dorsa Strean
Unit Type Lvl|Scrn |Type |Fradure Grain Size  |Dimension _|Faceing Cortex _|Flake Type|Damage
fine (no
Shovel Test 53 1]1/4" |chert |absent inclusions) |1-2 cm sindle tertiary |Indet no
fine (no Platform/C
Shovel Test 62 1]1/4" |chert |absent inclusions) 1-2cm singe tertiary JorePrep |no
fine (with Biface
Shovel Test 64 2|1/4" |chert |absent inclusions) |3-4cm three+ tertiary |Thinning |no
fine (with Platform/C
Shove Test 64 3|1/4" |chert absent inclusions) |4-5cm Corticae sen orePrep |no
Debitage from Site 41BX1301
Provenience Raw Material Debitage Attributes
Mat. Internal M aximum Platform Dorsal |Flake |Stream
Unit Type LvliScrn |Type |Fradure Grain Size  |Dimension _|Faceting Cortex__|Type |Damage
Uniface
fine (no Manuf/
Shovel Test 44 1/1/4" |chert |absent inclusions) [1-2cm sindle tertiary |Resharp [no
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