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THE TUNNELS FOUND AT THE McMARTIN PRE-SCHOOL
A PRELIMINARY REPORT

A formal report will be released when forensic tests are conciuded.

o 45 foot tunmel

9 foot wide subterranean entrance found under west wall of the "Dog” room

(Classroom 4, Ray Buckey’s classroom).

- Avocado tree roots cut on both sides of the entrance.

Disney bag, *Copyright 1982 * found 4-1/2 feet below the classroom floor and
3" to 6" in from entrance and under foundation, Classroom 4.

Tunnel proceeded south, then east 45 feet through Classrooms 4 and 3, and north,

thcn east 10 feet within Classroom 4.

Tunnels were 30" wide, 44" to 46" deep, with top of the tunnel 30" under the
classroom floar.

- The footing between Classrooms 3 and 4 was archcd where the tunnel passed
underneath and 12° shorter in depth at this location than same footing 12 feet
to then north.

Four large, upright containers were found in the tunnel under the arch,
obviously hand piaced.

A 9 foot wide chamber was found along the tunnel under Classroom 4. Top of

chamber and top of sections of the runnel had layers of plywood covered with tar

paper which had apparently been supported by cinder blocks and 2* x 2° and 2°

x 4° wooden posts found undemeath.

Tunnel features made it evident that tunnel was hand dug

« 7 foot tunnel extending into the triplex next door
. Tunnel extended from the bathrooms off the office and Clasaroom 1 to the front
yard of the triplex next door. Front yard concealed from street by three-car

garage.
Children described entrance and exiting tunnel in tripiex yard exactly where mnnel
and exit were found.

1 39" x 41" area under a hole cut in this nezghbor’s bathroom ﬂoor had been
excavated and subsequently filled.

s Other significant facts

. A small, white plastic plate with three pentagrams hand drawn on top of light
green paint was found by the archaeologists in the stratified dirt in the play yard.
- Per historical archaeologist, pentagrams were hand drawn by an adult and not

part of the manufacturer's design.

Many other artifacts found, whose analyses will be released upon completmn of
tests,
No doorknobs were on Classroom 3 door, only a dead bolt fock.
Each classroom had on and off light switch labeled "Fire Alarm." System did not
connect to fire station but was used as an alert within the school.
More than 2000 artifacts were found under the school floor, including over 100
animal bones.

Due to severe time constraints our archaeology team was unable to further explore the
extent of the tunnel networks, Above documented through photographs, notes, graphs,
diagrams and charts.

Dr. Gary Stickel, Archaeologist
Ted L. Gunderson, Project Coordinator (former FBI agent)
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introguction

Thne world has never been guite the same since March 22, 1284, On that date the Los
Angeles County District Attorney described an unheard-of level of currage: the sexual
assauit. pornographic expioization and sadistic terrorizing of dozens. mayte hundreds of tiny
children in a respecied Manhattan Beach preschool. Butiressed by a similar case in Jordan.
Minresota and foliowed by at least fifty outbreaks of apparently icentical accusations
throughout the United States, there were implications that a whole generation of chiléren
was targetad for subversion by an invisible borde of satanic cult terrorists.

The investigztors and the parants who heard the children’s stories frsthand teaded to
beifeve in the literal truth of appareptly fantastic stories. Others, more removed from
emotional rapport with the children, became aggressively skepucal. insisting there was no
evidence and no ratonal precedsnt for an occult consprracy. Journalists exploiied the
controversy and kindled the fear, announcing a state of panic among parents— a national
hysteria. Others, drawing on the theory conceved by criminal defense attorneys, blamed
therapists and investigators for implanting the stories through impressionistic children
caught vp in a "witch hunt” for child abusers.

Viore sober chservers waited for evidence, If animals were killed, where were the
remains? I pornazrapny was produced, where were the picrures? And if chiidren were
taken underground for ceremonies and for transport te off-campus locations, where were
the wnnels? In case after case there was spectacular failure to produce the definitive
proof. Prosecutions and conviciions, when they occurred, depended on believing the
children. In the absence of self-evident substance, the press and the pubiic hung on the
outccme Of adversarial argument.

The McMartin case was the first to be announced and the last to be decided. Following
the two longest and most expensive criminal trials in histery and a third brief challenge to
¢cne remaining dsfendant. the McMartin "case” ended on July 27. 199C, without a single
conviction. The name "McMartun” has since become emblematic of prosecutorial debacjes,
overzealous investigaticns, and mass hvsieria,  Parents are cast as vizilantes in the
metaphoric review and therapists are condemned as the real abusers of children. With
these new scapegcats for distrust, children could once more be entrusied t¢ benevolent
strangers.

But the most vital questions of the epidemic of the eighties are not resolved tkrough
criminal prosscution. whether or not there 15 a conviction of desigrated deferdants. Thase
who Eold to their belief jn the chiidren are not impressed bv the vasariss of criminal
justice. Parents were Jess concerned with determining guilt than discovering what had been
dona to their children. When children awoke screaming against unutterable fears. criminal
charges of sexual touching became irrelevant to parental suspicions of psychological
invasion. The uncharged offenses remain the most troubling: Who were the umdentified
strangers? Why rtalk of ferays to neighborhood stores and churches? Why claim trips 10
impossibly distant locaticns? Why insist there were underground rooms and tunnels?




While these most implausibie claims were avorded by prosecutors arg exploited as de
facro fantasy by defense. they remain the most provocative enigmas for those who would
understand the experience of children who become plagued with such fears. Bevand the
eivsive and limited goals of criminat investigation, beyond proving who may have sexuallv
assaulted these chiidren, 1t is ultimateiv more 1mportant 1o the Dawure of childhood and 10
:he security of families to determine what happened to the children, in the true and
broadest sense, and wiether the children were manipuiated through outside malice or
merely via parental misunderstarnding.

Throughout the agonizing process of the McMartin investigation, parerts insisted on the
crucial reality of the reportied tunnels, whiie outsiders scoffed at the stories. Parents,
risking further stigma as vigilantes, started digging and compelled attention to underground
phenomena. Prosecutors, forced to a showdown, commissioned a superficial search of
open terrain and, withow going under the concreie floor of the preschool, branded the tunpe]
stories as bogus. Onee the wennels were offtelaly discounted, attempts to explore for an
underground reality were instant targets for ridicule:

The M:zMania Scheol was painstakingly probed for tunpels, None were found. . . . [The
McMartin} psrents have nvested years believing tn demonic con';“iracies and underground nursery
tunnels. [Unui ruccr}f]r the parests were still digping, They came up witlh Indian aruf act") They

e pm e P T e . A B Jana —_—
Aove e3TWen unremntingiy ¢l suti tainze 1oize wend 2o 1o their sops and Jzughters. They have

1oid their c"l-']""r.-n over apd over, that they were abused, then rewarded them f{or being traumazized.
They have put them io therapy with aduit faratics who have done the same, and enrcllec Hom as
"LII".BCI Pig irs in the "research” ‘PTO!ECLS of zeaiols.

The McMariin kids and hundreds of others in ritual abuse spinafls acress the country, have spent
vears trapped in clans now extended te inclode psychoiogisis, social workers and prosecutors— clans
whose idemiity derives [rom a tent-revival belief in their children’s imagined viciimization.

(Nathar,D. Whaat McMarua Started; The Ritval Sex Abuse fHoax, The Village Voice, 2KV [24],
Jume 1Z, 1950, syndicgied naticnady. Alse in Debdie Nathan's bock, Women and siher Aijens, Essavs
frony thhe US-Mexcan Border, 3s quoted in an editonial review, “Understanding Wha Is Bebind ihe
Satanic Hoax", NASVO NEWE/CA VOC4L Newsletier, 7 (3}, Fall, 1991).

It shouid be important to know, once and for all, whether chiidren described actual
tuninels or wunaginary voids. Journalists should know whether the parents found "Indian
artifacts” or something more telling. Certainly it would be important to know if the parents
cor:missioned an archeoclogical investigation that was, in fact, more exhaustive and was
conducted with more scientfic rigor than the supposedly painsiaking probe by the
prosecutiors.

[f the stories of the children were bogus fantasies, there is no excuse for the tunnels
discovered under the schocl. If there really were tunnels, there is no excuse for the gib
dismissal of any and all of the ccmplaints of the children and their parents.

It makes a diference to know the truth about the tunreis. This report offers new and
unprecedented dimensions of trutn.

Reland C. Summit, M.D.
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS OF THE
McMARTIN PRESCHOOL SITE.
MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA
by

. Gary Stickel, Ph.D.

By

1.0 Introduction

1.1 Introduction te the Project

This report presents the findings relative to a formal archaeological investigation of the
McMartin Preschool site, located in Marbattan Beach, California.  The author was
commissioned to conduct the archaeological investigation of the subject site based on a
recommendation by Prof. Rainer Berger, then Chzirman of the UCLA Izterdisciplinary
Archaeology Program. A group of parents whose children tad been enrolied in the schooi
had obtained provisicnal permission from the owner of the site to search for the runnel(s)
and underground room(s) which their children had descried. The parents’ initial
excavation encountered artifacts whose significance was ambiguous because of the imprecise

nature of their approach.

During the Initial phase cof the project (described bejow in Section 1.3), it became
apparent that the project nezeded formal, qualifed archaeological expertise 1n order to
definitively resolve the questions of whether subterranean features (tunnels and rocms)
were actuazlly present at the sitz in question. Subsequently the author was retained 1o be
the director of all archaeological work at the site. Due to the given time frame (see
Section 1.2 below), there was only one menth of time provided to us in which to conduct
the field work, Hence 2ll field werk was completed in May, 1990,

Beczuse the project involved zrchaeological investigations of a site dating to our own
cuiture and to very recent times (i.e. the era between 1967 and 1990} we were conducting
what 1z professionally referred to zs an “historical archaeclogical" excavation. Historical
Archzeslogy i1s 2 subideld of the scierce of Archaeology in general and it has i's own
relatively unigue and distiact approach due to the fact it dezls with sites that can be
assocjated in many ipstances with known and documented people and events {see Noel-
Hume 1975 and South 1977 for the methodolegy of Historical Archaeology). The latter
is especially notable for the subject site since it was a key fixture in the now nationally
known criminal case. The McMartin case is prominent in legal circles for having the
distinction of being the longest running and the most expensive criminal triel in the history
of U.S. jurisprudence (for a comprehensive report and a chronology of the case sec the
article in the national publication entitled the State Peace Officer’s journal by E.L. Wiley



29910 06-90%. A good visual summary of the case is avaiiztle i the Emmyv Award-winniog
gment {from the Pubiic Broadcasting Svsiem1 (PBS) MacNerl/Lehrer Newshour enijtled
“{eMartin: Trial and Error” {MacNeil Learer, 19903,

ca
T

Given this background. the archaeolegical project became de facio a kind of forensic site
search. even though the intent of the project was rnot to provide “evidence” for the case {the
second trial was actually being trnied concurrently with our dig). The Los Angeles County
District Attornev's Office had made (t clear that 1t had suificient evidence for its case and
would not consider using any additicnal data from our work. Very lttie has been written
in the fieid of Archaeology “on forersic archaeological investigations. The 'nost rotatle
exception is the book by Morse. Duncan and Stoutamire (1983) entitied Handbook of
Forensic Archaeciogy and Anthropologe.  [nformation in that work was consicered zs part
of the research developed for this project.

Despite the apparenily confident opinion of Ilm District Attorney’s Office, the case was
not successfully proae:uter’ {cf. Wiley, 1951). Althougk the verdict was disap'poin'ting 10
the parents, it was not unexpected due io :heir dissatisfaction with the manner in which
evidence was gathered, both from their children and from the pr cschool site itself. A major
noint of dispute was that despite the fact that the children spoke of tl.nre]s (Daily News,
1983: Daily Breeze, 1986a: 1986b: 1989 Easy Reader, 1988) and a "secret room" (Daliy
News, 1235: Dally Breeze. 1985a:) beaneath the preschoo! bulldinz. no adzqu
ipvestigation iad Deea <. ed out prior to this described oroject. In addition, the
siatements made by several of the children of their involvement in what has been
interpreted as bizarre interactions with adults had led to the interpretation on the part of
some individuals that the children had been involved in strange rituals {Daily Breeze,
1986b; 1989; Easy Reader, 1988). However since no tangible evidence of such behavier (i.e
cither subterranean tunnelroom use or ritual behavior) was presented as cvidence by the
District Attorney’s Office, the credibility of the children’s testimony was successfully
assalled by the ceferse, Given this turn of events, tke news media swung their emphasis
tc the defense pesiticn and to the chorus doubting any veracity in the children’s statements.

The de facio aveidance by the criminal justice system of the more bizarre allegations
leaves parents and clinicians burcered with interpreting the most confusirg and alarming
aspects of the children’s descriptions. The implications of "rituzl abuse” have been given
credence ty some chnicians (Braun, 1986: Kelley, 1988, 1989, 1950; Burgess, ¢ a/, 1990:
Semmit, 1688, 1682 Falicr, 1990: Snow and Sorenson, 1990; Bottoms, et al. 1991: Jones,
1991: Jonker and Joaker-Baker 1991, Young, er al, 1991 Smith, 19%2: Goodwin, 1983),
ocial scientists (Finkelhor and Williams. 1938), and governmental agencies (Wilson and
teppe, 1985 Office of Criminal Justice Planning, 1989-1990: Llovd, 1920; Committee on
Child Abuse Prevention, 1951; Vilew, 19913 The zlarming nature of the descriptions of
ricual in the absence cimaterial evidence prompts others to warn against belleving any part
of such reports {Ganaway, 1989; Ofshe, 1993; Putnam, 1991). For their participation in the
defimitive UCLA study on the effects of rincalistic abuse {Waterman. er a/, 1993) an award-
winning jeurnalist reviled McMartin parents for "enrolling {their children] ir the ‘research’
projects of zealots” (Nathan, 1990: see also Dr. Summit's Introduction, p. ii). In view of
such controversy and considering the impertance of factual, objective criteria for furure

L
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child protective inlerventons. determining ine presence or absence of the alleged tunneis
tader the McMartin Prescnool assumes monumental significance.”

The parents, convinced Ii“a: their chiidren were being unfairly discredited due to a lack
of adeguate search for the relevant supportig evidence, reta-.ned a professional team to
~esolve these questions regar ding the ntegnry of the children and the truth of their
staterments. Thus the goals of this preject were to objectively search for data bearing on
the questions of whether there were subterranean openiags {tunne:s and /or rooms) under
the preschbool.

1t should be pointed out Lere that the avthor was retained to provide an objective and
open-minced scientific opinion as to the rescluticn of the goals of the project. This writer
was aware of the case, given the intense media coverage over many vears, but he kad not
formed any opmon as to a sreferred verdict. Moreover, given the emphasis of the news
media in 199u, he was somewha skeptzcaf hbat any corroborative data would be uncovered
during the Investigation. The author made it clear wher, he was retained that he would be
completely objective in the investigation and that if no data supporting the goals were
found then that possibie result would be the reported cutcome without qualification.
However the opposite proved ‘o be true.

Sine T UTumiSiancas were so extraoriinary, tois Lela project was guite difficuit to
canduct. This was due not only to the coastricted tume frame allotted to us for the work
but zlso due to the intense interest of the news media (television, radio and newspapers)
and the curious crowd of visitors who had to be kept back from our work areas on a daily
basis. Tt is unusual. to say the Jeast, for an archzaeological project 1o be conducted under
such a "spoilight’, especiaily such an emotionally charged one, and therefore the
management of the project was not easv, But the staff and crew were up to the chalienge
anc they held steadfast to the plan for the exploration of the sjte.

Many of the references to events and persouns relevant to the site, and to the project
l=ading up to the specific archazological excavation upon which this report is based, are to
artcies that appeared in various newspapers. [t is well known that newspaper articles are
fraught with probiems of accuracy. These articies were used because other sources
cocumenting the cited events were either too voluminous {manyv thousands of pages of
court transcripts), or were in the form of the chiidren’s reports made in confidence 1o
therapists. In every instazice, however, the only newspaper accounts that are cited are those
which have witnesses to corroborate the accuracy of thelr statemenis relevant to this
oroject.

The next section presents more specific dackground information on the project

' Author’s note: Jackie McGauley ceniributed research information to this
paragraph.

95




1.2 Background of the Project

The preschool site was jocated 1n the greater Los Angeles area of Southern California,
i1 the Cf*v of Manhattas Beach. Svecifically 1t was located at 921 Manhattan Beach Bivd.
It was built on a rectangular parcel near the northeas: corner of the intersection of
“Manhattan Beach Bivd, and \‘-fa“,l.t Ave. (Figure 1). The rectangular lot measured some
354 m.(1167) NS by 11.1 m.(367) ZAW. In additicn we explored the neighering lot (827
Manhatian Beach Blvd.) which bordered the preschoal low extending west of 1t to the
intersecticn of Walnut Avenue and Manhattan Beach Blvd. (see Figure 1). This property,
referred to herein as the "side 1ot", measured about 35.4 m . {ca. 1167) N/ S and 12.3 m. {ca
40y E E/W (Langenwaiter, ¢ al, 19‘85). Ttus tke combined two Jots measured 35.4 m.(1 6)
N/S by 23.4 m.(,6) EAV, with a combinad total area of 8284 square meters (8.747 sq. ft.},
This area is hereafter referred to as the "site.”

=

As statad in section 1.1 above. izec objectives of this archazclogical proiect were to
‘ndependently and objectively resclve whether or not actuzi corroberatve evidencs of the
reports of the children regarding features and data at the prescheol couid e jocaied and
recovered. This was necessitated by the fact that despite seven vears of oificial investi-
cation, from September, 1983 10 ruv 27,1990 (USA Today, 1985: Wiley, 1991, n. 88) the
tunnel reports of the children ard the attendant concerns of the parents were never
adecuatelv addressed. The Jack ol tangible corroborative evidence of the children’s repors
of subterranean openings was used in court to cast doubt on the credibility of the children’s
testimony regarding the case in general. Obviously if such corroborative data were to have
Leen discovered and enterzd into evidence at the appropriate time in the case. they mav
have been imporiant factors in the jury's final verdicts. However, as the series of events
occurred. as describéd below, no such corroberative evidence was to be forthcoming until
our work, Ewven when it was recovered. it was given no reie in the court cases.

Given 1he distinctive reports of the children and the viral importance of potentialiy
corrgborating evidence, 1t Is very surprising to this writer that the McMarun Preschool site
was not effectively and properly investigated for such evidence. In order to successfully
search for such information two measurss should have been implemented:

) The “integrity” of the site should have been preserved by sealing off the site to any
access bv the defencants or anvone else until the possibility of the reperied evidence had
been adeguately resolved. The purpese, of course, to immediately sealing off the sie
would be 0 hopefuily "freeze” in st (in originz] location) any potentially rejevant data or
evidence bearing on the case so that it could be located and identified when searched fer.

2} Then competent and quziificd investugators should have been called in 1o conduct a
proper and thorough subsurface search for amy such cata. A logical choice is for the
officials to call cn archaeological expertise, since the police do not have the depth anad
range of Zeld experience required to properly search for such burfed features. Experienced
archzeclogists have built up a mental "data bank” of often subtle information on buned
features such as post holes, various kinds of pits, house pits. buried passagewavs (e.g.
tunrels or tunnel-like features), etc. and have Jearned to distinguish them from other buried
phenomena such as rodent holes, buned natural erosional channels (burjed stream
channels} and the like.
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“chaeoiogists gistinguich such turied lzatures iwhich (0 some cages ajlew them 1o even
reccnstruct the supersiructures of ancient houses in a given culture) through a variety of
ahserved information. This information can be 'n the forms of differences ¢f sail coior, sail
chemistry, s0il texture and grain size. or the presence of "inclusions.' Inclusiors can be
either nawJral materials such as pebbies or stones or culrural materiais such as burned
waoden post iragments or artifacts such as pois or pol fragments contained within former
ODeRIBgs [e.E. @ storage pit). Such opemings are often jater completely filled in either
intentionaliv or by ratural cepcsiticnal procasses of soil movement (cf. Hele and Heizer.
1973 for a good discussion of such subtie features and Schiffer, 1976 for other theoresical
discussiens of such processes). All of these cata form what archacolcgisis call "signatures’
that allow ecach buried feature to be recognized and identfied, Such signatures for a wnnel
and/or buried room are cdiscussed below in section 1.4.

Expertisc that was suitably knowiedgeable and capabie was nesded Lutl unfortunately
was not properly deployed for 2 timely and definitive exploration of the site. In fact, given
+he children’s assertions regarding subsurface phenomena. including the burials of small
animals purported.y sacrificed, surprisingly 1t was not the prosecuticn which initially
conducted an excavation but the defense instead. For reasons unxnown, the defense
decided to explore the site with 1ts own excavation. Mr. Paul Bynum, a former Hermosa
Beach Police licutenant who was hired as a delensc investigator (Easv Reader, 1987)
conducted a dig for evidence at the subject site. The prosecution never cuestioned the
appropriaieness of aliowing ipe Cefense 10 conducl iis own excavallon, or why thie defense
would even want ‘o conduct such an excavation (le. if there was no evidence as they
argued, then why even Jook fer any?). Even if any relevant data or evidence were to be
recovered by their dig, the Jack of proper archacological expertise would preclude proper
nroveniencing of the data in stu in the field and theredy would invalidate its usefulness for
scientific purpeses.

3ynum zpparently conducted his informal digging in February, 1984 (Daiiv Breeze, 1987).
t is significant 10 note he did unearth some buried animal remains of "...numerous pieces
of tortoise sheils and bones"(Daily Srecze, 1987, Langenwalter, 1992a:  personal
communication). Tnere was keen interest in these cata at the fime since it was reported
that the children”...testitied that tortoises, raobits. and other small animals were mutilated
..{in order) to terrorize the children into keeping silent” (Daily Breeze, 1987). Bynum wes
siated to testfy on these data on Thursday, December 13. 1987, but was found shot to
ceath the night before (Daily Breeze, 1987). It is not surprising that the cefense could
dismiss its own gathered data as irrelevant.

[t was more than one full vear later {and two full vears-afier the criminal investigation
had begun), that the parents became "..nghteously impatient” (Daily Breeze, 1983c: cf. The
Beach Reporier, 1985) with the lack of a suitable official investigation, and decided to take
matters into their own hands by investizating the site themsejves. The observation (in
about April. 1985) of some unusual construction activity on the side Jot. as evidenced by
a pile of dumped concrete {McGauley, 1992: personal communication), led tc the parents’
interests in exploring the site. In addition, cn Wednesday March 13, 1985, the parents
ohserved 2 new feature of a squarish concrete slab, jocated northeast of the avocado tree
and near the southwest corner of classroom #4 (see Figure 1). Although the parents could
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not obtain permission to dig on the preschool site lot itself, controlled at the time by an
attorpey for the defense, they did obtain permission to dig on the side jot from Mr, Arnold
Goidstein, owner of that adjacent lot between the preschool and Walnut St. (see Figure 1).
The defendants had leased a portion of the side lot as a play yard for the preschoclers
(Langenwalter, ¢f al, 1985: 3; cf. The Beach Reporter, 1985: March 21).

It should be noted that it has been erroneously reported that: “According to Wil
Abrams ... of the Los Angeles County District Attorney's Office, parents of children
invoived in the case performed unauthorized excavations on the site” (see Peter in
Langenwalter, ¢ al, 1985: 6). The parents did notify the District Attorney’s Office of their
intent to explore the side lot site and despite an invitation 10 join in the cffort, the D.As
Office declined invoivement (Currie, 1992: personal communication). Unleashing their
collective pent up frustration, some 50 parenis descended on the adjacent play yard lot.
Under the general leadership of Robert Currie (a parent), based on directions from some
cf their children, parents began unsystematically digging on Sarurday March 16, 1985 (Daily
Breeze, 1985b; Currie, 1992: personal communication). They could find nothicg under the
mysterious concrete slab, so its purpose remained unknown.

However, they pushed on:

Using 2 backhoe, they (the parents) began Saturday (i.e. March 16, 1985} merning by looking for a
tunoel and 2n underground ‘secrel room' that have been described in testimony during the lengiby
preliminary hearing. Although they found no tunoels during that search, they later uncovered another
apparent Lorioise skelclon and some bone [ragments using shovels (Daily Breeze, 1985c).

The parents were also looking for evidence relative to statements made by some of the
children that ".rabbits, turtles and birds were slaughtered at the school .. to terrify
molested youngsters into silence” (Dailv Breeze, 19854d).

The parents were also motivated by their discovery of "..an old city permit issued to
McMartin authorizing the removal of 80 cubic vards of earth” (Daily News, 1985) which
they thought to be an indication of the excavation of a tunnel at the site,

Employing a backhoe and shovels,'parents dug hapkazardiy in a number of places in the
lot without any success. Then, after the backhoe crew left:

Parents began to dig with shovels, allegedly in an area pointed out by a nine-year-oid former student
of the McMartin preschool, who told them 10 dig behind a cemert planter in the northeast corner.
When parents unearthed several broken turile shells and a few benes, they stopped digging and
nctified the district atzorney's office. A police line was set vp around the lot at 8:30 [p.m.], Saturday
evening {March 16, 1588), (The Beach Reponer, 1985; see Figure 3 for parents’ tortcise location)

The parents were elated that they had found some evidence seemingly relevant to the
case and proving that their children’s reports were true. After the excavations by both the
defense and the parents {both of whom found data potentially relevant to the case), the
District Attorney’s Office finally considered it appropriate and relevant o conduct an
excavation to search for evidence. Thus the parents were successful in prodding the
District Attorney's Office into sealing off the area and conducting an official subsurface



zearcn Al the site (Daih greece. 15983c; Depury DAL Roger Gunson apparenty promised
the parents that .._experts’ would be brought in 10 centinue the excavaton. What kind of
=xperts. however. he would not divulge” fDafly Brecze, 1985¢). Glenn Stevens. a prosecutor
stated "Lt was) unwise for anvone without a torensic background to conduct such a
search” (Daily Breeze, 1585dh. The "excavation” was further delaved n week (Daiiv Breeze,
19830,

The District Attornev's Office thep hired a local archaeological company, Scientfic
Resource Surveys (S.R.S) 1o concuct a search for evidence using archaeological techniques
{Langenwalter 1992a: personal communicatien: Langenwalter. cr al. 1985). The project was
co-directed by Nancy Desautels. Ph.D. and Paul Langenwaiter, M A, who conducted the

project in cooperation with members of the Shenif's Crime Lab (see Figure 2). (Thie Beac

Reporter, 1985) The D.A’s Office restricted the excavation to the area of the McMartin
piay vard in the Goidstein lot. The excavations focused on the area of the parents’
excavauons searching for an entrance to an underground rocm (2t the northeastern corner
of the side Jot property) and along the eastern property toundary. No other excavarjons
were allowed by the D.As Office (Langenwalter 19¢2b:  personal communication).
Consequently an archaeological projact was conducted for only rwo weeks (from March 20
to April 8 1985 Langenwalter, ¢ o/ 1985: 1). The specific goals of the project were ic:
"{1) ... determire 1t the preperty contaned the buried remains of animals expibitng the
effects of traumatic death: and (2) determine if the property centained evidence of a
subterranean room” (Langenwalter, er al, 1985 1)

Iritialiv some remote sensing equipment in the form of a terrain conductivity meter was
deploved to search for the "room” both inside the preschool lot and in the adjacent side Jot
owned at the ume by Goldstein (Langenwalter. ¢f af 1985: 12-13. 19-21 and
Appendix A. Robert Beer: cf. Dailv Breeze, 1985c). The survev was conducted by Mr.
Robert Beer. a respected geophysicist, using a Geonics EM-31 electromagnetic geophysical
survey instrument. “The basic principle of the technique involves the use of a primary
magnetic field to induce eddy currents into the subsurface soils. The resultant secondary
magnetic field 15 measured and evaluated in terms of (electrical} conductivity.”
{Langenwalter, ¢z /. 1985: Robert Beer Appendix A: 1-2). In this fashion. "anomalies”
1o the basic electromagnetic field pattern for the properties were searched for 1o locate the
reported "room”. This remote sensing survey was not conducted to search for underground
openings beneath the preschool itself but ".were obtained within a limited area on the
McMarun Preschool property, primarily in the west and south play yards. . .. The close
praximity of dbuildings. fences. and permanent metal fixteres precluded additional work in
these areas” (see Beer in Langenwalier, et 4/, 1985, Apperdix A: 1). No anomalies were
detected there. The geophysical cata were apparently so problematic that no cata meps
were generated for the preschoal site. Numerous material items and features interfercd
with the instrumert’s ability to obtain useful results. Hence a decision was made at that
ume to concentrate on the side lot. The entire lot was surveved and recorded based on a
2 meter grid system {See Figure 3). With usable data. two maps were drawn showing the

resultant instrument recordings (Langenwalter. o @f, 1983 Figure 6. p. 20).
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With better data, two apomalies were cetected in the sice jot by the geophvsical survey
(sec Figure 3). These were:

.. {a) curving linear apcmalv near the middle of the lot adiacent 10 1he south anc southwest sides
of the large rubber tree. ... (his anomaiy lay a1 a depth of 3.6 m. (ca. 10-19.5"). There was uo clear
indication of how the anomaly should be interpreied. A second cnomaly was feund 21 the castern
cdee of the lot next 1o the MeMartin Preschool fence i the vieininy of the targe buskh, an area where
some witnesses alleged that animais had been buried. (This was interpreted as) . . . 2 probable
indication of slightly ailered ground conditions, but (the geophysicists) could net offer a more detailed
explaraiion {Langenwalier, er al, 1985 19-21).

Despite these indicative findings and the recommendations of the archaeciogists to
excavate and identify the anomalies, the District Attorney’s Office did not pursue these
possibilities (Langeawalter, 1992b:  personal communication].  Consequently "The
anomalies targeted by the terrain conductivity meter were not excavated and, therefore,
their exact nature remains unknown” (Langenwalter, er @, 1985: 19).

The D.A.'s office used the conductivity meter in the preschool with pegative resnjts.
They also peeled oif some of the floor ules looking in vain for any indication of an
entrance io possible tunnels (McGauley, 1992). The District Attorney’s Office made a
decision not to expiore under the preschool building itself even though this was where the
children reported both entrances to the tunpels as well as the tunnels and possidly the
presence of the room or rooms (Daify Breeze, 1966a, b, 198%. Lasv Reader, 1988; ci
Appendix II). However, the terrain conductivity meter was not the appropriate instrument
1o search under the existing school, as proven by its problematic resuits. Therefore a
recommendation to use a more appropriate instrument that could have wielded useful
results {e.g. Ground Penetrating Radar) shouid have been made and implemented.
Nevertheless, citing financial and time constraints, the D.AL's Office decided to limit both
the effective remote sensing search and the formal archaeological excavations to the side
iot. Thus the archaeologists were put in the position of not being allowed to search in the
primary lot {the McMartin Preschool Jot per se), were not aliowed to excavate and idenrify
the two anomalies detected by their own project’s remote sensing survew, and were even
restricted in where they could dig within the side lot jtself.

Next the archacologists took the grid svstem (that was utilized for the remote sensing
survey) and laid out 7 units, excavating 6 (Figure 4). They completed the digging of all 6
urits using standard archaeological methods, although the "..application of {the] techriques
was more thorough than in most excavations..lo assure [an] accurate and thorough
recovery of all possible evidence” {Langenwalter, 1992b: personal communication). All six
excavated units were confined to the "northeastern quarter of the site”, and despite the
location of the remote sensing detected anomalies, "As requested by the District Attorney's
Office, SRS restricted excavation to the area previously encompassed by the enciosure.”
The "enclosure” was a rectangular area about 19 m (ca. 62°) N/S by 6 m (ca. 15.7") E/W
which had been enclosed by a 6 foot high opaque fence made of dark green painted
plvwood panels supported on metal posts (see Figure 1). This area had been leased by the
preschool @s an additional play vard and animal pen {Langenwalter, er al. 1985: 3).
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Linits 1. 4. 3 qall 1 x 2. inosizey and 6 (1 x 5 ) were excavated in ‘he northeastern
:rost part of the Jot. immediately adjacent to the west wal) of classtoom #4 (See Figure 49,
Cmit 2 (1 x 2 my) was net excavated. Unit 3 {a 2 x 2 m.oumitl was located some 3 .
siightlv 10 the southwest and was placed because .. ap enirance [to a turnel leading to a
room] was supposed 10 be (in the area where Unjt 3 was piacec’ (Langenwalter. 1992b
sersonal communicauon, see Figure 4 for ihe iotation of Unit 3}, Also. it should be noted
that they dug in that lecation because " the area was also] ident:fed by several children
.personal comounication., District Atierney's Office] as containing a subterranean room’
fsee Peter. in Langenwalter, et al 1983 13), Unit 7 (1 x 2 m} was dug along the preschocl
clay vard fence "Based on the knowizdge that people tend to bury arimais near 1o fznces.

walls. or property boundaries’ (see Peter. in Langenwalter, ¢ af. 193830 13),

In the search for a buried "rcom”. the archaeologists dug down each pit unil thev
encountered either "..1) soi not disturbed for a considerable lengih of tme..or 2)
disturbed scils Tom backhoe trenches excavated by the parents.."(Langenwalter, ¢ 2/, 1985:
21). Such undisturbed soils were reached at depths of 40-50 cm. (16-24"), which led the
archaeociogists to cenclude that no subterranean feature (i.e. a room) had been detected
bv their work.

The second goal of their project was addressed by carefu] excavauon downward. looking
for anv animal bones and/or skeietons. The resuits of the excavations vielded the following.
$ix units in the side lot "..viclded several thousand pieces of cultural debris. These
included ceramic, shell. and olant remains.” Much of the meaterial was found in the
ciustered units 1. 4. 5, and 6. This cata was referred (0 as a "trash scatter". "The trash
scatter contained a mix of bottles, ceramics, tin cans. burned wood and bone”(Langenwalier
¢ al. 1985: 213, This trash scatter was dated in the report to "... sometime in the 1930’s",
Lowever some of the "..items, in particular these composed of paper and plastic, were
accumulated in the past several vears” (re. prior 1o 1983; {Langenwalter, e; al, 1985: 22).

Some "70C bones” were excavated and analvzed as part of the werin Speeial discussion
was devoted in the report te a portion of the bones. These were specifically the bones oi
a tortomse that had been dug up by the parents in the northeast corner of the lot (ses
rigure 3). Analvsis disclesed that "There is a break in the plastron (undersice of the shell)
of the tortoise found by the parents which, upon close examination, might prove to be
impact trauma rom some tvpe cf tool"(Langenwalter. er al 1985 30). Langenwalter
‘personal commuupication. 1293) has re-examined the specimen and no longer concludes
that the break indicates a traumatic death. The archaeolegists then found their own
tortoise which was found in siuw and undisturbed in Unit 7 (Figures 3 and <), This was
desigrated as Fearure ! anc was given considerable atiention in the report. Unlike the
tortolse found by the parents, the Feature 1 tortmse was found intact and had a complete
and unbroken skeleton. Analysis showed ro evidence of trauma. Also observed: "A drop
of red paint was cn cne dermal scute (bony plate) located abave the jeft hind limb. The
orange paint (that had been noted previcusly on 12 of the dermal scutes) formed some sort
of design on tortoise’s back” (Langenwalier. er g/, 19850 28).



In sum. it was concluded that the Crime Lab/SRS excavations dié not vieid anv data
relevant or use®il 1o the case. In the instarce of what was considered to be the mwo most
relevant picces of information. "..the loricises are not strorg sources of evidepce”
{Langenwalter, ¢! al, 19850 31).

It should be notzd too that ail Listeric data {artifacts. bones. eic.) were treated as
“evidence”, inventoried. and bagged with provenience, then placed in "evidence boxes
following police manner”. Accorcing to the principal author of the report, "No cataloguing
was done in an effort to maictain the chain of custody"(Langenwalier, 1992b: personal

communication}.  Thus the daia were not catalogued in the siandard scientific
archaeoiogical manner. All the data were then removed from the site and put in D.A.
custody ard stored in an “evidence locker” (Langenwaiter, 1992a: personal

communication). The District Atterney’s Office then terminated ‘he work,

Thus, despite the recommendations made by the archaeologists to further excavate and
explore the ancmalies (in fact, the archacologists also made a recommendation to utilize
another remote sensing technique, Grouad Penetrating Radar, G.P.R.), the District
Attcrney’s Office rejected all recommendations and the archasological expioration ceased
(Langenwalter, e af 19850 Langepwalter, 1992a: personal commumnication). The
archaeclogisis were not satisfied with the restricted project and would have preferred to
furtber explore the site. Following the D.A's instructions, the results of the project were
then written up into an archaeological repart (Langenwaliter, et al 1983) and submitted to
the D.As Office. All artifacts and data (Including notes and photographs) were taken by
the District Attorney's Office, which continues to store the materials (Langenwalter, 1992:
personal communication).

Langenwalter. and other researchers inciuded his observations in the resuliant report
(Langenwalter, o al, 1985). He also discussed them on the witness siand curing the frst
trial in 1989 (Langenwazlter, 19%2a: personal communication).

In addition, Langenwaiter was zlso asked by the D.A's Office speciiicaliy to do 2
separate study to exaiine ihe torioise bones that had beea dug up by the defense’s private
investigator Bynum. His examination was ip a highly controlled room situztion with the
bailiff, the D.As investigator, the defense’s investigator and the defense's veterinary
cathologist all present Langenwalter found no traumatic death ipdicated in the bope
material he was given. However the material did not represent the entire animal’s skeleton
(as was the case with the parent-discovered tortoise). Because of collecting techniques used
bv Bynum, Langenwaher did not generate a report on his observations but be did take
"detailed notes" (Langenwaiter 19920: personal communication).

Given the ambiguous investigations, the findings were easily discounted:

Defense attorpevs disagreez {(with the claimed supporting evidence of the beones and shell pieces),
mentioning the pessibility of the items havinp bzen planied by 1he parents ¢r of neighborhood
children having used the lot 10 bury dead pets (The Deach Reporicr, 1985).
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The effcrt on the part of the parens thus did not resolve the guestions which.
cnfortunately misht have been answered had the measures stated above been properiv

implemented.

At that time {March, 1985) the D.A. oblained a scarch warrant and broucht a number
of families and their children, including Jackie McGauley and bier child, 1o the preschool
to search for a wnnel entrance (McGaujey, 1992: cersonal communication).

The preschool was cordoned off by 2 police line only in March, 1985), over cne and ane
half vears after the investization had officially begun. The police line was only in effect for
the rwo weeks of the archaeological dig and purported "forensic studies” {searching for
human and animal body fuids such as bloed, semen ard vrine remains, ete.). Desgite the
reports of the children, investigators did not explore for the tunnel and room features,
under the school itself, the very piace where the children insisted the tunnels could be
found. o ' '

Consequently, the defendants had full access to the property for quite a span of time
pricr to the shert sealed-off period. They again regained access for years (over 5 vears)
afterwards until the present project was implemented in 1990. These conditions hardly
cobstitute an obizctive sitwation In which to resohve wheather ihe reported evidence was
present or not in an undisturbed context.

The preschool site itself was searched by the authorities with search warrants three
times: September 7, 1583: March 6, 1984: and Apnil 10, 1984 {Daclv Brecze, 1984b). The
evidence that was obtained at these times was not made public.

A fire occurred at the preschool on Sunday, April 8 1584 and was reported to the fire
departmert at 11:38 p.m. It was reported that an arsonist threw an inflammartory cbject
tarough a window in Classroom #2. An estimated $10,000. damage was caused to the
preschocl (Daiiv Breeze, 1584a), which specifically resulted in two "gutted classrooms” (Daily
Breere, 1984c). The preschool was later rebuilt, eradicating virtually all damage caused by
ihe fire, in order 1o presect 2o unsullied appearance for inspection by the jurv.

Thus this project was implemented after the prolonged and confused period of
disturbence of the subject site on the two adjacent lots. These complications were kept in
mind during our exploration cf the site.

1.3 Preliminary Investigcations on the Present Project

A chance to dnelly resolve the outstarding questions came when Geldstein who owned
the adjacent parcel {the "side lot" which had been leased by the defendants and used as a
play vard for the preschoolers), purchased the lot containing the preschoo! itself from
attorney Danny Dawvis (see Figure 1 for the jocation of these two lots). Some of the
parents then obtained access to the preschaool site jtself and for 2 davs actually dug on their
own in the nortbeast corner of classroom #3. This occurred on Saturday, April 21, 1990,
A meeting of the parents was held that night to address the importance of properly
investigating tke site and having the work conducted by objective professicnals.
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The work of the previcus day was reviewed on Apnl 22 by Ted Gurcersor, a Senior
Special Agent in Charge of the F.B.L.. Los Angeles Division. visited the site on April 22.
1960, He explorec the hole that was dug n the Classroom #3 (see Figure 311, Unit 2). In
it he found some charcoal. wood chips with green paint glass {ragments, fragments of
soncrete, a piece of a ceramic plate. floor tile fragments. and vellow and red ribbons. But
Secause the parents had dug the hole without prefessiopal supervision. therz was no
assurance of the i1 sie provenience of these {inds.

Jackie McGauley, one of the parents, then decided to implement & project to investigate
the school site by professionals and resolve the questions in a definitive manner.  Mr.
Sunderson, izking the role of Project Coordinator. approached Goidstein for permission
10 conduct the project and he kindiy agreed. noting that Gunderson was & iicensed Private
Investizgator. on the condition that he wouid assume fuil responsibility and liability for the
care and security of the subject property. Correspondingly a formal contract was signed
bv bath parties on April 25, 1990.

Since Goldstein gave the project essentially only untl May 10, 1990 to complete all on-
site ipvestigations. the project began the next day, on April 26, 1990, The first dav was
spent cleaning up the site and emptying the classrooms to facilitate the exgloration. Ms.
*AcGaulev had emrhier retained Dr. Don Michael 2 gecicgist and Mr. Jerry Hobbs, &
orofessional mineral miner and prospector with international experience. Hobbs was
specifically retained to explore for the tunneis and to insure the safety of all excavations.
drawing on his mining experience. Dr. Michael was retained to help search for tunnels due
10 his experience in distinguishing between natural and unnaturally deposited soils and in
cther geological characterization of the dgepcsits on site. Tom Reddin Security, Inc. was
hired to protect the properry during the project.

in the earlier, unsupervised excavation, some of the parents had dug down to 15 fzet
in the hole in tbe northeast corner of Classroom #3 (see Figure 11, Unit 2) locking for an
entrance to a tuonel (some children had mentioned an entrance for a tuanel in that geperal
arga, but not precisely in that corner). They were not successful ir finding an entrance.
However. due 1o their lack of qualifications and experience, any possiple enirance to a
tunnel could have been obscured by haphazard digging. That hole was about 53 x 3 feet

.

square at the surface, expanding to 4.5” x 4,537 at its widest peint at 82 " deep (6° 10"),

Jerry Hobbs entered the parents’ digin Classroom #3 (our Unit 2) and further explored
and dug down some 26 inches deeper and sifted all the soil removed. Hobbs (1990) took
iorma!l notes on the work. He dug up scme large roots and some broken, 10" long,
deterjorated. upright wood fragments (possibly from 4 x 47s) that were found at a depth of
20" below the conerete pad floor. He zlso recovered a prehisioric Native American chert
scraper (Catalog MP439A). These finds were made below the level of the previous
excavation by the paren:s.

Other historic artifacts found in that work included a brass brad. a shard of glass (at
26"), a small white button of the tvpe common for a man’'s shirt {at 100" depth), and a
charred piece of wood (it was speculated that it may have been from the fire that had
cccurred at the school on April 8, 1984, Daily Breeze, 1584a) and flecks of green paint the
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\ Gurnderson
uodccted and rr.taar:ed these daLa “and gave thPm hls Gwn num’welmo sxsncm {they are
included in the general “I’OJ&.t cataloguc, e, TLG#102). Hobbs also dug cut from the
main hole at a depth of 72", digging laterally rwo feet in several directions. He determined

o panerumg.

Hobbs also dug in the "side lot", {see Figure 1) and dug arcund an avocado ‘ree next
to Classroom #4, where he detected some prior digging disturdance. No relevant
patterniag could be detected (See Appendix I[1.2).

Dr. Mickael came to the site on April 27 to conduct his initial geclogical investigation.
He also examined the hole next to classroom #4. He toak soll samples ‘from the hole and
later reported ne incications of data that would warrant further research.

: On April 36, 1900, Superior Concrete Co. cut through the concrete siab floor with

power saws atd cut out small samples of the floor rom Ciasstooms #3 and #4. These
samples were cut in order to tiy to ascertain the age of the concrete flooring, to test the
possibility that the floor and been removed, tunneis excavated or filied, and then new
flooring putin. A concrete expert determined tkat such information could not be obtained,
so that approach was abandoned.

Jerry Hobbs ammived on April 30, 1990 with a metal detector in arn attempt to find a
"void" in the ground (l.e. possible tunnel openings). His findings with it were inconclusive.
Then he continued the excavation around the tree which he had begun on April 26.

Various work and note taking were made unul May 2, when work commenced with a
backhoe. One treach was dug cirectly alongside the west wall of Classroom #4. A
decision was made to explore this precise area because some of the children had stated that
there had been animal cages placed along that wall and that they had entered a tunnel
urnder the cages at that point {cf. Langenwalter, ¢r af, 1985: 13). The backhoe dug a trench
w0 feet wide and S feet down along the entire west wall of Classroom #4. Gunderson and
Hobbs then observed a plastic bag fragment protruding Tom the soil depesit under the
foundation (some 26" below the fm.ndanon 42" below the surface, 124" from the northwest
corner of the buiiding, and 3-6" inside the wall iine of the building (see Figure 1 for the
map location of the bag and Figure 5 for a photograph of the bag in its in sitw Jocaticn).

Leaving the bzg o site, Hobbs then probed some 10-16" below the foundation (at 128"
south of the northwest corner of the buiiding) and above the bag and uncovered more
odjects, wiich included some bopes, rusted cans, botties (both w}]olc and fragmented) that
appeared to date to the 1940°s or older, a nozzle, parts of a rubber hose, and small pieces
of asbestos sheeis. These objects were plentiful and appeared to represent 2 dump site.
These items were collected and marked with the TLG numbering system. When the soil
had dried out somewhat, a {eature of disturbed soil was noted which was "half moon
shaped"” and was measured as follows: at the boitom, 44" below the foundation where the
soil became more compact, it was 56" wide and 91" wide at the top, (cf. Figure 18a).

17



Hobbs
sic bag

The aboveqnentiorcd plasuc bag was taen pnotographed 7 Siie {see Fioure 3)
:len excavated some 6 " below the debris of cans. bottles. etc.. and removed the p
aoted abowe that had been expcsed by the backhoe (1t was baczed and numbere

|
A
In

The recovered plastic bag {artifact catalogue No. MP 1) was then closelv observed. It
“WwWas o a frae J*lcr\tcd state ¢ esoecmlv shredded on thrze sides) but znough was pressrved
to measure 1t at about 15.2 em. {87} wide by 18.0 cm (7.5 Iong. Meo McGauley va‘cw:s
it to have bezn a {old lock tvpe sandwich bag (McGauley 1992: personal communication).
The bag had three missing sections. On its preserved parts, the bag had a varjietv of Wait
Disney characters (Mickey and Minnie Mouse. Donzld Duck and Daisy Duck, Goofv, and
Pluto) and a "copyright 1982 Walt Disney Promcuons printed on it &long with 2 ]fmo ot
a schoel house with "Disney Class of 1982/1983" L.nr*ernﬂa th (Figure £). This find (which
was later catalogued by the archaeology team with no. "MP 1") appeared siznificant because
1t was 15.2 em.(0") below other objects which were mu_h olderin arigin. Geologist Michael
was then called in to examine the find area. He made certain observations which are
discussed in Section 3.3 (see Figure 18a. drawing by Dr. Michael). :

Next, they noted two large cut-off avocado tree roots (labeled "TLG #318" both about
1.5" to 2" in diameter). The two large cut-off roots were located 14.5" and 12.5" below the
foundation {30.5" and 28.5" below the ground surface) and 128" £om the northwest corner
cithe building and 18.3" and 145" respectively inside the wall line ¢f the building. Thess
rocts (Figure 7z and 7b) bordered the area containing the debris of bottles, cars, ete. It
was apparent that had the roots not been cut. they would have extenced through the area
containing the cans and bottles. These rwo roots were still alive. However 39" to the north
cn the same axis were the remains of another avocado root (dead) which appeared to be
an extension of one of the two living roots on the opposite side of the gap. This nenliving
root segment was found some 9" (23 cm.) inside the wall line of the classroom and 21"
below the foundation (37" Delow the ground surface. See Figure 19).

Jerry Hobbs, who has 25 vears experience as a professional tree surgeon. noted that all
of the cut roots across the area beJow the foundation of the west wall of Classroom #4
were from an avocado tree that was still standing near the southwest corner of the west
wing of the preschool (see Figure 1). He esumated the tree to be about 23-30 vears old.
with at least 235 vears in its present location. This he determined by the size of the tree.
the tree rings in 1ts trunk, and its established reot system. Observing one of its main roots.
he noted that 1t had been severed with a hand saw about 90% through, after which it had
been pullec off. peelicg back and exposing the bark of the root in the process. He also
noted tha: the cambium laver of the peeled part exbibited well-zsiablished healing in
process. New feeder roots, 15 ipches long, had s:arted to grow from that portion of the
roat as weil. These factors indicated to Hobbs that the root had been cut some 4-5 vears
earlier (Appendix [1I). Hobbs observed that the isolated, northward root was dry at the
ume of his observation {caused by being disconnected from the main. southward root from
which it had been severed). the dead end of the root had not started toc rot but the
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dried and cracked bark had separated from the roct weod by about 2an 1/8", waich indicated
to Hobbs that it represerted z four to six year old cut, consistent with the time the parent
root would have been severed. (Aprendix III).

Jerry Hobbs reccrded in his notes the following observaticns:

To e this is conciusive that with the inconsistent sofl zrea, the plastic bag dating 1982 and the o'd
botties, cans debris, were put in the ground afier 1982, and It was not an od dump arca as @@

appeared (Liobbs, 1990; Appendx 11T

Hobbs also recorded in his notes that the "destinaticn” of the clsmfbcd soil uncer the
building be further explored, which was later accomplished.

Further digging was cocducted at the west wall of Classrcom 74 to a depth of 44" below
the foundation and underceath the foundation into the debris area. A number of artifac's
were recovered, including 2 beads, a shell casing, bones, a clothing snap, bottles, spanish
roof tiles, what appeared to be a smell man-made fire pit (18" below the foundation and
18" inside of the wall Iinc), two 1solated sections of a cut root (Jabeied as TLG #307, which
was seen 35" deep, 27" inside the wall lipe and 122" from northwest corner of the building,
and TLG *316 vhlcn was 30" deep, 32" inside the wall line and 128" from the northwest
corner of ibe buliding.), tar paper, aluminum foil, ckarcoal, giass fragments, wood and bark
fragments, a kuife blade, an electrical fuse, egg shell’ f:racmems and porce]am fragments.
These were zll bagged and numbered with the TLG system.

Noting the dead root section and its relation to the in siiu roots, Hobbs formed ar
opinion, and stated in his potes that "The dead and live roots, shows a pattern of eptry.”
He further stated:

The process of [ollowing these chjecis and the soft scil is leading acrih aad south slong the inside
of the foundation which leads me 1o believe at this tune that there is a pattern and possibly a tuznel.
Tz ennudnzes thnn qhls debdle Bar Toen outin the arvn as €l for ap earlier bele in the last eight

PSRty a

vears not a {ill {rom loag ago sucl‘ as tne age of the objects appeared in the beginniag of the
excavalion [at that location]. (Hobbs, 19505 <f. Appendix [IT)

Samples of charcoal were coljectﬂd vom the fire place feature (sample nos. TLG 223,
227) and were taken to Prof. Rainer Berger at the UCLA Isotope Laboratory for
radiocarbon dating. The results of that analysis are discussed in Section 5.2. The report
is presented in Appendix 1.2

On May 7, Gunderson and Hobbs numbered the four Classrooms Nos. 1-4 (see Figures
1 and 11). A newspaper found wrapped around the toiet waste pipe of bathroom No. 2
was dated Jupe 11, 1987.

At that point Ms. McGauley prevailed in ber view that a professional, credentialed and
highly experienced archaectogist was needed to provide both an objective search for the
data and a careful, scieatific and systematc approach to recovering the excavated data,
especially since a variety of artifacts and subtle previous excavated features were belng
found. An inguiry was made to Prof. Rainer Berger, then Chairman of the
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Imierdisciplipany Progrant of the Arcaaeciogy Departmernt at UCLA. Prof. Berger
recommended Dr. E. Ganv Stickel. Dr. Stickel visited the site and was retained by on May
5. 1990,

Dr. Stickel next retatned Crew Chief Don Flahertv asd a crew and geared un for the
Jeld project bv assembling eguipment, data recordation foyms and matenals. The formal
archaeological excavation. under Dr. Stickel's direction. began on Tuesday, May & 1990.

On May 10, a Superior Concrete Company crew eguipped wilh power saws cut cut ten
sections of the concrete pac floor throughout the school. Thess were later examined by
concrete exper:s who advised that 1t was not possible 1o age date these sectuions.

Mr. Jeff Hellman, of G 5 E. Communications Inc. (a professional company fer alarm
svstems), came to the site. On May 11, for the purpose of tracing the wiring connected 10
what was Jabeled as the "fire alavm” (see Appendix I 6).

The excavaticas conducted by Dr. Stickel's archaeological team (ERA. Envircnmental
Research Archaeclogists: a Scientific Consortium} for this project were conducted from
the 8th to the 31st of May, 1990 (with 24 days of constant field work vespectively). The
conduct of the formal archaeological excavation and exploration project is discussed Io
sacuen 3.0 oziow,

1.4  Project Research Design, Objectives and Methodology :

All archaeological investigatory rescarch should be conducted on the basis of a research
design or a specified plan for scientific analysis based on excavaied data that includes the
theoretical basis. the hypotheses to be tested. specification of the required data to test the
hvpotheses, the methods and technigues 10 be used to test the data, and. given the results
of the analysis, how the interpretations of the hypothesis(es) are to be made. The research
desigp justifes the excavation of the cata and provides for meaningful results based cn the
analvsis of the recoverad data.

Research designs have been asserted as being a requirement of archaeology for some
:ime (e.z. Binford. i9¢4). The author has also asserted the need for research desigas
{Stickel and Chartkoff, 1973), and has published an example of cne based on a site at
Redondo Beach. (Stickel, 1983). Itis beyond the scope of this project to provide a detailed
discourse on research design development. Interested readers can avail themselves of the
nrocess and required elements by reviewing the author's published example (Stickel, 19832)
as well as Watson, Leblanc and Redman. 1984.

Relative 10 the theoretical basis for this project, the author has published a general
model of a culwral or human svstem which maintains that many aspects of human
behavior, inciuding past psvchological behavior, can be understood by the effective
moceling and testng of suitable hypatheses (Stickel. 1982).



One c¢ritical aspect of archaeoiogical researcn is the proper testing of hvpotheses, Ths
wuthor has published & model for testing archaeciogical propositions (hypotheses) (Stickel
and Chartkoff. 1972). The author's more recently published research dasign siresses the
use of a multiple hypotheses testing procedure which can attain the best results {Watson.
Le Blanc, and Recman, 1984, Stickel 1983, Figure 11.1) Elements of that testing {ormat
were considered in all interpretations of the data made in this report.

The primary hypothesis to be tested in our work invonved the research prodlem of
whether cr not there were a tunnel(s) and an underground roomy(s) at the site in question.
A "tunnei” is defined in Webster's New Cellepiate Dictionary as: "l: a hollow conduit or
recess:  tube, welll 2 a1 a covered passagewayv; specifically:  a horizontal passageway
tarcugh or uncer an obstruction: 2 b: a subterrancan gallery (as in a mine)." Paris 2, a
and b formed the working definition of a tuane!l that was considered for this research. To
clarify this, a tunnel, for our investigative purposes, would be an underground feature that
would cennect to the surface of the site and extend vnderground for some distance,
possibly {but not necessarily) connecing 0 2o underground room(s).

Because the tunnel in question was reporiedly used by humans (both adults and
childrer), it wouid have to have dimensions large enough to accommoedate adult human
movement through 1t. Such a tunnel on the subject property could have been constructed
rwoways: 1} eitiher dug out as a treach-lke epening which would then be reofec over with
wood and/or other matenals and covered over with fill above to make a true tunnel (as
oppesed to an open trench), or 2) would be dug out completely underground which would
then leave a "ceiling” over its passagewav formed of the naturally deposiied soil. If the
latter were the case, such a tunpel may or may not have been fitted with an underground
"roof” of wood and/or other materials either to reinforce the sirength of the "ceiling” of the
tunnel or to keep Joose soil and dust from falling down on pecple using 1. In either
scenario (1 or 2) such a tunnel may have had posts of wood and/or other materials {e.g.
iron} ta serve as shoring reinforcerients and as a suppert system.

Thus given the operational definition of a tuncel! considered here. the following
hvpothesis and test expectations were considered {test expectations are speciic, tangible
cata that are to be expected and are discoverable if the hypothesis ic valid: Stickel, 1979).

If 2 tunnel(s} were present at the McMartin Preschool site, then the following test
expectations should be present

1. An opening(s} (entrance and/or exit) large erough for human passage should be
present permitiung access from tae surface down Into a tunnel feature.

2. Tunnel architecture should be linear or curvilinear {1.¢c. an elongated passageway

leading in a definable cirection(s).

3. Turnel architecture (especially depth or height and width) should be large enough
to accommodate adult human passage.
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4. The walls andfor uncovered soil ceiing of the tunnel sheuld have "sigratures” of
markings indicating whether the tunnel had been dug by hand ard/or by a machine (e.g.
a backhoe).

L

There should be a compacted dirt floor (compacted bty human foot traffic)
distinguishable from surrounding ron-wunnel soil which shouid not be compacted.

6. The twrnel could be open (Le. traversa>le and unfilled).

7. The tannel may be naturally (ie. natural processes of erosion and soil receposition)
or artificiaily (by human action) filled in with soil. Such £l should be distiaguishable
from the natural soil matrix of the site in terms of color and/or by texture, ard
compaction (L.e. would be less compact than the soil forming the tunnels walls, floor

and ceLng).

8. Tunnel fill may have inclusions of: _
A) Natural stones and/or other natural items or;
B) Artifacts and/or ecofacts (e.g.: butchered animal benes).

9. Although a tunnel of the rype sought 1n this project may not de directly datable (e.g.
in contrasi i¢ & construction date molded into the concrete of a railroad tuanel), the
runnel may be dated indirectly by the dates on artifacts contained within it if apy are
present. -

The test expectations for a subterranean room would be essentially the same as for a
munnel. The exception would be for test expectations 1, 2 and 3 above which would be
modified to reflect necessary doorwav(s) into a room, that the shape of the room would not
be toc linear (as a tunnel) but would be "room shaped”, {.e. square, round, or oveid, and
that a room would be of sufficiert dimensions (length, width and height) to be
distinguishable from a tunnel passageway. A room would thus be of sufiicient size 1o
accommodate a2 cumber of people interacting in & face-to-face manner as oppesed to 2
nincel which (depending on its size) would provide restricied possibilities for human
interacticn.  Since, on balance, one would expect human usage of a room to be more
projongec than in a tunael passageway, artifacts catering to prolonged usage would be
expected in such a room, perhaps in the form of chairs, couches, tables, a Lighting svstem,
etc. These expectations were borne in mind curing our search of the site.

One aspect of the search for the data of the test expectations relative to the hyvpotheses.
was the use of remote sensing jnstrumertafion. As pointed out in Section 1.2 above, the
District Attorney's OfSee utilized cne type of such an instrument, the terrain conductiviry
meter, {n their search for subterranean openings (Langenwalter, e al, 1983: cf. Hester,
Heizer and Grabam, 1975: 21-22). The author s familiar with the usage of such
equipment and has utilized various kinds of remote sensing instruments o0 many projects.
For example, the z2uthor and a colleague have recently published the most extensive
underwater remote seosing survey (which utilized multple types of instruments) ever
conducted in European Archaeology (Stickel and Garrison, 1988). Based on this
experience, tbe author maiotained that the best remote sensing equipment to search the
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supiect site was «rouna Pepetratiing Radar. g1s use any erfeclveness I1s ¢1sCUssec in Section
2.7 below. Alse the preject Geologist, Dr. Michael, conducted a sheort elecirical resistivity
surcey ot the e (see Section 2.2 Appendx 13,

2.0 Project Background

21 History of the Project Parcels

The two lots that were investigated for the project are located within the City of
Manhatian Beach. Specifically they are located on the northeast corner of the intersection
of Manhatian Beach Boulevaird and Walnut Street at 931 (for the McMartin Preschoo! lot)
and 927 (for the {irst Goldstein Jot) Manhattan Beach Boujevarcd (Figure 1}

n i3 original state. the property was relatively {lat and consisied of open fields unul
auite recently. The fields had plant cover at the wrn of the céntury consisting of low
arasses and shrubs. For instance. the property may hLave been photographed in 1912
 Figure 8) which shows no heavy agricultural utilization or any constructions at that time.

A wood frame, one story house was constructed on the side lot (at 927 Manhattan
Seach Blvd.) ard 1s shown on a Sandoern Map Company, 1928 map (Figure 9). Tais
isucrare was 30 1 127 and nad @ small front poreh (the concrete steps which had led from
Walnut St. to this structure were still present in 1985: see Figure 10 from Langenwalter.
er ol 1985: 7.9, 14). The Sandborn map (see Figure 9) also shows a garage located on the
norzh half of the lot which measured 20 x 25°. The house had a septic tank constructed
underground which was rediscovered by our explorations (see Section 4.3 below). This side
lot property as well as the Jot which contained the preschool were purchased by a Mr. Mark
Morris in 1942 (Langenwalter, er al, 1983 7). Morrs put the house up for sale in 1972
and apparently vacated the house in 1972, A demolition order for the house and garage
was 13sued on November 3. 1972, The house and lot {the side Jot) were then acquired by
a Mr. and Mrs. Chifton Warren wpo in wurr sold the property to 11 present owner,
Goldstein. on January 28. 1975 (Langenwaiter. ¢f al, 1985: 7). The lot continued to be
unoccuried during our field work anc s siill vacant as of the time of this writing 1n 1892,

The first construction on the preschool lot (i.e. 931 Manhattan Beach Blvd.) was the
““irginia McMarun Preschool” itself, for which the inual application fer a permit was
registered 1o December, 1962 (Permit, 1962). The building was built by C.R. Anderscn and
Cc.. Contractors, who submitted arcaitectural plans which were approved on February 13.
1666 {Blueprint, 1966). The actual construction of the school confermed to those
arenitecrural plans {see Figure 1. which is :aken directly from the architectural plans) for
a single stary wood-frame and stuccoed wali structure with a flat. gravel-covered roof. The
school was L-shaped and buit on a N/S. E/W basis. The long axis of the "L" was
perpendiculer to Manhatitan Beach Blvd. and the short axis of the 1. on the north.
extended west towards Wainut St. (Figure 1). According tc the fleor pian. the "front”, that
is. the part of the schoel closest to Manhattan Beach Blvd., was the Jocation of the oifice
and a toilet. Next. going to the north, were three classrooms (herein labeled Classrooms
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1. 2 and 33 each of which had 4 bathroom. One rmore Classrocm (no. =) extended wes:
of Classtoom 73, form"ng rmost of the short axis of the "L". A roofed concrete corridor
extended the length ol tbe bullding to permit access 10 all ¢f the classtooms. The relatively
smazll yard immediately acjacent 1o ke ciassrooms was used as a play vard, in which
importec sandbox-like sand had been placed to a depth of approximately 2 {eet. A three
course cincer biock reteining well topped by a chain link fence served to wall i this play
vard. The wall was parallel with the westernmost wall of Classroom #4. The chain link
‘epce part of the wall had beer covered with dark zreen painted plywood pazels about
cight feet tzll. There was an cpesing in this retaming wall near Classroom #4 on the
north, which permitted access to the "side vard"

Anotker eight foct high fence of dark green painted plvwood panels was placed around
arectangular zrea (6 x 19 m.) in the side vard that was adjacent to Classroom #4 znd over-
lapsed with the play vard's retaining wall (see Figure 1). The children were ?:HOW"CI to play
in this additicnal pley vard as well. The "ane]cd fenze blocked the view znc access to the
rest of the side lot (see Figure 1 for the location of the side vard within the cverall lot).
The side vard was also furnished with large, handmade wooden playground equipment.
Ostems;bly children at the school were kept within the play vard, classrooms, and the
fenced-in portion of the side lot and not permitted to have access to the rest of the lot
(WicGaulew, 1982). See Iigure 10a-c for views of the preschool architecture.

Thus the two adjacent lots, the preschool building, and the scil deposits below formed
the totel area of cur investigation.

2.2 Geological/Natural History of Soil Deposit on the Site

The City of Manhattan Beach rests on geclogic deposits of ancient dune sands that were
probably depcsited during the last 10,000 vears, This span of time is known as the
Holocere Epoch of the Quaternary Period. Correspordingly, the project Geologist, Dr.
Don Michael, noted these sand deposits at the subject site. He also observed that at some
places at the site, there were developed sections of a relativelv dark, more clavey matenal
that he took to be a "rudimentary ‘A’ soil zone” (Michael 1992a: personal communication;
ci. Appendix 1.2a

The geclogist noted, In his preliminary inspection of the soil deposits as exposed in the
trenches and uniis we cug under the preschool, two artificial {man made) "episodes of
lling" (Appendix I1.3a). The oider fill was placed on 2 slope that originally extended
dovmward to the north across the site’s Jots. It apparently was comprised ¢f dumped sand
which inciuded seme junk 2nd organic debris within its matrix.  This chservation is
consistent with a statement, apparently made by the builders of the preschoct, that they had
filled in the back of the Jot in 1966 to level the ground for construction (Easy Reader, 1990
3.9). The younger episode of filling "..kad evidently been placed under controlied
conditions, ie. compacted to a predetermined density as is required by the local building
code" (Michae!, 1892a: perscnal communication).
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The zeologist also made a sketch (see Figure [8a) of an excavated {eature that was
different from the rwvo episodes of filiing noted avove, This fealure was an area of
disturbance. clearly disunguished by loose. disturbed soil and artifacts contained within it
This feature was located under the {oundation feoting of the west wall of Classroom #4.
The outside profile of this large feature had a reversed bell-shaped curve prefile. It was
measurcd in from the northwest corner of Classroom #4. Measuring discicsed that the
‘eature profile vegan some 2.3 m. (7.57) from the reference point and extending southward
beneath the siructure’s footing for some 5.32 m. {16.3"). Thus the width of the feature at
the top was 2.7 m (97}, There was. therelore. no top or "reof’ of soil to the feature at that
point . The roof at that point was proviced by the bottom cof the concrete fouadation
wihereas inside there was a roof of soil observed. The botiom of the fearure was rounded,
but it permitted a measurement cf some 1.42 m. (56" or 4.7} in wicth, The "a{" designation
bv the geologist on his drawing (Figure 18a) was a nataticn ‘o indicate the "artficial fill"
within the feawure.

The grologist observed that this feature was a "hole” of some xind that had been
excavated under the foundation. He could not tell the age of the excavation (Michael,
1992a: personal commurication). The geolog:st then refers to the plastic Disney bag that
had been discoverad in the feature’s 4l (see Section 1.2 above) and notes in his report that
it was a "...piece of plastic beneath the slab with a date that was later than the date of
construction [of the preschool]" (Michael, 1992a: perscnal communicatior; cf. Section 3.3;
Appendix [.3a). In an addendum response to the avthor's request for clarifications (cf.
Appendix 1.3b), Dr. Michael clarifies and augments these interpretations. He believes that
the feature is a "cavity”, and due to the presence of the Disney bag found within it, he
believes "Thereiore, the cavity could be no older than 1983.."(Michael, 1992b: personal
communication: Appendix 1.3b}.

The project area jiself has a deposit of very sandy soils. These solls range in color Tom
(using the Mursell, 1975, color svstem) 5YR 6/3 (light reddish brown) to 7.5 YR 4/4 {dark
brown). Because the soiis were so sandy, the depcsits at the preschool site were very
unconsolidated {in terms of the author’s experienoce and in comparison to other hard or
hardpan deposits) and relatively easy to excavate, Such light-colored, sandy ceposits often
show intrusive features such as former excavated holes or operings very ciearly and thus
vield good "signatures® of past buman or natural subsurface disturbances within the
naturally developed and stratified soil deposits. The “cavity" described by Dr. Michael
above Is a clear exampie of such a signawre.

3.0 Fxcavation Methodology and Methods

1 Site Excavation Methods

A permanent Master Datum was established as the northeast corner of the intersection
of Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Walnut Street (Fizure 11). A Master Datum serves as
a point of reference so that all pits/units and artifacts excavated can be measured so their
spatial districutions and vertical depths can be reconstructed in later apalysis (see Figure
11 for locations of all units and trenches we explored). A secondary site datum was

L¥F]

32



)
M
om 1
—_
F'fulr

™ waie U, ... v —eia | {
221} gea l * a
- = rede U wee Vo, e ! L
—_ J— nt [
bo P I N n
—|| Vi T Toeypen 2o m
N T G
Ll 1 i _...ﬁ.u_.... ﬁ - ._.ql @

A% |

R Y S r.\__ ——

_..,-..Phw_rhpkkrh»rr|rr hLL__

12

n?_

—da

PR

18]

Czl_ J :333

Pl a—

no42
IR
LY
1

12
I
=
i

OMBIUYY LHIA

B

[ _|i1

13
rd
[
3
£
9]
£
[}
1Y)

47 73

| o

18]

Tl

93]

il

T

[+9]

tc

)

.4

Q

— (]

A :_. E

:_ O
ml

AV LNNTY M

48
"

e e e e e o ———

ACH BLVD,

-
—

MANHATTAN B



¢stablished at the southwest corner of the preschool building. This proved io be only
temporary since the preschool was torn down inmediately upon the close of our
excavations. Since the site to be explored was a complex combination of a side lot and the
preschool lot, which bhad an existing building (the school), a decision was made to modify
the traditional archaeological approach. Rather than the customary, staked-out grid system
for the provenience recording (precise location in 3-dimensions) of all pits, trenches and
the archacological data, we used a system whereby those excavations made within the
school building (i.e. those excavated down through the rectilinear holes cut through the
concrete floor) would be provenienced in terms of the room in which they were located.
For example, the first excavation in Classroom #] was Unit 1, designated in our notes as
"CR-1, U-1." All excavations within the school structure were given such designations.

Excavations were also made outside the schoo] structure. These were provenienced as
follows. The area contained within the 3 course cinder block retaining wall (which
extended north/south and paralle] with the west wall of Classroom #4) and the school was
an artificially sand-filled area that served as a play yard for the preschoolers. Lxcavations
within this area were provenienced as "Play yard", Units 1 and 2. Qutside the play yard was
the side lot area that had been leased by the preschool for an additional play area.
Excavations made In that area were referred to as the "Outer Yard,” with trenches/units 1,
2, 3 and 4 (see Figure 11 for all excavated unit locations).

3.2 Method of Excavated Unit Selection

Units were located with respect to the Master Datum and drawn on a working site
excavation map. All units were excavated on a judgmental basis. All units were measured
in the metric system and all locational measurements of data were made in the metric
system. An ERA archaeological project notebook was used in every case to record virtually
all notes on the excavations. These notchooks have provisions for extensive note taking on
recovered artifacts, soils and soil color, nature of deposits, stratigraphy, etc. Notes were
taken at intervals corresponding to the completion of every 20 cm. arbitrary level for each
unit excavated. These notebooks were designed such that all entries can be coded for
computer input and analysis, an approach which is especially useful for large projects that
involve many excavated units. The notebooks also have grid paper sheets scaled at 20 cm.
intervals, used for drawing the "floor” of each excavated unit.

Standard archaeological digging techniques using trowels, shovels, and measuring
equipment were used throughout the projeci. All nieasurements were made in relation to
the Master Datum from a Unit Datum. In general, each Unit Datum was the ground
surface (either on the opcn ground outside the preschool or the "ground surface” just under
the concrete pad tloor of the preschool structure at the southwest corner of a given unit;
i.e. that point generally closest to the Master Datum ). These measurements were taken with
a line level and a 2 meter metric tape (cf. Hester, Heizer and Graham, 1975 and Joukowsky
1980 for these standard field excavation methods). Soil color measurements were taken
with Munsell Soil Color Charts (Munsell, 1975). Photographs were taken in designated
instances, using a formal provenience board with a north arrow and scale (see Figure 16a
for an example of its use). Polaroid photographs were taken by both the archaeological
staff and by a designated project photographer. The immediate Polaroid photographs
proved very useful in the counduct of the dig on a day to day basis. Soil excavated from the
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anlis was passed through 173" shaker screens 10 recover szl finds. It should be peinted
~ut here that valike a vsual zrchaeclogical cig, we were searching for highly selected data.
and although we dug levels in standard increments (i.e. 20 cm. levels) down, it was not
necessary ‘o absolutely maintain equal velumes of excavated levels (traditionally usefu! for
k(-Jrqgarﬂtr e statstical analvsis of ail finds contained within levels).

)

recovered data were bagged in plastic zip-lock bags, labeled with thc?r provenience of
oitvunit, depia, ar nd any other perinent factors and given a field numte

This was an unusual archaeological project in that the standard project explores sites
with the intent of excavating pits or units in such a manner that the artifacts and other data
recovered from them are used to characterize the range of human aciivities (e.g. hunting,
cathering. stone tool manuifacture, or, in the case of Historic Archaeclogy, to document the
fourndations and other architecturai features of a colonial house, for example). This project
was different in that the goals of the project were highly restricted to search for the
reported tunnel(s)/room(s) anc to recover any other data relevant to the aberrant behavior
reporied by the children. Therefore the decision rot to lay out a traditional grid system
allowed for accurate spatial control over unit location using the then-existing preschool
structure. Also traditionally the pits or units excavated at a site are placed either randomly
or noarandomly with respect to a site-wide locator grid system. That approach was not
appropriate in this project. The approach that was taken is discussed in the next section.

The basic information recovered by this project is being stored by the originators of the
project. Artifacts, pbotographs, notes, etc. have been continuously curated by them since
the completion of the field work.

13 Use of Ground Penetrating Radar and Informant Reports for Unit Selection

The placement of units was made on the basis of two factors: 1} verbal reports by the
children to the parents describing where the tunrcels and tunnel entrances had besn and
2) apomalies and targets detected by our use of Ground Penetrating Radar. The latter was
considered when a target was large enough and deep enough te be & possible indicater of
a subterranean fearure.

4.0  Excavated Units, Recovered Data and Analysis

4.1 Unit Placement and Excavation

The following unit designations were given to the excavations beneath tke preschool
siructure anc cutside in the adjacent play varc and outer yard areas respectiveiv. Beginning
with the units beneath the siructure floor {aote that the units underneath the preschool
were those dug down in rectilinear openings cut through the concrete pad floor in the
various rooms indicated) and starting with the preschool’s office, {see Figure 11 for al] unit
Jocations with respect to the structure floor plan and for the two yard areas) one large unit,
Urit 1 measured 2.8 m.(2.2) N/S x 2.1 m.(7") E/W). Office Unit U-1 covered most of the
office’s floor. Amnother rectangular unit, Office Unit U-2, was excavated beiow the foor of
the office toilet. It measured 1.7 m. (5.5") N/S x .95 m. (3.1") E/W.



Next the four classrooms {going from scuth 1o north and northwest) were designated
as Classrooms 1, 2, 3, and 4 respectively, Two units were excavated in Classroem #1. The
“irst, U-1, was excavated below the toilet. measuring 1.9 m. {6.27) N/ x 1.5 m. (§7) E/W.
Classroem #1, Unit U-2 was a long, trench-iike excavaticy that extenced north/south on
*he western half of the reem. Unit U-2 measured seme 6.6 m.(21.53 N/S x 1.2 m.(47) E/W,
Tie parviiien wall that had separated Classrcoms #1 and #2 originaily was a sliding
szneled partition that could clese off or open up the two adjcining classrooms. We opened
ap the parution and had the concrete cutters cut a jong trench (U-2) not only across
Classroom #1 but also across (on the same axis) Classroom #2. For purposes of providing
provenience control (i.e . having smaller units to facilitate the recording of any items/data
‘ound within a given trench), the opening n Classroom #2 was designated as Classroom
#2. Unit U-1 even though it was, in actuality, a centinuzation of the trench (U-2) Fom
Classtoom #1. Unit U-1 extended virtually across the entire floer of Classroom #2 and
measured 6.6 m.(21.57) N/S x 1.2 m. (4") EAW.

Three units were placed in Classroom #3 due to the concentration of reports by the
children of activiry there. Classroom #3, Unit U-1, was a long trench, the opening of
which was cut o investigate a Ground Penetrating Radar {GPR) anomaly detzcted on its
westernmost end and up to the partition wall to Classyoom #4. The excavated U-1
ineasured 4.5 m. (14.8") E/W x 1.0 m. (3.3") N/S. Urit U-2 ip this same ciassroom was a
oit which the parents had begun excavating immediately pricr to the project. They dug
down some 26" (99 ¢cm.}. Because 1t was deemed important to further explore that area,
we designated the opening as U-2 and continued excavation. Unit U-2 measured &0
em.(2.6") E/W and 100 cm.{3.3") N/S. Unit U-3 extended from U-2 directly south,
intersecting U-1 and coutinuing to the partition wall of Classroom #2 on the south (see
Figure 11). Its width measured 80 cm. (3.8 E/W agpd its overall length was 7.0 m.(22.1)
NYS.

Classroom #4 contaiced the remainder of the units excavated under the preschool
structure. Urit U-1 was a trench-like excavation that measured 6.0 m. (19.20)N/S in length
ov .9 m. (3.27) E/W (and 1.0 m. {3.3"] in widtn at its wider northern end). Classroom #4.
Unit U-2 was rectangular and measured 1.8 m. (6.0") N/Sby 1.1 m. (3.5") E/W. Note that
't had beexn piaced in the southeast corner of the room due to an apomaly detected by the
Ground Fenerraung Radar. Finally Unit U-5 was another trench that measured .89 m
(2.9 N/S by 4.1 m.(13.57) E/W,

The follewing units were placed outside the preschool structure in the Plav Yard {see
Figure 11}, Play vard Unit U-1 was placed in the southern part of the yard, about 2' west
of the concrete walkway bordering the classrooms. The unit wes placed &t that location In
response tc¢ a buried anomaly detected by the Ground Pepetrating Radar (see Appendix
1.7). Unit 1 was rectangular and measured 3.7 m.(12") N/S by 1.2 m.(3.9") E/W. Apotber
unit. Unit 2, was placed i the Play Yard. This urit measured 1.0 m.(3.3") N/S and 1.5 m.
(3.4"y E/W. Unit 2 was placed across the chain link and shert cinder block delimiting wall
from the Outer Yard's Unit 1. This was done in erder to determine if 2 buned trench
feature (first identified in the Quter Yard) contiued into the Play Yard.



‘n the area we termed the "Cuter Yard” {also calied the "side Jat") there was another
unit placed which we designated as Outer Yard Unit 1, measuring 1.75 m. (5.757) N/S x 1.5
.50 EAW. This unit was placed on a direct line west of Unit 2 in the plav yard, and on
the edt:;e of a backhoe trench, Unit 1, which we made eastswest just cuwside (west) cf the
3 course high cinder block retaining wall. This unit was placed in order to clarify a burjed
lzature seen in backhoe tremcn 1 Umit 3 dalso called Trench Unit &3 refers to some
excavation. ¢ata collection end profiling we did of an irreguiar-shaped area Jocated next to
he western wall of Classroom #4. This arez had been dug superbeially bv the parents, by
‘he District Attorney’s Office archaecfogical dig in 1985 and some preliminary digging with
a tackhoe by the project crew 1ust prior to the formal archaeological excavations of this
project in 1990 (see the discussion in Section 1.2 and 1.3 above). Three other arcas were
expicred in @ less formal way by backboe trenches (1, 2, and 3).

Some additional excavations were made between some of *he units underneath the pre-
school in crder to foliow out the lay of the tunnels under the office and in rooms 1, 3 and
1. These are described in Section 4.4 beiow.

4.2 Results of Test Pit and Test Trench Search Excavations

Unit 1 was placed in the preschool Play Yard to Investigate a large slab-like GPR
ancmaly (see Appendix [.7). Although the technicians operating the GPR estimated it to
be at a depth of 5-8 feet, the feature, a crudely poured slzb of concrete. was found by us
10 be buried only a foot down. The rectangular siab was 2-5" (5-13 cm.) thick and bad
crude and irregular edges. We broke up the slab and excavated belew it some 1.5 m.(4.97)
but we could find nothing that would indicate any function it had served. Thus the purpose
of the strange buried feature remained unknown and we directed our efforts elsewhere.

Next, excavations were concucted in the westernmost sector of Unit 1 in Room 3. This
was selected because a GPR anomaly was deiected through the concreie Joor in an area
next to and continuing up against the west dividing wall between Classroom #3 and #4
(Figure 12 shows the GPR ancmaly recording). Since we could see no pattern at that time,
we decided 1o excavate the rest of the trench in 1 meter increments starting on the west
and going east. The trench-like unit was divided into four 1 x 1 meter sectors (tke
easternmost was larger at 1.5 x 1.1 meters). These were jabeled for provenjence purposes
as sectors 1, 2, 3 and 4 respectively,

At this same time the crew excavated pit-like Room 3, Unit 2 down below the 6'10"
depth cdug bv some cf the parents previously (see Section 1.3 above). This pit was dug
jown some 2.74 m. (9") and although some 1iems were recovered, no discernible pattern
couid be seen at that time and excavation at that locus was stopped for the time teing.

With contimuing excavation in the rcom #3, Unit 1 trench, some items were being
encountered beneath the preschool floor, such as 5 connected links of chain and & whole
humerus bone from a goose (see Appendix 1.4) both found at 15 em. depth in sector 2; and
a tin can found in sector 2 at 24 cm. below the surface. On the western half of sector 3
there was a noticeable soil color change (from lighter color Munsell 7.5 YR 4/4, a relatively
light "dark brown" te 7.5 YR 3/4 "dark brown") and subsequently the top of balf of a
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broken cinder Dlock was uncevered at i ¢epth of 14 emuan that pErt of the sector. The
feature was more (ully exposed by trowelicg and bHrushing unul beih halves of the cinder
Slack brick were uncovered. These rwo crick {ragnients were ving 20 top of each other
and the bottem of the lower &rick went cown 1o -32 emr. A snack-size celiophane wrapper
was jocated next to the oricks at-35 om. isce Tizure [3a for the ot sivie appearance of the
brick feature). These large arufacts coviously snowed that the area had been disturbed
oreviously, heving been dug into for some purpose by the hand of man. Itis possitle for
vervy smell artifacts 10 antrude 1nto a given sofl desosit due 1o the Activity of burrowing

rodernis such as the locally acuve ground scuirrels (the process of scil deposit disturbance
by such amimals as squirrels, gophers and the hke is formally termed "hioturbation™).

This locus was further carefully excavated to attempt to determine the ramre of the
human disturbance. Then at-7J cm., and directiv below the two cencrete block fragmerts,
a 3" mezal pipeline was uncovered. A number of human-introduced items were found in
association with the pipe, such as two separated, large mammal bone parts and 2 more
distant burnt bere fragment (20 cm. 1o the northeast of the northern portion of the pipe
(see Appendix .4 for specific inforimation on these bone fragments). Also in association
were a small area of brick mortar fragments and 3 aluminum anterna fragments. [t was
idenufied that this north section of pipe angled to the northwest towards the toilet in the
classToom and served as its waste pipe. Ostensibly the pipe wouid have coriginally been lain
in a trench for that purpose and that could explain the disturbance around the pipe and the
presence of other associated artifacts such as the two concrete biock fragments, However,
Two stainless sieel clamps were observed, connecting the northern section of pipe to a
southward running section via an angled fitting (see Figure 13b for the in sit appearance
of the wo ciamps on the subject pipes). The presence of these clamps led to a series o
speciilc questons.

These two ciamps (artifact catalogue Nes. 360 and 361 respectively) were notable in that
they appeared to be brand new. That js, they were of a very shiny siiver color and
exhibited no (or verv littie) patina (surface dulling or chemical modification of metal or
glass artifacts due to phvsical/chemica! alterations caused bty the environmental conditions
of the artifact}). These clamps appeared to be ¢f more recent age than the construction of
the preschocei (l.e. mere recent than 1968). This is because they did not exhibit to the
auiior enouch corrosion or pailna 1o have been exposed to physicalichemical buried ground
etfects for almost a quarier century (24 elapsed vears). This comparative cbservation was
more apparent when we excavated similar pipe clamps elsewhers in the preschool and
compared them (see Figure 30b where considerable palina can be seen on clamp No. 263
found in the Cffice, Unit 1. and on clamp Neo. 322, found in Classroom #2. Unit 1. which
has good patina development;. Since no opering through the flocr large enough for a
humar to have placed the ciamps on ithe pipes could be seen at that moment of the
excavalon. it was vuzziing to us how they could have been put on.

it should be noted here that the original trench which bad been cug durmng the
construction of the preschool to.accommeodate the pipeline could be observed in the north
wail of the trench-iike Unit 1. This filled trench surrcunded the pipe it contained and it
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could be observed continuing inte the north side wail of Unit 1. This shallow pipe trench
couid certainiy be exciuded as a candidate for a tunnel. However the presence of the new-
appeanrc L,lam‘m on the pipe still remained a mystery to us at that point. I oqt excavalion
lab analvsic disclosed some relevant facts about these artifacts (see Section 5.5; Figure 36a.

and 36b; Appencix 1.3).

Alibough sector 4.5 was then excavated down to the same level as the pipes.f'clamps, Lo
additionzl data were found at thzt time to clanfy the situation and the work was continued

elsewhere.

A5 we were Moving our excavation equiprient, ope Paul Barrons, a private investigator
working for the defense, barged onto the site, refused to stop and identify himself, rushed
into Classrcom #1 and went directlv to inspect the defunct tecilet room. We confronted
this individuai avd called the police. Barrons quickly left pricr fo their response (KCAL
TV., 1980). His visit coincided with an effort made by the defense to obtain a restraining
order to stop cur excavation/ exploration of the site (KCAL TV, 1990). This was a
curious move if, as the defense maintained, there were no tunnels or any otber evidence
to be founc at the preschool site. Consequently we decided to continue our excavations in
that toilet room (Classroom #1, Unit 1). '

Upon excavation of the first level of Unit 1 (the G-20 cm. level) below the concrete
floar, we found the soil of the unit to be very soft. Inclusions or intrusive items found in
the soil included pieces of charcoal, pieces of red paint, wire, bits of plastic, a bottle, some
glass shards and some nails.

The excavation continued down in the unit with the scant historic artifacts contained in
the deposit (charcoal pieces, metal pieces, etc.} diminishing as we went deeper. Then at
the 80-100 c¢m. (31.5—39.37") level the light-colored soil of the depcsit (5 YR 6/3, hght
reddish brown on the Munsell Color Chart) gave way to a feature of darker colored soil
(5 YR 4/3, cark brown) on the eastern half of the unit against the foundation under the
concrete pad floor, and extending in a curvilinear arc to the southwest of the unit. This
feature was a subterranean area of artificially disturbed soil. It appeared to represent some
sort of a human-excavated pit or opening that had been tack filled (see Figure 142). It was
clearly distinguishable from the smaller rodent hole burrows that existed in the deposit.
We continued 1o dig deeper and the size of the feature expanded until it covered most of
the unit (see Figure 14b). We finished the excavation at a cepth of 3.9 m. (12.83 feet).

Bzsed on his recollection, the Assistant Field Director, Don Flaherty, observed the
excavation made by workmen in Office Unit 1 who dug under the concrete pad floor
southward up to the foundation of the south wall. He ooserved what appeared to be a
tunnel feature that extended in a north/south direction across Unit 1 and it appeared to
him to terminate near the south wall area. Flaherty recalls that the feature’s average width
was about 60 ¢m. wide and its bottom wes about 80 cm. in depth. Flaherty was certain that
this feature connected to the feature he first excavated in the Classroom #1 toilet, Unit 1
(Flaherty, 1992: personal communication).
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At that time. a decision was made 1o turiner excicre the reaere in Ciassrcom #1, Unit
1, which appeared to extend southwestward and bevond the Classroom #1 toilet area. We
then excavated in the Ofice (Uit 1) where the feature continued 12 the eastern 1/4 ¢f <he
tnit. Since it appeared to continue south and west from Unit 1. we continued 10 expiore
the feature by excavating Unit 2 in the Ofiice toilet room. The deposit between the o
uniis was excavated out as well Al the while the same colored soil (3 YR 24, dark
brown) continued to distinguish the festure. The feature soil was more looseiy compacted
and was much more dark in color thar the surrounding non-feature soil (5 YR 673, light
reddijsh brown). The feature continued casrward in Urit 2, and the farther eastward we
dug, the closer to the surface the proflle (the distinguishable wvertical ard horizonal
appearance of a feature) became unul it was within 60 cm. (2"} of the surface of the
neighboring lot. Thus the feature continued up to (aad obviously continued bevond) the

east wall (cuter wall) of the preschool,

At that point we had to stop horizonal exploration of the {eature, since we did not have
permission Lo excavate ci the triplex preperty next door. We then dug down in order to
define the vertical profile {depth) of the feature. [t became apparent that the feature had
been back filled with earth that contained virtually no artifacts or ecofacts. The matrix (soil
deposit) in the feature did contain numercus flecks of charcoal and carbon and pieces of
piaster with green paint (which the excavators hypcthesized might be remnants of the green
paint that had been applied to the school in "1584 or 1985" (Hebbs, 1990) and possibly the
fire that had occurred at the site on April 8, 1984 (Dailv Breeze, 1984a).

Jerry Hobbs noted that the rocts from a lemon tree on the adjacent triplex lot (see
Ficure 1) were protruding into the 2l of the {eature near the eastern preschoo! wall and
under its concrete foundation {see Figure 15 {or a composite photo of feature).

In Figure 13, the dark and light curved lavering of the feature’s fill can be seen. The
width of the feature was 91.3 cm. (37) at that point where 1t crossed the western edge of
Unit 1 and it was upwards of 1.3 m. (3} at the eastern edge of Unit 1 {sz= Figure 15 where
the curved. mult-lavered fiil deposit. the lemon tree roows and the underneath poruon of
the concrete foundation of the preschool [top ieft] can all be seen). The meximum depth
of the feature at that pcint was 1.85 m. (72" or 6'). The feature was followed also from
teiow the Classroem #1 toilet room into the Office and into and completelv across the
Office toliet room for a total distance of some & m. (26.27).

In summary, this featere was large and curvilinear and appeared to be directional. 1o
the sense that it apparently ied to the neighboring triplex (see Figure 2Ca below for its
location and shape). Although it lacked some of the test-expecied variables (e.g. & well
defined roof, inciusions of numerous arufacts and the like), it nonetheless was a good
candidate for a tunnel because 1t was. for example, traversable by an adult human. The
‘eature, which ran beneath the nwo toilets and the Office. may wel] have been connected
1o the triplex next door. according to ewvidence gathered by Jerry Hobbs and the crew, who
explored the triplex separately from our archaeological work per s¢ (see their discussions

in Appendix V).

45



(LS OO0 LA .

KL PR

Loallns, 37076800 10 HATA OL0ld LISl 1




Although excavauons were pursued in Classroem # 1. Unit 2 {the :ong 1rench) nothing
definable and relevant to the project goals was epcountered. While incidental raiis and
atker small trash were found. il of these tems couid Lave been introduced b rocden:

activity (bioturbation).

Next we excavated (e long wrench (Uit 1) in Classtoom #2. In the scutin half of the
irench, a number of miscellaneous hustoric artifacts were found along with one prehistoric
Natve American utuized chert flake (Cataiog MP439B). VWhile excavating the nerth hali
of the trench we encounterec a discrete {circumscribed and ucconnected o other areas or
features) trasn pit containing an assorument of old bottles, tin cans and other trash similar
io those whiich we found in Classtooms #3 and #4.  The trash pit was located 1.98 m.
£6.6"y south of the north edge of the unit. The pit was defined on the western edge of the
srench and continued into the side wall of the trench. We excavated into the side wall and
determined that it only extended some 517 cm. (1.7") westward into the side wall. Thus
the feature was a discrete trash pit roughly circular with a diameter of 1.01 m. (3.2'). Since
this feature was discrete and since o other tuopnel or tunnel-like features were
encountered, we terminated work in Uait 1 and went to work elsewhere.

The author made a decision to search for subterranean openings in the side lot
Subsequently 2 backhoe was brought in which dug out several Jongitudinal trenches down
some 2.4 m.{6-8', see Figure 11). A feature disclosed by our first trench (which we
designated as Side Lot Trench Unit 1) led cur atiention to the outer vard. That is, we
excavated a backhoe trench along the western side of the preschool Play Yard cinder block
retaining wall. At a locus, located some 9.30 meters (30.57) south of the scuthwest corner
of Classroom 4, we encountered a buried feature whose profiles were exposed directly
opposite each other on the two "walls" of backhoe Trench Unit 1. We carefully troweled
off the vertical faces of the trench at that point and exposad two profiles of the feature on
either side of the trench.

Tte featre appeared to de 2 buried cpeniag (that had been back filled) of a trench or
possibly of a trench that had been covered over for a tunnel. Its depth was sufficient for
an adult persen to pass through if bant over, We decided to excavate the first unit in the
Duter Yard (Outer Yard, Unit 1) which was a 1 x I meter pit. in order to attempt io detect
further indications of a "roof” or other wnnel test expeciations. That effort proved later
0 be fruitiess.

A decision was made to cpen up another unit in the preschool Play Yard, directly on
the cther side {ie immediately cast of 1he 3 course cinder block retaining wall) of the
profile of the buried trench-like feature. This was done 1n order to ascertain if the fzature
was mndeed a wnnel (being one that would have run under the retammng wall and then
under the preschool structure itself at some point.

Upon excavation of Play Yard Unit 2 (see Figure 11) a darker colored (10YR 3/3 or
brown: Munsell, 1973) sector m the unit (jocated in the northwest quarter of the pit) was
noted that corresponded to the buried feature detected in the Quter Yard backhoe trench.
Further excavation mntercepied part of the buried trench as an incompletely filled opening
appeared in the side wall and excavated "floor” and up against the east side wall of the unit.
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Furiher excavauon ciscioszd that the buned trench-ike feature did not exiend into ke
preschool play yard but termirated at the cinder block retaining wall. This burled feature
was then idenulied as cne of the eastiwest backhoe trenches that had been dug by the
sarents in their search at the zide ot in 1985 (cf. Langenwaiter. er wl 1985). Thus the
‘eature could be eliminated as a pcssible twnnel.

Other aoteworthy data were encountered in Plav Yard Unit 2. [n the first 20 cm. \_OL';T
standard level depth) a dark green paint spot area was detecied 1n the western half of the
pit at a depth ranging from 5 to 9 em. bejow the surface. Also an area of charcoal flecks
was noted throughout the cepesitin the northwestern sector of the pit (throughout the 20

cml. Jevell.

An unusual find was mace at 76 cm. south of the north wall and 56 cm. east of the west
wail of the Unit and at a depth of 45.6 cn {18 Figure 16a; note the "5 cm.” on the
provenience board in Figure 16a relers to the dép:h of the board, not to the artfact). This
was a plastic plate or saucer, pcssioly for a chiid’s tea cup set. When its encrusted sand
covering was brushed off, the off-white colored plastic plate exbibited a decoration of three
pentagrams (one large in size and two small in size). This artifact was carefully measured
in for its provenience and photographed in situ (sec Figure 16a). The diameter of the plate
was 8.2 ¢m. (3.257) and 1t was .5 cm. {(25") in heilght.

One member of our archaeclogical tcam. Ms. B. J. Schenk. did some research on the
pentagram and its symbolic meaning over time. Although it had a variety of meanings
{Koch, 19300 6) the pertagram is weil kzown 2s an occult symbol (Lehner, 1950: 97
Wedeck. 1961: 192: Worth, 1971: 11). This usege probably stems from the ancient [ron
Age Europcan Celtic Culture whose priests referred to the symbol as the "witch’s foot”
{Koch, 1830: €: Lehner, 1930: 97).

When the piate was first discovered, the author observed the designs of the pentagrams
on it and their appearance led to his initial imterpretation thz. the designs hacd bezn
manufactured onzo tne plate. Later analvsis by Jeff Minard, the project’s historical artifact
anaivst, disciosed that the siars hacd been ca*e'uln inscribed and painted onto the plate by
hard in a very precisz manner., In the opinion of the historic artifact analvst, the three
pentagrams had to have been executed by an adult: a child of preschool age wouid not have
the metor skills necessary 1o perform such precise engraving and painting.

Most pentagrars ke author has seen previousiv were svimmetrical (i.e. the siar wouid
appear 1o be baianced from ail newpomt_) However this artifact (#MP 2 as it was later
catalogued) exhibited a very sophisticated design in that not only is the large pentagram
asvinmetrical but the two small pentagrams drawn berween 1is starpoints were alsc drawn
in an asymmetrical stvie (see Figure 16b). This styvie gives the pentagrams (especially the
large one) the appearance of looking "off-balance” from al! viewpoints around iis peruneter
except one. Thatis, when the large pentagram is viewed from the perspective that has one
of the small pentagrams placed at the bouom. the large pentagram then Jooks "bajanced”
(see Figure 16b). This indicates that there is a symboiic reiationship between one of the
small pentagrams and the large one.
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TLe reiauionship of the other small pentagram 15 not cizar dut suca small svmbols, located
bBerween the sterpoints of a large pentagram are kpown (cf. MWorth, 15710 11h A
elztionship i1s also indicated by the fact that the small pertagrams also visually appear 1o
be "balanced" when thev are seen frem the viewpoint of one oi the straigh: axes of a
starpoint below. In addition. ihe center of the small pentagrams were not ieft blank but
had been painied with green zaint [t shouid also be pomted cut that it may not be a
roincidence that all three pentagrams were drawn on the {lat receptacle suriace of the plate
because. when viewed from above, the perimeter of the receptacie forms an inner ring 10
:he outer ring of the outer edee of the plate. This mav have been a svmbolic way to
represent "the cdouble rim” important in some svmbolic uses of pentagrams (cf. Worth.
971 1)

Since the plate had recognizable svmbeols associated with the oceult, which would appear
to corroborate prior statements ¢f the chiidren concerning behawviors that had been
witnessed at the site, it was treated as a special find. Excavation below the plate went
down for some 40 ¢m. with no further data of import ercountercd.

We further explored the various trenches our backhce had dug across the Quter Yard.
We dug the relaiively short E/W Trench 2 on the south side of the lot. but we found
nothing of note within it. As we ipspected the northern sector of the long N/S Trench 3,
we noted a large, buried, rounded-bottomed feature which we cailed Featwure 1. Since no
salient data could be detected with the feature we moved on. Another aruficial area was
detected in the central sector of Trench 3 which we labeled as Feature 2. This was & large,
buried reculinear facility of dark soil which had two lorg 4 x 4" posts stil] preserved at jis
north and south corner bourdaries. This feature turned out to be a sepiic tank that had
been associated with the former house on the propertv last occupied by the Morris family
(see Section 2.1 above). TELis septic tank was located in an area that would have been
tetween the former house and Its garage (see Figure &),

Turniog again to Trench I, in its northern sector, we relocated one of the units dug by
the District Attorney’s archaeolozical dig in 985, This shallow unit (about 40 cm. in
depth) can be correlated with the Dismict Attorpey’s ¢ig, Urnit 7 (see Figure 4 @ ¢f
Langenwalter, e @/ 1985. 14). This prior unit had been back filled anc contained one of
ihe wooden siakes originally used to lay cut the guideline strings at its surface. Thus we
were able t0 eliminate a variety of buried features as not being the sought after tunnels or
turied rooms (i.e. the parenis excavated backhoe trenches, the buried sepiic tank, aod the
prior archaeological pit or unit). A decision was then made to reinvestigate the area
adjacent to the west wall of Classtoom #4, which we designated as Quter Yard Trench
Upit 4.

As noted above (see Secuion 1.2), this area had been dug uvp by various persons prior
to this formal archaeological tnvestigation. The parents dug there because the children
reported that it was an area of the wunnel and room (cf. Langenwalter, er ol 1985: 13) and
ihat js where the parents found the possibly inflicted tortoise remains (see Figure 3
Langenwalter, er af 1985: 20-29: Figure 6), which discovery forced the District Attorney’s
Office 1o finally conduct their own excavaticn. Subsequently, the D.A’s archaeologists dug
five ciustered units (their nos. 1. 2, 4, 5 and 6) immediately next to Classroom #4. Then,
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.s noted above in Secticn 13, Jerrv I—Iobbc and the project crew MACe DreamInary excavi-
Jons at this jocus where thev enceountered mere historic trash Doth immediately cutside and
‘ust under the toundation fL.:«s om #4. 1ncivding the cut-off gap in the avacado tree
c001s and the plastic [Disney cag mlh the 8233 date. Although sectiors of this area had
been disturbed by all of those previovs diggings, ziven the lack of other indications of
zunnezis and given the diminisked amount of time ‘eft 10 our oroject, a decision was made
o reinvesuigate (ais area and resolve the guestons remaining abou

We excavated Trench Unit < down through recently introduced sand and gravel lavers
of fill and dog through the plastiz sheeting laid dewn at the bottom of the excavations
made by the D.As archaeologists (plastic sheeting was used for the purpese of showing
where the archacclogical digging had fnished offt Langenwaiter, 1992a:  personal
commurication: see Figure 17). We ziso carcfully trial off each of six “faces" {vertical
stratigraphic wall prefilesy which we then photographed and drew profiles (Figure 17).
Linit 4 had been oo sev e[e])_ disturbed prier to our work for us to discern any patterns.-
there so we then reexamined the deposn pelow the foundation of the west wall of

Classtoom 4.

-
I

The histeric debris, neted by the D A.’s archaeologists as adjacent to Classroom #4, was
referred 19 as a " . . trash scatter [which] contained a mix of bottles, ceramics. tin cans.
burned wood anc bone” {Langenwalter, et ar, 1985 . Z1: ¢f. Figure do. p.20). The similar
histeric material encountered by Hobbs and crew (see Secuon 1.3 above) was tound by us
io continue under the preschool foundation. The data we encountered from that point on
constituted the remains of a twonel (l.e. the data conformed to all of the test expectations
of a tunnel as proposed by the project hypothesis: ¢f. Section 1.4 above)., Those data are
discussed in the next section.

13 laocation and Exploration of the Tunnel Under the North Axis of the Preschool

This section is based on the author’s observations, the project notes, and the special
noies made on the wnrel feature by Assistant Field Director. Don Flahkerne. The histeric
dedris noted abeove formed a pattern in the “side wall" of excavated soil below the
focendation of the west wail of Classtoom #4, We dug into this feature and discovered. in
ﬁCiCiltIOIl to miscellaneous cans and other debris noted above, two other severed roots (of

—1.3" [2— cm.] in diameter. see Figure 7). These were found in sine precisely at the
nomdar\ of an opening whose "signature” was formed in part by the historic arufact debris
in a matrx of dlctd bed soil {cf. Figure 19 below).

Just cutside the vpper right hand corner of the debris-filled matrix (which we later
determined to be the tunnel), we alsc encountered what appeared to be 2 fire hearth. This
feature consisted of spanish stvle roof tiles {red clay-ceramic) arranged arcund a center
core of ashes and charcoal. Radiocarbon sampies had been taken from the outermost
reaches of this feature and submitted to the UCLA Isotope Laboratory for dating (cf.
Secuion 3.1 and Appendix [.2 bejow). The arrangement was contained (and had possibly
been emplaced) within the debris-laden fill at the top right corper of the roof of the
opeming (1.e. facing sastward toward the opening, the feature wouid be on the top and
south corner). A tunnel entrance was thus well defined by the debris and fill contained
within 1t

52



i
flipis)



The ge L[Ogl st consultant. Dr. Michael. hacd vistted the site on Mav &, QQO and obszerved
a Cisturbed featurs with "artificial fill" at this same locus. He drew a diaeram of the feature

and measured its dimensions and loczuon 17 relation to the west wali of C]assz'oom #4 (see
Tigure 18a: note "af’ on the diagram refers ic the artificial fil within it). This feature was
later cetermined bv the archae ologn? tezm 1o be the entrance 1o the tunnel. Those
measurements ars a5 {olows: the north side of the entrance was {at the bottom) some 3.1
m.(.0.2" from the northwest corner of e prescnool anc the south side of the entrance
was some 4.5 m. (14.57) ffom the same northwest corner. Hence the wicth of the entrance
(at the bottgm} was 142 m. (28", Alsc the opening to the tunnel fezture and its relatjion
*o a human form can be seen in Figure 185, See Figure 15 for the tunnel entrance in

L

relation to the preschool structure above 1t

As we dug past the debris-filled opening and deeper under the preschool, we observed
that the twane! went iz a Sh?"p angle to the <0u1heast Continuirg on, the f{cature
intercepted Unit 1 (the trenca-like unit) in Classroom #4 (see Figure 20b for 2 1op view
ot the delineaticn of the entire tunnel feature}. Coming cut from under the concrete siab
floor and in the open area of the Unit 1 Trench, the feature’s nature became more clear.
That is. the width ar.d directicn were not only cleariy indicated by an abundance of historic
artifacts contained within it but also the soll color of the {ii] matrix was measured at 10YR
3/3, a cuite "dark brown”, which was distinctvely darker than the suyrounding namral 501l
mzairlx which had a lighter 2rown coior of 10YR 4/3 ("brown to dark trown™ unsell,
1873). The histonc artfacts found packed into the tunnel included sections of boards.
wood fragments, a variety of metal objects. an inner tube and numerous bottles {the Jatter
were analvzed for their possiole dates, zee Section 3.3 below). The average width of the
tunnel] feature was greater than 1.0 meter as it extended on the diagenal compleiely across
Unit 1 (see Figure Z0b) and under the concrete floor to the western edge of Unit 1. Other
artifacts encountered as we were approaching the south end of Unit 1 included T.V.
antenna wire, o cans, scissors, eye glasses, expoesed film, some cinder biocks, etc.

Procecding southward. the tunnel continued to the south end of trench Upit 1 and
obviously continued scuthward of that point. Indeed, the tunnel feature widened at one
point (e, 30 cm. north of the scuth wall of Classroom =4) 10 the extent that it apoearcd
less tnrel-like and more like a room. Also at that point we found a laver of pivwood
reofing material 2long with tar paper and roofing nails. This laver was found at the top
of the tunnel fill matennal. Underneath the plywood and tar paper was a continting
abundance of botties, wood and other debris, It became obvious that this densely packed
debris-filled area was quite large in relaticn to the tunnel passage previously described.
Fizure 21a shows a view of the densely packed tunnel debris (note that the locus and
direction of the photo are shown on Figure 20b drawing at point "A" Figure 21b shows
a detail cf the concentrated debris in the tunnel at point "B"). We then excavated out the
historic debris of this area which not onlv extended to the south end of Unit 1 but also
centinued at least 1.4 meters (4.57) south of that point to the area under the doorway to
Classroom #4 and the sidewalk corridor bevond and above. We measured the width of the
debris-filled area from pomt Cto C' (see Figure 20b) on a N/W and S/E line for some 2.75
m. {97). Sze Figure 20c {or a dizgram of beth subterranean features under the preschool.
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Jne major arufact. boih 1n terms of size and poienual import. was a compiele rural.
rcadside stvle matloox with a rounded top and a mail-for-pickup meat flag indicator (the
wetval fag was missing but the holcder {or the flag was present on the side of the box). The
mzilbex measured 48 am. (197 long x 17 cm. (€757} wide x 24 cm. {9.57} in height. This
maiibex had the name "M and Mrs. Karl Morris” and "927 M.B. Blvd." painted on one
Cids. ’hc‘: same as the last occuzants of the house on the adjacent jot thar was 1orn down
n 1972 (Figure 22a). On the other side was painted "Marris 927 M B Bivd.” The matlbox
200 alm Was pr]‘]lt‘G with "927 MB Blvd" {Figure 22%, This art