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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 concluded.

4$ 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,

then east 10 feet within Classroom 4.

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

- The footing between Classrooms 3 and 4 was arched 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 placed.

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

chamber and top of sections of the tunnel 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 underneath.

Tunnel features made it evident that tunnel was hand dug

« 7 foot tunnel extending inte the triplex next door '

Tunnel extended from the bathrooms off the office and Classroom 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 triplex yard exactly where tunnel
and exit were found. :

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

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 completion of

tests.

No doorknobs were on Classroom 3 door, only a dead bolt lock.

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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introauction

The world has never been quite the same since March 22, 1984, On :hat date the Log
Angeles County District Attorney described an unheard-of level of outrage: the sexual
assault. pornegraphic exploitation and sadistic terrorizing of dozens. maybe hundreds of tiny
children 1n a respected Manhattan Beach preschool. Buttressed by a similar case in Jordan.
Minnesota and followed by at least fifty outbreaks of apparently identical accusations
throughout the United States, there were implications that a whole generation of children
was targeted for subversion by an invisible horde of satanic cult terrorists.

The investigators and the parents who heard the children’s stories firsthand tended to
believe in the literal truth of apparently fantastic stories. Others, more removed from
emotional rapport with the children, became aggressively skeptical. insisting there was no
evidence and no rational precedent for an occult consPiracv Journalists exploited the
controversy and kindled the fear, announcing a state of panic among parents— a national
hvsteria. Others, drawing on the theory conceived by criminal defense attorneys, blamed
therapists and investigators for implanting the stories through impressionistic children
caught up in a "witch hunt” for child abusers.

More sober observers waited for evidence. If animals were killed. where were the
remains? Il pornography was produced where were the plcmres* And iI chiidren were
taken underground for ceremonies and for wansport to off-campus locations, where were
the tunnels? 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 public hung on the
cutcome 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 history and a third brief challenge to
one remaining defendant, the McMartin "case" ended on July 27, 1990, without a single
conviction. The name "McMartin" has since become emblematic of prosecutorial debacles,
overzealous investigations. and mass hysteria. Parents are cast as vigilantes in the
metaphoric review and therapists are condemned as the real abusers of children. With
these new scapegoats for distrust, children could once more be entrusied to benevolent

strangers.

But the most vital questions of the epidemic of the eighties are not resolved through
criminal prosecution, whether or not there is a conviction of designated defendants. Those
who hold to their belief in the children are not impressed by the vagaries of criminal
justice. Parents were Jess concerned with determining guilt than discovering what had been
done to their children. When children awoke screaming against unutterable fears. criminal
charges of sexuazl touching became irrelevant to parental suspicions of psychological
invasion. The uncharged offenses remain the most troubling: Who were the unidentified
strangers? Why talk of forays to neighborhood stores and churches? Why claim trips to
1mp0551b13 distant locations? Why insist there were underground rooms and tunnels?




While these most implausible claims were avoided by prosecutors and exploited as de
facto famasy by defense, they remain the most provocative enigmas for those who would
understand the experience of children who become plagued with such fears. Beyond the
elusive and limited goals of criminal investigation, beyand proving who may have sexually
assaulted these children, it is ultimately more important to the future of childhoed and to
the security of families to determine what happened to the children, in the true and
hroadest sense. and whether the childrer were manipulated through outside malice or
merely via parental misunderstanding.

Throughout the agonizing process of the McMartin investigation. parents insisted on the
crucial reality of the reported tunnels, while outsiders scoffed at the stories. Parents,
risking further stigma as vigilantes, started digging and compelled attention to underground
phenomena. Prosecuters, forced to a showdown, commissioned a superficial search of
open terrain and, withow going under the concrete floor of the preschool, branded the tunnel
stories as bozus. Once the tunneis were officially discounted, attempts to explore for an
underground reality were instant targets for ridicule:

The McMariin School was painstakingly probed for tunpels. None were found. . . . [The
McMartin] parents have invesied years believing in demonic conspiracies and vnderground nursery
tunoels. (L'nm recently the parepnts were still digging. They came up with Tndian artifacts). They
rid znd 1o their soms and daughlers. They have
1old their cm]dfcn over and over, that they were abused, then rewarded them for being traumatized.
They have put them in therapy with adull {anatics who have done the same, and enrclled lhem as

cuinea pigs in the "research” projects of zealots.

TR
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The McMartin kids, and hundreds of others in ritual abuse spinofls acress the country, have spent
vears trapped in clans now extended to include psychoiogists, social workers and prosecutors— clans
whose identity derives {rom a tent-revival beliel in their children’s imagined victimization.

{Nathan.>. What McMarua Staried: The Ritval Sex Abuse Hoax. The Village Voice, JO{XV [24],
Jurne 12, 1990, syndicated nationally. Also in Debbie Nathan’s book, Women and other Aliens, Essavs
from the US-Mexdcan Border, 2s quoted in an editoriai review, "Understanding Wha Is Behind the
Satanic Heoax", NASWO NEWS/CA VOCAL Newslerier, 7 (3], Fall, 1991).

It shouid be important to know, once and for all, whether children descrived actual
runnels or imaginary voids. Journalists should know whether the parents found "Indian
artifacts” or something more telling. Certainly it would be important to know if the parents
commissioned an archeclogical investigation that was, in fact, more exhaustive and was
conducted with more scientific rigor than the supposedly painstaking probe by the
pTOSECUtOT&

If the stories of the children were bogus fantasies, there Is no excuse for the tunnels
discovered under the school. If there really were tunnels, there is no excuse for the glib

dismissal of any and all of the complaints of the children and their parents.

Tt makes a difference to know the truth about the tunnels. This report offers new and
unprecedented dimensions of truth.

Roland C. Summit, M.D.

i
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Introduction to the Project

This report presents the findings relative to a formal archaeclogical investigation of the
MecMartin Preschool site, located in Manhattan Beach, California. The author was
commissioned to conduct the archaeclogical investigation of the subject site based on a
recommendation by Prof. Rainer Berger, then Chairman of the UCLA Interdiscipbnary
Archaeology Program. A group of parents whose children had been enrolied in the school
had obtained provisional permission from the owner of the site to search for the tunnel(s)
and underground room(s) which their children had described. The parents’ initial
excavation encountered artifacts whose significance was ambiguous because of the imprecise
nature of their approach.

During the initial phase of the project (described below in Section 1.3), it became
apparent that the project needed formal, qualified archaeociogical expertise in order to
definitively resolve the questions of whether subterranean features (tunnels and rooms)
were actually present at the site in question. Subsequently the author was retained to 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 month of time provided to us in which to conduct
the fleld work. Hence ail field werk was completed in May, 1990.

Because the project involved archaeological 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 is professionally referred to as an "historical archaeological" excavation. Historical
Archzeology is a subfield of the science of Archaeology in general and it has its own
relatively unique and distinct approach due to the fact it deals with sites that can be
associated in many instances with known and documented people and events (see Noel-
Hume 1575 and South 1977 for the methodology 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
distigction of being the longest running and the most expensive criminal trial in the history
of U.S. jurisprudence (for a comprehensive report and a chronology of the case see the
article in the national publication entitled the State Peace Officer’s Journal by E.L. Wiley



9910 06-90). A good visual summary of the case is available in the Emmy Award-winning
gment from the Public Broadcasting System (PBS) MacNeii/Lehrer Newshour entitled
“MeMartn: Trial and Error” (MacNeilLenrer, 1990).

<

Given this background. the archaeclogical project became de facto a kind of forensic site
search. even though the intent of the project was not to provide "evidence" for the case (the
second trial was actually being tried concurrently with our dig). The Los Angeles County
District Attorney’s Office had made it clear that 1t had sufficient evidence for its case and
would not consider using any additional data from our work. Very little has been written
in the field of Archaeclogy on forensic archaeclogical investigations. The most notable
exception Is the book by Morse, Duncan and Stoutamire (1983} entitled Handbook of
Forensic Archaeology and Anthropology. [nformation in that work was considered as part
of the research developed for this project.

Despite the apparently confident opinion of the District Attorney’s Office, the case was.
not successfully prosecuted (cf. Wiley, 1991). Although the verdict was disappointing to
the parents, it was not unexpected due o their dissatisfaction with the manner in which
evidence was gathered, both from their children and from the preschool site itself. A major
point of dispute was that despite the fact that the children speke of tunnels (Daily News,
1985; Daily Breeze, 1986a; 1986b. 1989: Easy Reader, 1988) and a "secret room" (Daily
News, 1985 Daily Breeze. 1985a:) benesath the preschool building, no adequate
investigation. sad been ¢..-led out prior to this described project. In addition, the
statements 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 invoived in strange rituals {Daily Breeze,
19865; 1989, Easy Reader. 1988). However since no tangivble evidence of such behavior (i.e
either subterranean tunnel/room use or ritual behavior) was presented as evidence by the
District Attorney's Office, the credibility of the children’s testimony was successfully
assailed by the deferse. Given this turn of events, the news media swung their emphasis
to the defense position and to the chorus doubting any veracity in the children’s statements.

The de facio avoidance by the criminal justice system of the more bizarre allegations
leaves parents and clinicians burdened with interpreting the most confusing and alarming
aspects of the children’s descriptions. The implications of "rituzl abuse" have been given
credence by some clinicians (Braun, 1986: Kelley, 1988, 1989, 1950; Burgess, er af, 1990:
Summit. 1988, 1989: Falior, 1990; Snow and Sorenson, 1990:; Bottoms, ef al 19¢1: Jones,
1991: Jonker and Jonker-Baker 1991; Young, e al, 1991: Smith, 1992; Goodwin. 1993),
social scientists (Finkelhor and Williams. 1988}, and governmental agencies (Wilson and
Steppe, 1885; Office of Criminal Justuce Planning, 1989-1990; Llovd, 1990: Committee on
Child Abuse Prevention, 1991: Wiley, 1991). The alarming nature of the descriptions of
ritual in the absence of material evidence prompts others to warn against believing any part
of such reports (Ganaway, 1989; Ofshe, 1993; Putnam, 1991). For their participation in the
definitive UCLA study on the effects of ritualistic abuse {Waterman, er al, 1993) an award-
winning journalist reviled McMartin parents for "enrolling [their children) in 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



child protective interventions. determining tne presence or absence of the alleged tunneis
under the McMartin Preschool assumes monumental significance.’

The parents, convinced that their chiidren were being unfairly discredited due to a lack
of adequate search for the reievant supporting evidence. retained a professional team to
resolve these questions regarding the integrity of the children and the truth of their
statements. Thus the goals of this project were to objectively search for data bearing on
the questions of whether there were subterranean openings {tunnels and /or rooms) under
the preschool.

It should be pointed out here that the author was retained to provide an objective and
open-minded scientific opinion as to the resolution of the goals of the project. This writer
was aware of the case, given the intense media coverage over many vears, but he had not
formed any opinion as to a preferred verdict. Moreover, given the emphasis of the news
media in 1960, he was somewhat skeptical that any correcborative data would be uncovered
during the investigation. The zuthor made it clear when 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 to be true.

Simc 7 cTUtumsSiances were so extraorcinary, this field project was quite difficult to
conduct. This was due not only to the constricted time frame allotted 1o us for the work
but also 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. It is unusual. to sav the least, for an archaeclogical project to be conducted under
such a "spotlight”, especially such an emotionally charged one, and therefore the
management of the project was not easy, But the staff and crew were up to the chalienge
and they held steadfast to the plan for the exploration of the site.

Many of the references to events and persons relevant to the site, and to the project
jeading up to the specific archaeclogical excavation upon which this report is based, are 1o
articies that appeared in various newspapers. It is well known that newspaper articles are
fraught with problems of accuracy. These articles were used because other sources
documenting the cited events were either too voluminous (many thousands of pages of
court transcripts), or were in the form of the children’s reports made in confidence to
therapists. In every instance, however, the only newspaper accounts that are cited are those
which have witnesses to corroborate the accuracy of their statements relevant to this
project. ‘

The next section presents more specific background information on the project.

* Author’s note: Jackie McGauley contributed research information to this
paragraph.

(¥




1.2 Background of the Project
The preschool site was jocated in the greater Los Angeles area of Southern California,

in the City of Manhattan Beach. Specifically it was Jocated at 931 Manhatian Beach Bivd.
Tt was buiit on a rectangular parcel near tae northeast corner of the iniersection of
“Manhattan Beach Blvd. and Walnut Ave. (Figure 1). The rectangular ot measured some
35.4 m.{1167} N/S by 11.1 m.(36") E/W. In addition we explored the neighboring lot (827
Manhattan Beach Blvd.) which bordered the preschool lot. extending west of it to the
intersection of Walnut Avenue and Manhattan Beach Blvd. (see Figure 1). This property,
referred to herein as the "side lot", measured about 33.4 m.(ca. 116") N/S and 12.3 m.(ca.
407 E/W (Langenwalter, ¢f al, 1985). Thus the combined two Jots measured 35.4 m.(116")
N/S by 23.4 m.(76") E/W. with a combined total area of 828.4 square meters (8,747 sq. ft.).
This area is hereafter referred to as the "site.”

As stated in section 1.1 above. the objectives of this archaeclogical project were to
independently and objectively resolve whether or not actuai correborative evidence of the
reports of the children regarding features and data at the preschool couid be Jocaied and
recovered. This was necessitated by the fact that despite seven vears of official investi-
cation, from September, 1983 to July 27, 1990 (USA Todav, 1585: Wiiey, 1991, p. 88) the
tunnel reports of the children and the attendant concerns of the parents were never
adequatelv addressed. The lack of tangible corroborative evidence of the children’s reports
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
t een discovered and entered into evidence at the appropriate time in the case, they may
have been important factors in the jury’s final verdicts. However, as the series of events
occurred. as describéed below. no such corroberative evidence was to be forthcoming until
our work. Even when it was recovered. it was given no roie in the court cases.

Given the distinctive reports of the children and the vital importance of potentially
corroborating evidence, it is very surprising to this writer that the McMartin Preschool site
was not effectively and properly investigated for such evidence. In order to successiully
search for such information two measures should have been implemented:

1) The “integrity" of the site should have been preserved by sealing off the site to any
access bv the defendants or anyone else unti] the possibility of the reperied evidence had
been adequately resolved. The purpose, of course, to immediately sealing off the site
would be to hopefully "freeze” in sitwe (in original location) any potentially rejevant data or
evidence bearing on the case so that it could be located and identified when searched for.

2y Then competent and qualified investigators should have been called in to conduct a
proper and thorough subsurface search for any such data. A Jogical choice is for the
officials to call on archaeclogical expertise, since the police do not have the depth and
range of field experience required to properly search for such buried features. Experienced
archaeclogists have built up 2 mental "data bank” of often subtle information on buried
features such as post holes, various kinds of pits, house pits, buried passageways (e.g.
tunnels or tunnel-like features), etc. and have learned to distinguish them from other buried
phenomena such as rodent holes, buried natural erosional channels (buried stream

channels) and the like.
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Archaeologisis distinguish suck buried features (which 1n some cases allow them 1o even
reconstruct the superstructures of ancient houses in a given culture) through a varietv of
abserved information. This informaticn can be in the forms of differences of soil coior. soil
chernistry, soil texture and grain size. or the presence of "inclusions.” Inclusions can be
ither natural materials such as pebbles or stones or cultural materiais such as burned
wooden post fragments or artifacts such as pots or pot fragments contained within former
openings (e.g. a storage pit). Such openings are often jater completely filled in either
intentionally or by natural depositicnal processes of soll mevement (cf. Hole and Heizer.
1973 for a good discussion of such subtie feawres and Schiffer, 1976 for other theoretical
discussions of such processes). All of these cata form what archaeologists call "signatures’
that allow each buried feature to be recognized and identified. Such signatures for a tunnel
and/or buried room are discussed below in section 1.4.

Expertise that was suitably knowledeeable and capable was needed but unfortunately
was not properly deployed for a timely and definitive expleration of the site. In fact, given
the children’s asserticns regarding subsurface phehomena, including the buriais of small
animals purportedly sacrificed, surprisingly it was not the prosecution which initially
conducted an excavation but the defense instead. For reasons unknown, the defense
decided to explore the site with its own excavation. Mr. Paul Bynum, a former Hermosa
Beach Police lieutenant who was hired as a defense investigator (Easy Reader, 1987)
conducted a dig for evidence at the subject site. The prosecution never questioned the
appropriateness of aliowing the Cefense to conduct its own excavation, or why the defense
would even want to conduct such an excavation (i.e. if there was no evidence as they
argued, then why even look for any?). Even if any relevant data or evidence were to be
recovered by their dig, the Jack of proper archaeological expertise would preclude proper
proveniencing of the data i situ in the field and thereby would invalidate its usefulness for
scientific purposes.

Bynum apparently conducted his informal digging in February, 1984 (Dailv Breeze, 1987).
It is significant to note he did unearth some buried animal remains of "...numerous pieces
of tortoise shells and bones'(Dailv Breeze. 1987, Langenwalter, 1992a:  personal
communication). There was keen interest in these data at the time since it was reported
that the children®...testified that tortoises, rabpits. and other small animals were mutlated
...{in order} to terrorize the children into keeping silent” (Daily Brecze, 1987). Bynum was
sizted to testify on these data on Thursday, December 10. 1987, but was found shot to
death the night before (Daily Breeze, 1987). It is not surprising that the defense could
dismiss its own gathered data as irrelevant.

t was more than one full vear later (and two full vears-after the criminal investigation
had begun), that the parents became "...righteously impatient" (Daily Breeze, 1985¢; cf. The
Beach Reporier, 1985) with the lack of a suitable official investigation, and decided to take
marters into their own hands by investigating the site themseives. The observation (in
about April, 1985) of some unusual construction activity on the side lot. as evidenced by
a pile of dumped concrete (McGauley, 1992: personal communication), led to the parents’
interests in exploring the site. In addition, on Wednesday March 13, 1985, the parents
observed a 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 lot from Mr. Arnold
Goldstein, 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 preschoolers
(Langenwalter, ef al, 1985: 3; cf. The Beach Reporter, 1985: March 21).

It should be noted that it has been erroneously reported that: "According to Will
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, er 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 effort, the D.A's
Office declined involvement (Currie, 1992: personal communication). Unleashing their
collective pent up frustration, some 50 parents descended on the adjacent play yard lot.
Under the general leadership of Robert Currie (a parent), based on directions from some
of their children, parents began unsystematically digging on Saturday March 16, 1985 (Daily
Breeze, 1985b; Currie, 1992: personal communication). They could find nothing under the
mysterious concrete slab, so its purpose remamed unknown.

However, they pushed on:

Using a backhoe, they (the parents) began Saturday (i.e. March 16, 1985} morning by looking for a
tunnel and an underground 'secret room’ that have been described in testimony during the lengthy
preliolinary hearing. Although they found no tunnels during that search, they later uncovered another
apparenl lortoise skelelon and some bone fragments 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 ternfy
molested youngsters into silence" (Daily Breeze, 1985d).

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 haphazardly 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 2 nine-year-old former student
of the McMarlin preschool, whe 10ld them 10 dig behind a cemernt planier in the northeast corner.
When parents unearthed several broken turile shells and a {ew bones, they siopped digging and
notified the district attorney’s office. A police line was set up around the Jot at 8:30 [p.m.], Saturday
evening [March 16, 1385}, (The Beach Reporter, 1985: see Figure 3 for parents’ tortoise Jocation)

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 to 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



search atthe site (Daiiv Breeze, 1985¢). Deputy D.A. Roger Gunson apparently promised
ihe parents that "._.experts’ would be brought in to continue the excavation. “What kind of
zxperts. however. he would not dnulge” (Daily Breeze, 1985¢). Glenn Stevens. a prosecutor
stated "t was) unwise for anvone without a torensic background to conduct such a
search” (Daily Brecze. 1985d). The "excavanon” was further delaved a week (Dailv Brecze,
1985¢).

The District Attorney’s Office then hired a local archaeological company, Scientific
Resource Surveys (S.R.S) to conduct a search for evidence using archaeological techniques
(Langenwalter 1992a: personal communication: Langenwalter. ¢z 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 Sheriff's Crime Lab (see Figure 2). (The Beaci
Reporier, 1985) The D.A's Office restricted the excavation to the area of the McMartin
piay vard in the Goidstein jot. The excavations focused on the area of the parents’
excavations searching for an entrance to an underground room (at the northeastern corner
of the side Jot propcrt\) and along the eastern property boundary. No other excavations
were allowed by the D.As Office (Langenwalter 1992b: personal communication).
Consequentlv an archaeological project was conducted for only two weeks {(from March 20
to April 8. 1985: Langenwalter, er af 1985: 1). The specific goals of the project were to:
(1) ... determine if the property contained the buried remains of animals exhibiting the
effects of traumatic death: and (2) determine if the property contained evidence of a
subterranean room” (Langenwalter. er al, 1985: 1).

Initially 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 lot
owned at the time by Goldstein (Langenwalter. er 2/ 1985: 12-13, 19-21 and
Appendix A. Robert Beer: cf. Daily Breeze, 1985¢). The survey was conducted by Mr.
Robert Beer. & 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 secondarv
magnetic field 1s measured and evaluated in terms of (electrical) conductivity."
(Langenwalter, ¢ al. 1985: Robert Beer Appendix A: 1-2). In this fashion. "anomaljes”
to the basic electromagnetic field pattern for the properties were searched for to 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
McMartin Preschool property, primarily in the west and south play vards. ... The cleose
proximity of buildings, fences. and permanent metal fixtures preciuded additional work in
these areas.” (see Beer in Langenwalter, er al. 1985, Appendix A: 1). No anomalies were
detected there. The g *ophvsma] data were apparently so problematic that no data maps
were generated for the preschool site. Numerous material items and features interfered
with the instrument’s abilitv to obtain useful results, Hence a decision was made at that
time to concentrate on the side lot. The entre 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 (Langenwalier, ez al. 1985: Figure 6. p. 20).
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With better data, two anomaiies were detected in the side lot by the geophysical survey
(see Figure 3). These were:

.. .{z) curving linear anomaly near the middle of the Iot, adjacent 10 the south and southwest sides
of the large rubber tree. ... this anomaly lay a1 a depth of 3.6 m. (ca. 10-19.5"). There was no clear
indication of how the anomaiy should be interpreted. A second anomaly was found at the castern
edpe of the jot next 1o the McMartin Preschool [ence in the viciniry of the large bush, an area where
some witnesses alleged that animals had been buried. (This was interpreted as) . . . a probable
indication of slightly aitered ground conditions, but (the geophysicists) could not offer a more detailed
explanation {Langenwalter, ef e, 1985: 19-21).

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

The D.A.'s office used the conductivity meter in the preschool with negative results.
They aiso peeled off some of the floor tiles looking in vain for any indication of an
entrance to possible tunnels (McGauley, 1992). The District Attorney’s Office made a
decision not o explore under the preschool building itself even though this was where the
children reported both entrances to the tunpels as well as the tunnels and possibly the
presence of the room or rooms (Dailv Breeze, 1986a, b, 1989 Easy Reader, 1988; cf.
Appendix 1I). However, the terrain conductivity meter was pot the appropriate instrument
10 search under the existing school, as proven by its problematic results. Therefore a
recommendation to use a more appropriate instrument that could have vielded useful
results (e.g. Ground Penetrating Radar) shouid have been made and impiemented.
Nevertheless, citing financial and time constraints, the D.A.’s Office decided to limit both
the effective remote sensing search and the formal archaeclogical excavations to the side
lot. 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 allowed to excavate and identify
the two anomalies detected by their own project’s remote sensing survey, and were even
restricted in where they could dig within the side lot itself.

Next the archaeologists took the grid system (that was utilized for the remote sensing
survey) and laid out 7 units, excavating 6 (Figure 4). They completed the digging of all &
units using standard archaeological methods, although the "...application of [the] techniques
was more thorough than in most excavations..to 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
Jocation 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. 19.7") 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 jeased by the
preschool as an additional play vard and animal pen (Langenwalter, er al. 1985: 3).
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Units 1. 4. 3 (all 1 x 2 m. in sizey and 6 (1 x § m.) were excavated in the northeastern
most part of the Jol. immediately adjacent to the west wall of classroom #4 (See Figure 4).
Unit 2 {1 x 2 m.) was not excavated. Unit 3 (a 2 x 2 m. unit) was locared some 3 m.
slightly 1o the southwest and was placed because ".. an entrance [to a tunnel leading to a
room] was supposed 1o be (in the area where Unit 3 was nlaced” (Langenwalter. 19920
sersonal communication, see Figure 4 for the location of Unit 3). Also. it should be noted
that thev dug in that location because "..the area [was also] identified by several chil dren
[personal communicaticn, District Attorney’s Ofnce] as containing a subterranean room
(see Peter, in Langenwalter, er al, 1985: 13). Unit 7 (1 x 2 m) was duw along the preschoc]
play vard fence "Based on the knowledge that people tend to bury animals near to fences.

walls. or property boundaries” (see Peter. in Langenwalter, ef al. 19851 13),

In the search for a buried "room". the archaeologists dug down each pit until they
encountered either "..1) soil not disturbed for a considerable length of time..or I)
disturbed soils from backhoe trenches excavated by the parenLs.."‘(Langenwalter etal 1985:
21). Such undisturbed soils were reached at depths of 40-60 cm. (16-24"), which led the
archaeoclogists to conclude that no subterranean feature (i.e. a room} had been detected
bv their work.

The second goal of their project was addressed by careful excavation downward. looking
for any animal bones and/‘or skeletons. The results of the excavations yielded the following.
Six units in the side lot "..yiclded several thousana pieces of cultural debris. These
included ceramic, shell. and plant remains.” Much of the material was found in the
clustered units 1. 4. 5, and 6. This data was referred to as a "trash scatter”. "The trash
scatter contained a mix of bottles. ceramics, tin cans. burned wood and bone”{Langenwalter
¢t al. 1985: 21). This trash scatter was dated in the report to "... sometime in the 1930,
however some of the "..items. in particular those composed of paper and plastic, were
accumulated in the past several yvears” (i.e. prior to 1983; (Langenwalter, et al, 1985: 22).

Some “700 bones" were excavated and analyzed as part of the waorl. Special discussion
was devoted in the report to a portion of the bones. These were smecmcahv the bones ot
a tortoise that had been dug up by the parents in the northeast corner of the lot (see
Figure 3). Analysis disclosed that "There is a break in the plastron (underside of the shell)
of the torioise found by the parents which, upon close examinaton, might prove to be
impact trauma from some tvpe of tool'(Langenwaiter, er al 1985: 30). Langenwalter
(personal communication, 1993) 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 siw and undisturbed in Unit 7 (Figures 3 and 4). This was
designated as Feature 1 and was given considerable atention in the report. Unlike the
tortoise found by the parents, the Feature 1 tortoise was found intact and had a complete
and unbroken skeleton. Analysis showed no evidence of trauma. Also cbserved: "A drop
of red paint was on one dermal scute (bony plate) located abeve the left 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” {(Langenwalter. er al 1885: 23).



in sum. it was concluded that the Crime Lab/SRS excavations did not yvield any data
relevant or useful to the case. In the instance of what was considered to be the two most
relevant pieces of information. "..the tortoises are not strong sources of evidence”
{Langenwalter. er al, 1985: 31).

It should be noted too that all historic data (artifacts. bones. elc.) were treated as
“evidence”, inventoried. and bagged with provenience, then placed in “evidence boxes
following police manner”. According to the principal author of the report, "No cataloguing
was done in an effort to maintain the chain of custody"(Langenwalter, 1892b: personal

communication}.  Thus the data were not catalogued in the standard scientific
archaeological manner. All the data were then removed from the site and put in D.A.
custody and stored in an ‘evidence locker" (Langenwalter, 1952a: personal

communication). The District Attorney’s Office then terminated the work.

Thus, despite the recommendations made by the archaeologists to further excavate and
explore the anomalies (in fact, the archaeologists also made a recommendation to utilize
another remote sensing technique, Ground Penetrating Radar, G.P.R.), the District
Attorney’s Office rejected all recommendations and the archaeclogical exploration ceased
(Langenwalter, er al 1985; Langenwalter, 1992a: personal communication). The
archaeologists 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 report {Langenwalter, et al 1985) and submitted to
the D.A.'s 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 resultant report
(Langenwalter, et af, 1985). He also discussed them on the witness stand during the first
trial in 1989 (Langenwalter, 1992a: personal communication).

In addition, Langenwaiter was zalso asked by the D.As Office specificaliy to do a
separate study to examine the torioise benes that had been dug up by the defense’s private
investigator Bynum. His examination was in a highly controlled room situation with the
bailiff, the D.A.'s investigator, the defense's investigator and the defense’s veterinary
pathologist all present. Langenwalter found no traumatic death indicated in the bone
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. Langenwaiter did not geperate a report on his cobservations but be did take
"detailed notes" (Langenwalter 1992b: personal communication).

Given the ambiguous investigations, the findings were easily discounted:

Defense atiornevs disagree (with the claimed supporting evidence of the bones and shell picces),
menticning the possibility of the items having been planied bv 1he parenmis or of peighborhood
children having used the lot 10 bury dead pets (7ie Beach Reporier, 1985).
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The effort on the part of the parents thus did not resalve the questions which.
unfortunately might have been answered had the measures stated above been properiy

implememed_

At that time (March, 1985) the D.A. obtained a search warrant and broucht a number
of families and their children, including Jackie McGauley and her child, to the preschool
to search for a tunnel entrance (McGauley, 1992: personal communication).

The preschool was cordoned off by a police line only in March, 1985), over one and one
half vears after the investigation had officially begun. The police line was only in effect for
the two weeks of the archaeclogical dig and purported "forensic studies" (searching for
human and animal body fluids such as blood, semen and urine remains, etc.). Despite the
reports of the children, investigators did not explore for the tunnel and room features,
under the school itself, the very place where the children insisted the tunnels could be

found.

Consequently, the defendants had full access to the property for quite a span of time
pricr to the short sealed-off period. They again regained access for vears (over 5 years)
afterwards until the present project was implemented in 1990. These conditions hardly

constitute an cbjective sitvation in which to resclve whether the 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, 1983; March 6, 1984: and April 10, 1984 (Dailv Brecze, 1934b). The
evidence that was obtained at these times was not made public.

A fire occurred at the preschool on Sunday, April 8. 1984 and was reporied to the fire
department at 11:38 p.m. 1t was reported that an arsonist threw an inflammatory object
through a window in Classroom #2. An estimated $10,000. damage was caused to the
preschool (Dailv Breeze, 1984a), which specifically resulted in two "gutted classrooms” (Dailv
Breeze, 1984¢). The preschool was later rebuilt, eradicating virtually all damage caused by
ihe fire, in order to presesnt an unsuliled appearance for inspection by the jury.

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

1.3 Preliminary Investigations on the Present Project

A chance to finally resclve the outstanding questions came when Goldstein who owned
the adjacent parcel (the "side lot” which had been leased by the defendants and used as a
play yard for the preschoolers), purchased the lot containing the preschool itself from
attorney Danny Dawvis (see Figure 1 for the Jocation of these two Jots). Some of the
parents then obtained access to the preschool site jtself and for 2 days actually dug on their
own in the nertheast corner of classroom #3. This occurred on Sawurday, April 21, 1990.
A meeting of the parents was held that night to address the importance of properly
investigating the site and having the work conducted by objective professionals.
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The work of the previcus day was reviewed on April 22 by Ted Gunderson. a Senijor
Special Agent in Charge of the F.B.I.. Los Angeies Division. visited the site on April 22.
1990, He expiored the hole that was dug i the Classroom #3 (see Figure 11. Unit 2). In
it he found some charcoal. woed chips with green paint. glass fragments. fragments of
soncrete. a piece of a ceramic plate. floor tile fragments. and vellow and red ribbons. But
because the parents had dug the hole without professional supervision. there was no
assurance of the /n sine provenience of these finds.

Jackie McGauley, one of the parents, then decided to implement a project to investigate
the school site by professionals and resolve the questions in a definitive manner. Mr.
Gunderson, taking the role of Project Coordinator. approached Goldstein for permission
to conduct the project and he kindly agreed, noting that Gunderson was a licensed Private
Investigator. on the condition that he would assume full 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 until May 10, 1990 to complete all on-
site investigations, the project began the next dav, on April 26, 1990. The first day was
spent cleaning up the site and emptying the classrooms te facilitate the exploration. Ms.
“McGauley had earlier retained Dr. Don Michael, a geologist and Mr. Jerrv Hobbs, a
professional mineral miner and prospector with international experience. Hobbs was
spectfically retzained to explore for the tunnels 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 unnaturaily deposited soils and in
other geological characterization of the deposits on site. Tom Reddin Security, Inc. was
arred to protect the property during the project.

in the earber, unsupervised excavation, some of the parents had dug down to 15 feet
in the hole in the northeast corner of Classroom #3 (see Figure 11, Unit 2) Jooking for an
entrance 1o a tunne!l (some childrer had mentioned an entrance for a tuanel in that general
area. but not precisely in that corner). They were not successful in finding an entrance.
However. due to their lack of qualifications and experience, any possible entrance to a
tunne] couid have been cbscured by haphazard digeing. That hole was about 3 x 3 feet
square at the surface, expanding to 4.5" x 4.3" at its widest point at 82 " deep (6’ 10").

Jerry Hobbs entered the parents’ dig in Classroom #3 (our Unit 2) and further explored
and dug down some 26 inches deeper and sifted all the soil removed. Hobbs (1990) took
iormal notes on the work. He dug up some large roots and some broken, 10" long,
deteriorated. upright wood fragments (possibly from 4 x 4’s) that were found zt a depth of
90" bejow the concrete pad floor. He also recovered a prehistoric Native American chert
scraper (Catalog MP439A).  These finds were made below the level of the previous
excavation by the parents.

Other historic artifacts found in that work included a brass brad. a shard of glass (at
#6"), a small white button of the type 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
occurred at the school on April 8, 1984, Daily Breeze, 1984a) and flecks of green paint the
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) (Color, a5, the shelviig~on7the*wall of the classroom above ‘the™ ho]c Gunderson
coilected and retained these data and gave them his own numbeflﬂ" system (lhey are
included in the general project catalogue, i.e. TLG#101). Hobbs a]so dug out from the
main hole at a depth of 72", digging laterally rwo feet in several directions. He determined

no patterning.

Hobbs also dug in the "side lot", (see Figure 1) and dug around an avocado tree next
to Classroom #4, where he detected some prior digging disturbance. No relevant
patterning could be detected (See Appendix IIL.2).

Dr. Michael came to the site on April 27 to conduct his initial geological investigation.
He also examined the hole next to classroom #4. He tock soil samples from the hele and
later reported no indications of data that would warrant further research.

, On Aprid 306, 1900, Superior Concrete Co. cut through the concrete siab floor with

power saws and cut out small samples of the floor from Classtooms #3 and #4. These
samples were cut in order to try to ascertain the age of the concrete flooring, to test the
possibility that the floor and been removed, tunpels excavated or filled, and then new
flooring putin. A concrete expert determined that such information could not be obtained,
so that approach was abandoned.

erry Hobbs arrived on Apri 30, 1990 with a metal detector in an attempt to find a
"void" in the ground (i.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 until May 2, when work commenced with a
backhoe. One trench was dug directly 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 arpimal cages placed along that wall and that they had entered a tunnel
under the cages at that point (¢f. Langenwalter, ez al, 1985: 13). The backhoe dug a trench
two feet wide and 8 feet down along the entire west wall of Classroom #4. Gunderson and
Hobbs then observed a plastic bag fragment protruding from the soil deposit under the
foundation (some 26" below the foundation, 42" below the surface, 124" from the northwest
corner of the building, and 3-6" inside the wall line of the building (see Figure 1 for the
map locauon of the bag and Figure 5 for a photograph of the bag in its in situ location).

Leaving the bag in situ, Hobbs then probed some 10-16" below the foundation (at 128"
south of the northwest corner of the building) and above the bag and uncovered more
objects, which included some bones, rusted cans, botties {both whole and fragmented) that
appeared to date to the 1940's or older, a nozzle, parts of a rubber hose, and small pieces
of asbestos sheets. These objects were plentiful and appeared to represent a dump site.
These items were collected and marked with the TLG numbering system. When the soil
had dried out somewhat, a feature of disturbed soil was noted which was "half moon
shaped" and was measured as follows: at the bottom, 44" below the foundation where the
soil became more compact, it was 56" wide and 91" wide at the top; (cf. Figure 18a).
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The above-mentioned plastic bag was then photographed in situ (see Figure 5). Hobbs
then excavated some 6" below the debris of cans. botiles. etc.. and removed the plastic bag
noted above that had been exposed by the backhoe (it was bagged and numbered).

The recovered plastic bag (artifact cataJogue No. MP 1) was then cioselv observed. It
was in a fragmented state (especiaily shredded on three sides) but enough was preserved
to measure it at about 15.2 em. (67) wide by 19.0 cm.(7.5") long. Ms. McGaulev believes
it to have been a fold lock type sandwich bag (McGauley 1992: personal communication).
The bag had three missing sections. On its preserved parts, the bag had a variety of Walt
Disney characters {Mickey and Minnie Mouse, Donald Duck and Daisy Duck, Goofv, and
Pluto) and a "copyright 1982 Walt Disney Productions” printed on it. along with z logo of
a school house with "Disney Class of 1982/1983" underneath (Figure 6). This find (which
was Jater catalogued by the archaeclogy team with no. "MP 1") appeared significant because
itwas 15.2 cm.(6") below other objects which were much older in origin. Geologist Michae]
was then called in to examine the find area. He made certain observations: which are
discussed in Section 5.3 (see Figure 18a, drawing by Dr. Michael). ' :

Next, they noted two Jarge cut-off avecado tree roots (labeled "TLG #316™ 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" from the northwest corner
ci the building and 18.3" and 14.5" respectively inside the wall line ¢f the Duilding. These
rocts (Figure 7a and 7b) bordered the area containing the debris of bottles, cans, etc, [t
was apparent that had the roots not been cut, they would have extended through. the area
containing the cans and botties. These two roots were still alive. However 39" to the north
on 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 nonliving
root segment was found some 9" (23 cm.) inside the wall line of the classroom and 21"

o~ —H

below the foundation (37" below the ground surface. See Figure 19).

Jerry Hobbs, who has 25 years experience as a professional tree surgeon. noted that all

2

of the cut roots across the area below the foundation of the west wall of Classroom #
were from an avocado tree that was still standing near the southwest corner of the west
wing of the preschool (see Figure 1). He estimated the tree to be about 23-30 vears old.
with at least 25 vears in its present location. This he determined by the size of the tree.
the tree rings in its trunk, and its established root system. Observing one of its main roots.
he noted that it had been severed with a hand saw about 90% through, after which it had
been pulled off, peeling back and exposing the bark of the root in the process. He also
noted that the cambium layver of the peeled part exhibited well-established healing in
process. New feeder roots, 15 inches Jong, had started to grow from that portion of the
root as well. These factors indicated to Hobbs that the root had been cut some 4-§ vears
earlier (Appencix III). Hobbs observed that the isolated, northward root was drv 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 to rot, but the
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dried and cracked bark had separated from the root wood by about an 1/8", which indicated
to Hobbs that it represented a four to six year old cut, consistent with the time the parent
root would have been severed. (Apoendlx III).

Jerry Hobbs recorded in his notes the following observations:

To me this is conclusive that with the inconsistent soil area, the plastic bag dating 1982 2nd the old
bottles, cans debris, were pul in the ground after 1982, and it was not an old dump arez as it

appeared (Hobbs, 1950; Appendix IIT}.

Hobbs also recorded in his notes that the "destination” of the d1sturbed soil under the
building be further expiored, which was later accomplished.

Further digging was conducted at the west wall of Classroom #4 to a depth of 44" below
the foundation and underneath the foundation into the debris area. A number of artifacts
were recovered, including 2 beads, a shell casing, bones, a clothing snap, bottles, spanish
roof tiies, what appeared to be a small man-made fire pit (18" below the foundation and
18" inside of the wall line), two isolated sections of a cut root (Jabeied as TLG #307, which
was seen 35" deep, 27" inside the wall line and 122" from northwest corner of the building,
and TLG #316, which was 30" deep, 32" inside the wall line and 128" from the northwest

corner of the building.), tar paper, aluminum foil, charcoal, glass fragments, wood and bark

fragments, a knife blade, an electrical fuse, egg shell’ fragments and porcelam fragments.
These were all bagged and numbered with the TLG system.

Noting the dead root section and its relation to the in siu roots, Hobbs formed ar
cpinion, and stated in his notes that "The dead and live roots, shows a pattern of entry.”
He further stated:

The process of following these cbjects and the soft soil is leading ncrth aad south zlong the igside
of the feundation which leads me o believe at this lime that there is a patiern and possibly z tuznel.
Tam convinced thot ibis delric has Sean ~utin the are as {ill for an earlier hoie in the last eight

vears not a {il rom loog ago such as the age of the objects appeared in the beginpiag of the
excavalion [at that Jocatjon]. (Hobbs, 1990; ¢f. Appendix 1IT)

Samples of charcoal were collected from 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 Nes. 1-4 (see Figures
1 and 11}. A newspaper found wrapped around the toilet waste pipe of bathroom No. 2
was dated June 11, 1987.

At that point Ms. McGauley prevailed in ber view that a professional, credentialed and
highly experienced archaeclogist was needed to provide both an objective search for the
data and a careful, scientific and systematic approach to recovering the excavated data,
especially since a variety of artifacts and subtle previous excavated features were being
found. An inquiry was made to Prof. Rainer Berger, then Chairman of the

22




.nterdisciplipany Program of the Archaeclogy Depanment at UCLA.  Prof. Berger
recommended Dr. E. Gary Stickel. Dr. Stickel visited the site and was retained by on Mav
Fed A

5. 1690.

Dr. Stickel next retained Crew Chief Don Fiaherty and a crew and geared up for the
“feld project by assembling equipment. data recordation forms and materials. The {ormal
archaeological excavation. under Dr. Stickel's direction, began on Tuesdav, May §. 1990,

On May 10, a Superior Concrete Company crew equipped with power saws cut out ten
sections of the concrete pad floor throughout the school. These were later examined by
concrete experis who advised that it was not possible to age date these sections.

Mr. Jeff Hellman, of G.S.E. Communications Inc. (& professional company for alarm
svstems), came to the site. On May 11, for the purpose of tracing the wiring connected to
what was labeled as the "fire alarm" (see Appendix I. 6).

The excavations conducted by Dr. Stickel's archaeological team (ERA, Environmental
Research Archaeologists: a Scientific Consortium) for this project were conducted from
the 8th to the 31st of May, 1990 (with 24 days of constant field work respectivelv). The
conduct of the formal archaeological excavation and exploration project is discussed in

saziicn 3.0 baiow,

oy

.4 Project Research Design, Objectives and Methodology

All archaeological investigatory research should be conducted on the basis of a research
design or a 5pecmad plan for scientific analysis based on excavated data that includes the
theoretical basis. the hypotheses to be tested, specification of the required data to test the
hvpotheses, the methods and techniques to be used to test the data, and, given the resulits
of the analysis, how the interpretations of the hyvpothesis(es) are to be made. The research
design justifies the excavation of the data and provides for meaningful results based cn the
analvsis of the recovered data.

Research designs have been asserted as being a requirement of archaeology for some
time (e.g. Binford., 1964). The author has also asserted the need for research designs
(Stickel and Chartkoff, 1973), and has published an example of one based on a site at
Redondo Beach. (Stickel, 1983). It is beyond the scope of this project to provide a detailed
discourse on research design development. Interested readers can avail themselves of the
process and required elements by reviewing the author’s published example (Stickel, 1983)
as well as Watson, Leblanc and Redman. 1584,

Relative to the theoretical basis for tais project, the author has published a general
medel of a culweral or human system which maintains that many aspects of human
vehavior. including past psychological behavior, can be undersiood by the effective
modeling and testing of suitable hypotheses (Stickel. 1982).



One critical aspect of archaeological research is the proper testing of hvpotheses. The
author has published a model for testing archaeological propositions (hypotheses) (Stickel
and Chartkoff. 1973). The author’'s more recently published research design stresses the
use of a multiple hvpotheses testing procedure which can attain the best results (Watson.
Le Blanc, and Redman, 1984, Stickel 1983. Figure 11.1} Eiements of that testing format
were considered in all interpretations of the data made in this report.

The primary hypothesis to be tested in our work involved the research problem of
whether ¢r not there were a tunnel(s) and an underground room{s) at the site in question.
A "tunnei" is defined in Webster's New Cellegiate Dictionary as: "l a hollow conduit or
recess: tube, well. 2 a1 a covered passageway; specifically: a horizontal passageway
through or under an obstruction; 2 b: a subterranean gallery (as in a mine)." Parts 2, a
and b formed the working definition of a tunne!l that was considered for this research. To
clarify this, a tunnel, for our investigative purposes, would be an underground feature that
would connect to the surface of the site and extend underground for some distance,
possibly (but not necessarily) connecting to an underground room(s).

Because the tunnel in question was reportedly used by humans (both adults and
children), it would have to have dimensions large enough to accommodate adult human
movement through i1t. Such a tunnel on the subject properwy could have been constructed
two ways: 1) either dug out as a treach-like ooening which would then be roofed over with
wood and/or other materials and covered over with fill above to make a true tunnel (as
opposed to an open trench), or 2} would be dug out completely underground which would
then leave a "ceiling”" over its passageway formed of the naturally deposited 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 1o keep loose soi]l and dust from falling down on people using it. In either
cenario (1 or 2) such a tunnel may have had posts of wood and/or other materials (e.g.
iron) to serve as shoring reinforcements and as a suppert system.

Thus given the operational definition of a tuonel considered here, the following
hypothesis and test expectations were considered (test expectations are specific, tangible

data that are to be expected and are discoverable if the hypothesis is valid: Stickel, 1979).

If a 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 enough for human passage should be
resent permitting access from the surface down into a tunnel feature.
|2 7 g ¢

2. Tunnel architecture should be linear or curvilinear (i.e. an elongated passageway
leading in a definable direction(s).

3. Tunnel architecture (especially depth or height and width) should be large enough
to accommodate adult human passage.
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4. The walls and/or uncovered soil ceiling of the tunnel sheuld have "signatures" of

markings indicating whether the tunnel had been dug by hand 2nd/or by a machine (e.g.
a backhoe).

S. There should be a compacted dirt floor (compacted by human foot traffic)
distinguishable from surrounding non-tunnel soil which should not be compacted.

6. The tunnel could be open (i.e. traversable and unfilled).

7. The tunnel may be naturally (ie. natural processes of erosien and soil redeposition)
or artificially (by human action) filled in with soil. Such fill should be distinguishable
from the natural soil matrix of the site in terms of coior and/or by texture, and
compaction (L.e. would be less compact than the soil forming the tunnel's walls, floor

and ceiling).

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 bones).

9. Although a tunnel of the type sought in this project may not be directly datable (e.g.
in contrast t¢ a construction date molded into the concrete of a railroad tunnel), the
runnel may be dated indirectly by the dates on artifacts contained within it if any are
present. :

The test expectations for a subterranean rcom would be essentially the same as for a
tunnel. The exception would be for test expectations 1, 2 and 3 above which would be
modified to reflect necessary doorwayv(s) into a room, that the shape of the room would not
be too linear (as a tunnel) but would be "room shapad”, i.e. square, round, or oveid, and
that a room would be of sufficient dimensions (length, width and height) to be
distinguishable from a tunnel passageway. A room would thus be of sufficient size to
accommodate a oumber of people interacting in a face-to-face manner as opposed to a
wnnel which (depending on its size) would provide restricted possibilities for human
interactien. Since, on balance, one would expect human usage of a room to be more
prolonged than in a tunnel passageway, artifacts catering tc 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 during our search of the site.

One aspect of the search for the data of the test expectations relative to the hypotheses,
was the use of remote sensing instrumentation. As pointed out in Section 1.2 above, the
District Attorney's Office utilized one tvpe of such an instrument, the terrain conductivity
meter, in their search for subterranean openings (Langenwalter, e al, 1985; cf. Hester,
Heizer apnd Graham, 1975: 21-22). The author is familiar with the usage of such
equipment and has utilized various kinds of remote sensing instruments on many projects.
For example, the author and a colleague have recently published the most extensive
underwater remote sensing survey (which utilized multiple types of instruments) ever
conducted in European Archaeclogy (Stickel and Garrison, 1988). Based on this
experience, the author maintained that the best remote sensing equipment to search the
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.uplect site was uround Penetrating Radar. Itsuse ana erfectiveness is discussea in Section
7.7 below. Also the project Geologist. Dr. Michael, conducted a short electrical resistivicy
wurvev at the site (see Secuon I3 Appendix 1.3).

2.0 Project Background

| History of the Project Parcels

The two lots that were investizated for the project are focated within the City of
Manhattan Beach. Specifically they are located on the northeast corner of the intersection
of Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Walnut Street at 931 {for the McMartin Preschool lot)
and 927 (for the first Goldstein Jot) Manhattan Beach Bouievard {Figure 13.

In its original state. the property was relatively flat and consisted of open fields until
quite recenily. The fields had plant cover at the turn of the century consisting of Jow
zrasses and shrubs. For instance. the property may have been photographed in 1912
(Figure 8) which shows no heavy agricultural vtilization or any constructions at that time.

A wood frame, one story house was constructed on the side lot (at 927 Manhattan
Seach Blvd.) and 1s shown on a Sandborn Map Compzny, 1528 map (Figure 9). This
3irusidie was 30 x 227 and had a small front porch (the concrete steps which had led from
Walnut St. to this structure were still present in 1985: see Figure 10 from Langenwalter,
¢t al. 1985: 7-9. 14). The Sandborn map (see Figure 9) also shows a garage Jocated on the
north half of the lot which measured 20 x 25°. The house had a septic tank constructerd
underground which was rediscovered by our expiorations (see Section 4.3 below). This side
lot property as well as the lot which contained the preschool were purchased by a Mr. Mark
Morris in 1942 (Langenwalter. ¢f al. 1985: 7). Morris put the house up for sale in 1972
and apparently vacated the house in 1972. A demoiition order for the house and carage
was issued on November 3. 1972. The house and lot (the side jot) were then acquired by
a Mr. and Mrs. Clifton Warren who in turn sold the property to its present owner.
Coldstein. on January 28. 1975 (Langenwalter. er al. 1985: 7). The lot continued to be
unoccupied during our field work and is still vacant as of the time of this writing in 1992.

The first construction on the preschool lot (i.e. 931 Manhattan Beach Blvd.) was the
“Virginia McMarun Preschool” itself, for which the initial application for a permit was
registered in December, 1962 (Permit, 1962). The building was built by C.R. Anderson and
Co.. Contractors, who submitted architectural plans which were approved on February 15.
1966 (Blueprint, 1966). The actual construction of the schoo! conformed to those
architectural plans (see Figure 1. which is taken directly from the architectural plans) for
2 singie siory wood-frame and stuccoed wall structure with a flat, gravel-covered roof. The
school was L-shaped and built on a N/S. E/W basis. The long axis of the "L" was
perpendicular to Manbattan Beach Blvd. and the short axis of the L. on the north.
extended west towards Walnut St. (Figure 1). According to the floor plan. the "front”, that
is. the part of the school closest to Manhattan Beach Blvd., was the location of the office
and a toilet. Next going to the north, were three classrooms (herein labeled Classrooms
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1. 2 and 3%, each of which had a bathroom. One more Classroom (no. 4) extended west
of Classroom #3, ferming most of the short axis of the "L". A roofed concrete corridor
extended the Jength of the building to permit access 10 ail of the classrooms. The relatively
small yard immediately adjacent t¢ the ciassrooms was used as a play vard, in which
imported sandbox-like sand had been placed to a depth of approximately 2 feet. A three
course cincer block retaining wall topped by a chain link fence served to wall in this play
vard. The wall was parallel with the westernmost wall of Classroom #4. The chain link
fence part of the wall had been covered with dark green painted plywood panels about
eight feet tall. There was an opesing in this retaining wall near Classtoom #4 on the
north, which permitted access to the "side vard".

Anocther eight foot high fence of dark green painted plywood panels was placed around
a rectangular zrea {6 x 19 m.) in the side yard that was adjacent to Classroom #4 and over-
lapped with the play vard's retaining wall {see Figure 1). The children were allowed to play
in this additicnal play yard as well. The paneled fence blocked the view and actess to the
rest of the side lot (see Figure 1 for the location of the side vard within the overall lot).
The side vard was also furmished with large, handmade wooden playground equipment.
Ostensibly 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
{(MicGauley, 1982). Ses Figure 10a-c for views of the preschool architecture.

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

2.2 Geological/Natural History of Soil Deposit on the Site

The City of Manhattan Beach rests on geologic deposits of ancient dune sands that were
probably deposited during the last 10,000 vears. Thkis span of time is known as the
Holocene Epoch of the Quaternary Period. Correspondingly, 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 relatively dark, more clavey material
that he took to be a "rudimentary ‘A’ soil zone" (Michae] 1992a: personal communication;
cf. Appendix 1.2a).

The geologist noted, in his preliminary inspection of the soil deposits as exposed in the
trenches and units we dug under the preschool, two artificial {man made) "episodes of
filing" (Appendix 1.3a). The older fill was piaced on a slope that originally extended
downward to the north across the site’s lots. It apparently was comprised of dumped sand
which inciuded some junk and organic debris within its matrix. This obsernvation is
consistent with a statement, apparently made by the builders of the preschool, that they had
filed in the back of the lot in 1966 to level the ground for construction (Easyv Reader, 199C:
3,9). The younger episode of filling "..had evidently been placed under controlled
conditions, i.e. compacted to a predetermined density as is required by the local building
code” (Michael, 1592a: personal communication).
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The geologist aiso made a sketch (see Figure }8a) of an excavaled feature that was
different from the rwo episodes of filling noted above. This feature was an area of
disturbance, clearly distinguished by loose, disturbed soil and artifacts contained within it
This feature was located under the foundation footing of the west wall of Classroom #4.
The outside profile of this large feature had a reversed bell-shaped curve profile. It was
measured in from the northwest cerner of Classtoom #4, Measuring discicsed that the
feature profile began some 2.3 m. (7.5") from the reference point and exiending southward
beneath the structure’s footing for some 5.02 m. (16.5"). Thus the width of the feature at
the top was 2.7 m.(97). There was, therefore. no top or "roof” of soil to the feature at that
point . The roof at that point was provided by the bottom of the concrete foundation
whereas inside there was a roof of soil observed. The bottom of the feature was rounded,
but it permitted a measurement of some 1.42 m. (56" or 4.7") in width. The "af" designation
by the geologist on his drawing (Figure 13a) was a notaticn to indicate the "artificial fill"
within the feature.

The geologist observed that this feature was a "hole" of some kind that had been
excavated under the foundation. He could not tel]l the age of the excavation (Michael,
1992a: personal communication). The geologist then refers to the plastic Disney bag that
had been discovered in the feature's fill (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: persenal communication; cf. Section 5.3;
Appendix [.32). In an addendum response to the author’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 "Therefore, the cavity could be no older than 1983..."(Michael, 1992b: personal
communication: Appendix [.3b).

The project area i1self has a deposit of very sandy soils. These soils range in ¢olor Tom
{using the Munsell, 1975, color svstem) SYR 6/3 (light reddish brown) to 7.5 YR 4/4 (dark
brown). Because the soils were so sandy, the deposits at the preschool site were very
unconsolidated (in terms of the author's experience and in comparison to other hard or
hardpan deposits) and relatively easy to excavate. Such light-colored, sandy deposits often
show intrusive features such as former excavated holes or openings very clearly and thus
vieild good "signatures’ of past human or natural subsurface disturbances within the
naturally developed and stratified soil deposits. The "cavity" described by Dr. Michael
above is a clear example of such a signature.

3.0  Excavation Methodology and Methods

3.1 Site Excavation Methods

A permapent Master Datum was established as the northeast corner of the intersection
of Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Walaut Street (Figure 11). A Master Datum serves as
a point of reference so that all pits/units and artifacts excavated can be measured so their
spatial distributions and vertical depths can be reconstructed in later analysis (see Figure
11 for locations of all units and trenches we explored). A secondary site datum was
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established at the southwest corner of the preschool building. This proved to be only
temporary since the preschool was torn down immediately 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 had 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 archaeological 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 school structure. These were provenienced as
follows. The area contained within the 3 course cinder block retaining wall (which
extended north/south and parallel 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. Excavations
within this area were provenienced as "Play yard", Units 1 and 2. Outside 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 notebooks 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 measuriag
equipment were used throughout the project. All measurements were made in relation to
the Master Datum from a Unit Datum. In general, each Unit Datum was the ground
surface {either on the open ground outside the preschool or the "ground surface" just under
the concrete pad floor of the preschool structure at the southwest corner of a given unit;
Le. 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 conduct of the dig on a day to day basis. Soil excavated from the
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units was passed through 1/8" shaker screens to recover smail finds. It should be peinted
out here that unlike a usual archaeological dig, 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 to absojutely maintain equal volumes of excavated levels (tracditionally useful for
comparative statistical analysis of all finds contained within levels).

Recovered data were bagged in plastic zip-lock bags, labeled with their provenience of
sit/unit, depti, and any other pertinent factors and given a field number,

This was an unusual archaeclogical 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 activities {e.g. bunting,
cathering, stone tool manufacture, or, in the case of Historic Archaeology, to document the
foundations and other architectural features of a colonial house, for example). This project
was different ip that the goals of the project were highly restricted to search for the
reported tunrnel(s)/room(s) and to recover any other data relevant to the aberrant behavior
reported by the children. Therefore the decision not to lay out a traditional grid system
allowed for accurate spatial control over unit Jocation using the then-existing preschool
structure. Also traditionally the pits or units excavated at a site are placed either randomly
or nonrandomly 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, photographs, notes, etc. have been continuously curated by them since
the completion of the field work.

33 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 tunnels and tunnel entrances had been and
2) anomalies and targets detected by our use of Ground Penetrating Radar. The latter was
considered when a target was large enough and deep enough to be a possible indicator of
a subterranean feature.

4.0  Excavated Units, Recovered Data and Analysis

4.1 Unit Placement and Excavation

The following unit designations were given to the excavations beneath the preschool
structure 2nd cutside in the adjacent play yard and outer yard areas respectiveiv. Beginning
with the units beneath the structure floor (note 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 all unit
Jocations with respect to the structure floor plan and for the two yard areas) one large unit,
Unit 1 measured 2.8 m.(9.2") N/S x 2.1 m.(7") E/W). Office Unit U-1 covered most of the
office’s floor. Another rectangular unit, Office Unit U-2, was excavated below the floor 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 south to north and northwest) were designated
as Classrooms 1, 2, 3, and 4 respectively. Two units were excavated in Classroom #1. The
first. U-1, was excavated below the toilet. measuring 1.9 m. {62y NS x 1.5 m. (37) E/w.
Classroom #1, Unit U-2 was a long, trench-like excavation that extended north/south on
‘he western half of the room. Unit U-2 measured some 6.6 m.(21.5") N/S x 1.2 m.(47) EAW,
The partition wall that had separated Classrooms #1 and #2 originaliy was a sliding
paneled partition that couid close off or open up the two adjoining classrooms. We opened
up the partition 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
found within a given trench), the cpening in Classroom #2 was designated as Classroom
#2. Unit U-1 even though it was, in actuality, a continuaticon of the trench (U-2) rom
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Classroom #1, Unit U-1 extended virtually across the entire floor of Classroom #2 and
measured 6.6 m.(21.57) N/S x 1.2 m. (47) E/W.

Three units were placed in Classroom #3 due to the concentration of reports by the
children of activity there. Classroom #3, Unit U-1, was a long trench, the opening of
which was cut to investigate a Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) anomaly detected on its
westernmost end and up to the parttion wall to Classroom #4. The excavated U-1
neasured 4.5 m. (14.8") E/W x 1.0 m. (3.3") N/S. Unit U-2 in this same classrcom was a
pit which the parents had begun excavating immediately prior to the project. They dug
down some 26" (99 cm.). Because it was deemed important to further explore that area,
we designated the opening as U-2 and continued excavation. Unit U-2 measured 80
cm.(2.6") E/W and 100 em.(3.3") N/S. Unit U-3 extended from U-2 directly south,
intersecting U-1 and continuing to the partition wall of Classroom #2 on the south (see
Figure 11). Its width measured 80 cm. (3.8")E/W and its overall length was 7.0 m.(22.1")
N/S.

Classroom #4 contained the remainder of the units excavated under the preschool
structure. Unit U-1 was a trench-like excavation that measured 6.0 m. (19.20")N/S in length
by .9 m. (3.2) E/W (and 1.0 m. [3.3"] in width at its wider northern end). Classroom #4,
Unit U-2 was rectangular and measured 1.8 m. (6.0') N/S by 1.1 m. (3.5") E/W. Note that
it had been placed in the southeast corner of the room due to an anomaly detected by the
Ground Penetrating Radar. Finally Unit U-3 was another trench that measured .89 m
(2.97) N/S by 4.1 m.(13.5") E/W.

The follewing units were placed outside the preschool structure in the Play Yard (see
Figure 11). Play vard Unit U-1 was placed in the southern part of the vard, about 2' west
of the concrete walkway bordering the classrooms. The unit was placed at that location in
response to a buried anomaly detected by the Ground Penpetrating Radar (see Appendix
I.7). Unit 1 was rectangular and measured 3.7 m.{(12') N/S by 1.2 m.(3.9’) E/W. Another
unit, Unit 2, was placed in the Play Yard. This unit measured 1.0 m.(3.37) N/S and 1.5 m.
(3.47) E/W. Unit 2 was placed across the chain link and short cinder block delimiting wall
from the Outer Yard's Unit 1. This was done in order to determine if a buried trench
feature (first identified in the Outer Yard) continued into the Play Yard.




‘n the area we termed the "Outer Yard” {also calied the "side lot") there was another
unit placed which we designated as Cuter Yard Unit 1, measuring 1.75 m. (5.75") N/Sx 1.5
m.(5.07) E/W. This unit was piacec on a direct line west of Unit 2 in the plav yard. and on
:he edge of a backhoe trench, Unit 1, which we made east/west just outside (west) of the
3 course high cinder block retaining wall. This unit was placed in order to clarify a buried
‘eature seen in backhoe trench 1. Unit 4 {(also called Trench Unit ¢4) refers 1o some
excavation, ¢ata collection and profiing we did of an irregular-shaped area located next to
-he western wall of Classroom #4. This area had been dug superficially by the parents, by
the District Attorney’s Office zrchaeoclogical dig in 1985 and some preliminary digging with
a backhoe by the project crew just prior to the formal archaeological excavations of this
project in 1990 (see the discussien in Section 1.2 and 1.3 above). Three other areas were
explered In a less formal way by backhoe trenches (1, 2, and 3).

Some additional excavations were made between some of the units underneath the pre-.
scheool in order to follow out the lay of the tunnels under the office and in rooms I, 3 and
1 These are described in Section 4.4 below. '

4.2 Results of Test Pit and Test Trench Search Excavations

Unit 1 was placed in the preschool Play Yard to investigate a Jarge slab-like GPR
anomaly (see Appendix 1.7). Although the 1echnicians operating the GPR estimated it to
be at a depth of 6-8 feet, the feature, a crudely poured slab of concrete. was found by us
to be buried only a foot down. The rectangular slab was 2-5" (5-13 cm.) thick and had
crude and irregular edges. We broke up the slab and excavated below it some 1.5 m.(4.9")
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 conducted in the westernmost sector of Unit 1in Room 3. This
was selected because a GPR ancmaly was detecied through the concreie floor in an area
next to and continuing up against the west dividing wall between Classroom #3 and #4
(Figure 12 shows the GPR anomaly recording). Since we could see no pattern at that time,
we decided to 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 (the
easternmost was larger at 1.5 x 1.1 meters). These were labeled for provenience 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"
iepth dug by some of the parents previously (see Section 1.3 above). This pit was dug
down some 2.74 m. (§7) and although some items were recovered, no discernible pattern
could be seen at that time and excavation at that locus was stopped for the time being.

With continuing excavation in the room #3, Unit 1 trench, some items were being
encountered beneath the preschool floor, such as 5 connected links of chain and a whole
humerus bone from a goose (see Appendix 1.4) both found at 15 cm. 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” to 7.5 YR 3/4 "dark brown") and subsequently the top of balf of a
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broken cinder block was uncovered at a gzpin of -14 cm. in that gart of the secior. The
feature was more fully exposed by troweiing and brushing unul both halves of the cinder
block brick were uncovered. These two brick fragments were iving on top of each other
and the bottom of the lower brick went down to -32 cr. A snack-size cellophane wrapper
was located next to the bricks at -35 cm. (see Figure 13a for the i Sirie appearance of the
brick feature}, These large artifacts obviously showed that the area had been disturbed
previously, having been dug into for some purpoese by the hand of man. It is possible for
‘verj.' small artifacts to intrude into & given soil deposit due to the activity of burrowing
rodents such as the locally active ground squirrels (the process of soil deposit disturbance
bv such animals as squirrels, gophers and the like is formally termed "bioturbation").

This Jocus was further carefuily excavated to attempt to determine the nature of the
human disturbance. Then at-70 cm., and directly below the two concrete block fragments.
a 3" mezal pipeline was uncovered. A number of human-introduced items were found in
association with the pipe, such as two separaied, large mammal bone parts and a more
distant burnt bone fragment (20 em. to the northeast of the northern portion of the pipe
(see Appendix L4 for specific information on these bone fragments). Also in association
were a small area of brick mortar fragments and 3 aluminum antenna fragments. [t was
idenufied that this north section of pipe angled to the northwest towards the toilet in the
classroom and served as its waste pipe. Ostensibly the pipe would have originally 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 block fragments. However,
two stainless steel clamps were observed, connecting the northern section of pipe to a
southward running section via an angled fitting (see Figure 13b for the in siu appearance
of the two clamps on the subject pipes). The presence of these clamps led to a series o/
specific questions.

These two clamps (artifact catalogue Nos. 560 and 361 respectivelv) were notable in that
they appeared to be brand new. That is, they were of a very shiny silver color and
exhibited no (or very littie) patina (surface dulling or chemical modification of metal or
glass artifacts due to physical/chemical alterations caused by the environmental conditions
of the aruifact). These clamps appeared to be of more recent age than the construction of
the preschooel (i.e. more recent than 1966). Thris is because they did not exhibit to the
author enough corrosion or pauna 1o have been exposed to physical/chemical buried ground
effects for almost a quarter century (24 elapsed vears). This comparative observation was
more apparent when we excavated similar pipe clamps elsewhere in the preschool and
compared them (see Figure 36b where considerable patina can be seen on clamp No. 363
found In the Office, Unit 1. and on ciamp No. 382, found in Classrcom #2. Unit 1. which
has good patina development). Since no opening through the flocr large enough for a
human to have placed the clamps on the pipes couid be seen at that moment of the
excavation, 1t was puzzling to us how they could have been put on.

It should be noted here that the original trench which had been dug during the
construction of the preschool to accommodate the pipeline could be observed in the north
wall of the trench-like Unit 1. This filled trench surrounded the pipe it contained and it
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couid be observed continuing into the north side wall of Unit 1. This shallow pipe trench
could certainly be excluded as a candidate for a tunnel. However the presence of the new-
appearing clamps on the pipe still remained a mystery to us at that point. Post excavation
lab analysis disclosed some relevant facts about these artifacts (see Section 5.5; Figure 36a,
and 36b; Appendix 1.5).

Although sector 4.5 was then excavated down to the same jeve] as the pipes/clamps, no
additional data were found at that time to clarify the situation and the work was continued

elsewhere.

As we were moving our excavation equipment, one Paul Barrons, a private investigator
working for the defense, barged onto the site, refused to stop and identify himself, rushed
into Classroom #1 apd went directly to inspect the defunct toilet room. “We confronted
this individual and called the pelice. Barrons quickly left prior to their response (KCAL
TV., 1990). 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). Ttis was a
curious move if, as the defense maintained, there were no tunnels or any other evidence
to be found 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 0-20 cm. level) below the concrete
floor, 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 nalls.

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 cm. (31.5—39.37") level the light-colored scil of the deposit (3 YR 6/3, light
reddish brown on the Munsell Color Chart) gave way to a feature of darker colored soil
(5 YR 4/3, dark 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 back filled (see Figure 14a). Itwas
clearly distinguishable from the smaller rodent hole burrows that existed in the deposit.
We continued to 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 depth of 3.9 m. (12.83 {eet).

Based 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 observed what appeared to be a
tunpel 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 cm. wide and its bottom was 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, 19%2: personal communication).
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At that ume. a decision was made 10 furlher expiore the feature in Classtoom #1. Urnjt
1. which appeared to extend southwestward and bevond the Classroom =] 1oilet area. We
then excavated in the Office (Unit 1) where the feature continued in the eastern 14 of the
unit. Since it appeared to continue south and west from Unit 1. we continued 1o explore
ihe feature by excavating Unit 2 in the Office tailet room. The deposit between the two
uniis was excavated out as well. Al the while the same colored soil (3 YR 444, dark
brown) continued to distinguish the feature. The feature soil was more loosely compacted
and was much more dark in color than the surrounding non-feature soil (3 YR 6/3, light
reddish brown). The feature continued eastward in Upnit 2, and the farther eastward we
dug, the closer to the surface the profile (the distinguishable vertical and horizonal
appearance of a feature) became uniil it was within 60 cm. (2') of the surface of the
neighboring lot. Thus the feature continued tp to (and obviously continued bevond) the

east wall (cuter wail) of the preschool.

At that point we had to stop horizontal exploration of the feature, since we did not have
permission to excavate on the triplex property next door. We then dug down in order to
define the vertical profile (depth) of the feature. It became apparent that the feature had
been back filled with earth that contained virtually no artifacts or ecofacts. The matrix (so1l
deposit) in the feature did contain numerous flecks of charcoa] and carbon and pieces of
plaster with green paint (which the excavators hypothesized might be remnants of the oreen
paint that had been applied to the school in "1984 or 1985" (Hobbs, 1990) and possibly the
fire that had occurred at the site on April 8, 1984 (Daily Breeze, 1984a).

Terry Hobbs noted that the roots from a lemon tree on the adjacent triplex lot (see
Figure 1) were protruding into the fill of the feature near the eastern preschool wall and
under its concrete foundation (see Figure 15 for a composite photo of feature).

In Figure 15, the dark and light curved layering of the feature’s fill can be seen. The
width of the feature was 91.3 cm. (3') at that point where it crossed the western edge of
Unit 1 and it was upwards of 1.5 m. (57) at the eastern edge of Unit 1 {322 Figure 15 where
the curved. multi-layered fill deposit, the lemon tree roots and the underpeath portion of
the concrete foundation of the preschoo] [top left] can all be seen). The maximum depth
of the feature at that point was 1.83 m. (72" or 6'). The feature was followed also from
below the Classroom #1 toilet room into the Office and into and completely across the

Office toilet room for a total distance of some 8 m. (26.27).

In summary, this feature was large and curvilinear and appeared to be directional, in
the sense that it apparently ied to the neighboring triplex (see Figure 20z below for its
location and shape). Although it lacked some of the test-expected variables (e.g. a well
defined roof. inclusions of numerous artifacts and the like}), it nonetheless was a good
candidate for a tunnel because it was. for example, traversable by an adult human. The
teature, which ran beneath the two toilets and the Office. may wel] have been connected
to the triplex next door. according 1o evidence gathered by Jerrv Hobbs and the crew, who

explored the triplex separately from our archaeological work per se (see their discussions
in Appendix V).
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Although excavations were pursued 1n Classroom #1. Unit 2 (the fong wench) rothing
Hdefinable and relevant to the project goals was encountered. While incidental nails and
ather small trash were found. ail of those items couid Liave been introduced bv rodent

activitv (bioturbation).

Next we excavated the long wrench (Unit 1} in Classroom #2. In the south haif of the
irench, a number of miscellaneous historic artifacts were found along with one prehistoric
Native American utilized chert flake (Catalog MP439B). While excavating the north half
of the trench we encountered a discrete (circumscribed and unconnected to other areas or
features) trash pit containing an assoriment of old bottles. tin cans and other trash similar
to those which we found in Classrooms #3 and #4.  The trash pit was located 1.98 m.
(6.6") south of the nerth edge of the unit. The pit was defined on the western edge of the
irench and centinued into the side wall of the trench. We excavated into the side walil and
determined that it only extended some 31.7 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. (3.27). Since
this feature was discrete and since no other tumpel or tunnel-like features were
encountered, we terminated work in Unit 1 and went to work elsewhere.

The author made a decision to search for subterranean openings in the side lot.
Subseguently a backhoe was brought in which dug out several longitudinal 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 attention to the outer yard. 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 southwest corner
of Classtoom 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 iroweled
off the vertical faces of the trench at that point and exposed two profiles of the feature on
either side of the trench.

The feature appeared to be a buried cpening (that had been back filled) of a2 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 bent over. We decided to excavate the first unit in the
Outer Yard {Outer Yard, Unit 1) which was a 1 x I meter pit. in order to attempt to detect
further indications of a "roof” or other tunnel test expectations. That effort proved later

to be fruitiess.

A decision was made to cpen up another unit in the preschool Play Yard, directly on
the other side {i.e. immediately east of the 3 course cinder block retaining wall) of the
profile of the buried trench-like feature, This was done 1n order to ascertain if the feature
was indeed a tunnel (being one that would have run under the retaining 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 5/3 or
brown: Munsell. 1973) sector in 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 intercepted part of the buried trench as an incompletely filled opening
appeared in the side wall and excavated "floor" and vp against the east side wall of the unit.
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Further excavation disciosed that the buriez trench-hike feature ¢id not extend into the
preqchoon play vard but terminated at the cinder block retaining wall. This buried feature
was then identfied as one of the eastiwest backhoe trenches that had been dug by the
parents in their search at the side lot in 1985 (cf. Langenwalter. ¢ wh 1985). Thus the
feature could be eiiminated as a pcssible tunnel

Other noteworthy data were encountered in Play Yard Unit 2. In the first 20 cm. (our
standard level depth) a dark green paint spot area was detected in the western half of the
pit at a depth ranging from 5 to 9 cm. below the surface. Also an area of charcoal flecks
was noted throughout the deposit in the northwestern sector of the pit (througnout the 20

cm. Jevel).

An unusual find was made at 76 cm. south of the north wall and 36 cm. east of the west
wall of the Unit and at a depth of 45.6 cm.(18" Figure 16a; note the "5 cm." on the
provenience board in Figure 162 refers to the depth of the board, not to the artifact). This
was a plastic plate or saucer, possibly for a child’s tea cup set. When its encrusted sand
covering was brushed off, the off-white cclored plastic plate exhibited a decoration of three
pentagrams (one iarge in size and two small in size). This artifact was carefully measured
in for its provenience and photographed in situ (see Figure 16a). The diameter of the plate
was 8.3 cm. (3.25") and 1t was .3 cm. {.25") ic height.

One member of our archaeological team. Ms. B. J. Schenk. did some research on the
pentagram and its symbolic meaning over time. Although it had a variety of meanings
{Koch, 1930: 6) the pentagram is well known as an occult symbol (Lehner, 1950: 97
Wedeck. 1961: 192: Worth. 1971: 11). This usage probably stems from the ancient Iron
Age European Celtic Culture whose priests referred to the symbol as the "witch’s foot”
(Koch, 1930: &: Lehner, 1950: 97).

When the plate was first discovered, the author cbserved the designs of the pentagrams
on it and their appearance led to his initial interpratation inz. the designs had been
manufactured onto the plate. Later analvsis by Jeff Minard. the project’s historical artifact
analyst, disclosed that the stars had been carefully inscribed and painted onto the plate by
hand in a very precise manner. In the opinion of the historic artifact analyst, the three
pentagrams had to have been executed by an adult: 2 child of preschool age would not have
the motor skills necessary to perform such precise engraving and painting.

Most pentagrams the author has seen previously were symmetrical (i.e. the star would
appear to be balanced from all viewpoints). However this artifact (#MP 2 as it was later
catalogued) exhibited a very sophisticated design in that not only 1s the large pentagram
asymmetrical but the two small pentagrams drawn between its starpoints were also drawn
in an asymmetrical style (see Figure 16b). This stvie gives the pentagrams (especially the
large one) the appearance of looking "off-balance” from all viewpoints around its perimeter
except cne. Thatis, when the large pentagram is viewed from the perspective that has one
of the small pentagrams placed at the boriom. the large pentagram then looks "balanced”
(see Figure 16b). This indicates that there is a symbolic relationship between one of the
small peptagrams and the large one.
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The reiationship of the other smail pentagram Is not ciear out such smail symbols, located
herween the starpoints of a large pentagram are known (cf. “Worth. 1571 (1), A
relationship is also indicated by the fact that the small pentagrams also visually appear 1o
be "balanced" when they are seen from the viewpoint of one of the straight axes of a
starpoint below. In additicn. the center of the small pentagrams were not ieft blank but
5ad been painted with green paint. It shouid also be pointed out that it may not be a
coincidence that all three pentagrams were drawn on the flat receptacle surface of the plate
because. when viewed from above. the perimeter of the receptacie forms an inner ring to
the outer ring of the outer edge of the plate. This may have been a symbolic way 1o
represent "the double rim” important in some svmbolic uses of pentagrams (cf. Warth,

1971: 11).

Since the plate had recognizable svmbols assocjated with the occult. which would appear
to corroborate prior statements of the children concerning behaviors that had been
witnessed at the site. it was treated as a special find. Excavation below the plate went
down for some 40 cm. with no further data of import encountered. =

We further explored the various trenches our backhoe had dug across the Quter Yard.
We dug the relatively short E/W Trench 2 on the south side of the lot, but we found
nothing of note within it. As we inspected the northern sector of the long N/S Trench 3,
we noted a large, buried, rounded-bottomed feature which we called Feature 1. Since no
salient data could be detected with the feature we moved on. Another artificial area was
detected in the central sector of Trench 3 which we Jabeled as Feature 2. This was a large,
buried rectilinear facility of dark soil which had two long 4 x 4" posts still preserved at its
north and south corner boundaries. This feature turned out to be a septic tank that had
been associated with the former house on the property last occupied by the Morris family
(see Section 2.1 above). This septic tank was jocated in an area that would have been
between the former house and its garage (see Figure 9).

Turning again to Trench 1, in its northern sector, we relocated one of the units dug by
the District Attorney's archaeclogical dig in 1985. This shallow unit (about 40 cm. in
depth) can be correlated with the District Attorney’s dig, Urit 7 (see Figure 4 1
Langenwalter, ez af 1985: 14). This prior unit had been back filled and contained one of
the wooden siakes originally used to lay out the guideline strings at its surface. Thus we
were able to eliminate a variety of buried features as not being the sought after tunnels or
buried rooms (i.e. the parents excavated backhoe trenches, the buried septic tank, and 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 Outer Yard Trench
Urit 4.

As noted above (see Section 1.2), this area had been dug up by various persons prior
to this formal archaeological investigation. The parents dug there because the children
reported that it was an area of the tunnel and room (cf. Lanoenwaher el al, 1985: 13} and
that is where the parents found the possibly inflicted tortoise remains (see Figure 3
Langenwalter, e af, 1985: 20-29: Figure 6) which discovery forced the District Attorney’s
Office to finally conduct their own excavation. Subsequentlv the D.A.'s archaeologists dug
five clustered units (their nos. 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6) immediately next to Classroom #4. Then,
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.5 noted above in Section 1.3, Jerrv Hobbs and the project crew made preliminary excava-
sjons at this Jocus where they encountered more historic trash both immediately outside and
qust under the foundation of Classrcom #4. including the cut-off gap in the avocado tree
ro0ts and the plastic Disney bag with the §2/83 date. Although sections of this area had
been disturbed by all of those previous diggings, given the lack of other indications of
-unneis and given the diminished amount of time left to our project. a decision was made
‘o reinvestigate (his area and resolve the questions remaining about it.

We excavated Trench Unit 4 down through recently introduced sand and gravel layers
of fill and dug through the plastic sheeting laid down at the bottom of the excavations
made by the D.As archaeologists (plastic sheeting was used for the purpose cf showing
where the archaeological digging had finished offi Langenwalter, 1992a: personal
communication: see Figure 17). We also carefully trial off each of six "faces” (vertical
stratigraphic wall profiles) which we then photographed and drew profiles (Iigure 17).
Unit 4 had been too severely disturbed prior to our work for us to discern any patterns -

‘hare so we then reexamined the deposit below the foundation of the west wall of

Classroom #4.

The histeric debris, noted by the D.A.’s archaeologists as adjacent to Classroom #4, was
referred to as a " . . trash scatter [which] contained a mix of bottles, ceramics, tin cans.
burned wood and bone' (Langenwalter, ef al. 1885: p. 21: ¢f. Figure 6b, p.20). The similar
Yistoric material encountered by Hobbs and crew (see Section 1.3 above) was found by us
:0 continue under the preschiool foundation. The data we encountered from that point on
constituted the remains of a tunnel (i.e. the data conformed to all of the test expectations
of a tunnel as proposed by the project hypothesis: cf. Section 1.4 above). Those data are

discussed in the next section.

4.3 Location 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
aotes made on the tunnel feature by Assistant Field Director. Don Flaherty. The historic
debris noted above formed a pattern in the "side wall' of excavated soil below the
toundation of the west wall of Classroom #4. We dug into this feature and discovered. In
addition to miscellaneous cans and other debris noted above, two other severed roots (of
1—1.5" [2— cm.] in diameter. see Figure 7). These were found in situ precisely at the
boundary of an opening whose "signature” was formed in part by the historic artifact debris
in a matrix of disturbed soil (cf. Figure 19 below).

Just outside the upper right hand corner of the debris-flled matrix (which we later
determined to be the tunnel), we also encountered what appeared to be a fire hearth. This
feature consisted of spanish style roof tiles (red clay-ceramic) arranged around a center
core of ashes and charcoal. Radiocarbon samples had been taken from the cutermost
reaches of this feature and submitted to the UCLA Isotope Laboratory for dating (cf
Section 5.1 and Appendix 1.2 below). The arrangement was contained (and had possibly
been emplaced) within the debris-laden fill at the top right corner of the roof of the
opening (i.e. facing eastward toward the opening, ihe Teature would be on the top and
south corner). A tunnel entrance was thus well defined by the debris and fill contained
within it.
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The geologist consujtant, Dr. Michael. had visited the site on Mav £, 1990 and observed
A Cisturbed feature with “artificial fill” at this same locus. He drew a diagram of the feature
and measured its dimensions and Jocation in reiation to the west wali of Classroom #4 (see
Figure 18a: note "af' on the diagram refers to the artificial {ill within it). This feature was
1ater determined by the archaeological team to be the entrance to the tupnel. Those
measurements are as follows: the north side of the entrance was (at the bottom) some 3.1
m.(10.2") from the northwest corner of the presciool and the south side of the entrance
was some 4.5 m. (14.8) from the same northwest corner. Hence the width of the entrance
(at the bottom} was 1.42 m. (36"). Also the opening to the tunnel feature and its relation
‘o a human form can be seen in Figure 18b. See Figure 19 for the tunnel entrance in
relation to the preschool structure above 1t

As we dug past the debris-filled opening and deeper under the preschool, we cobserved
that the twnnel went in a sharp angle to the southeast Continuing on, the {eature
intercepted Unit 1 (the trench-like unit) in Classroom #4 (see Figure 20b for a top view
of the delineation of the entire tunnel feature). Coming cut from under the concrete slab
floor and in the open area of the Unit 1 Trench, the feature’s nature became more clear.
That is. the width and direction were not only clearly indicated by an abundance of historic
artifacts contained within it, but also the soil color of the fill matrix was measured at 10YR
3/3, a quite "dark brown”, which was distinctively darker than the surrounding natural soil
matrix which had a lighter brown coior of 10YR 4/3 ("brown to dark brown™ Munsell,
19735). The historic artifacts found packed into the tunne} included sections of boards,
wood fragments, a variety of metal objects, an inner tube and numerous bottles {the jatter
were analvzed for their possidle dates, see Section 5.3 below). The average width of the
tunnel feature was greater than 1.0 meter as it extended on the diagonal completely across
Unit 1 {see Figure 20b) and under the concrete floor 1o the western edge of Unit 1. Other
artifacts encountered as we were approaching the south end of Unit 1 included T.V.
antenna wire, tin cans, scissors, eye glasses, exposed film, some cinder blocks, etc.

Proceeding southward, the tunnel continued to the south end of trench Unit 1 and
obviously continued southward of that point. Indeed, the tnnel feature widened at one
point (i.e. 30 cm. north of the south wall of Classroom #4) 1o the extent that it appeared
iess tunnel-like and more like a room. Also at that point we found a layer of piywood
roofing material along with tar paper and roofing nails. This layer was found at the top
of the tunnel fill material. Underneath the plywood and tar paper was a continuing
abundance of botties, wood and other debris. It became obvious that this densely packed
debris-flled area was quite large in relation to the tunnel passage previously described.
Figure 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 of the concentrated debris in the tunnel at point "B"). We then excavated out the
historic debris of this area which not only extended to the south end of Unit 1 but also
continued at least 1.4 meters (4.57) south of that point to the area under the doorway 10
Classroom #4 and the sidewalk corridor bevond and above. We measured the width of the
debris-filled area from point C to C (see Figure 20b} on a N/W and S/E line for some 274
m. (97). See Figure 20c for a diagram of both subterranean features under the preschool.
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DOne major artifact. both in terms of size and potental import. was a compiete rural.
roadside stvle mailbox with a rounded top and a mail-for-pickup metal flag indicator (the
woreal flag was missing but the nolder for the flag was present on the side of the box). The
mailbox measured 48 cm. (197} long x 17 cm. (6.75") wide x 24 cm. (9.57} in height. This
maitbox had the name "Mr. and Mrs. Karl Morris” and "927 M.B. Blvd." painted on one
side. the same as the last occurants of the house on the adjacent iot that was torn down
in 1872 (Figure 22a). On the cther side was painted "Maorris 927 M. 3. Blvd.” The mailbox
Jdoor also was painted with "927 MB Blvd" (Figure 22b). This artufact was fcund in the east
extension of Unit 1 (see Figure 20b, point 1) which placed it southeast of the southeast
corner of Unit 1 and in the midéle of the tunnel heading northeasrward.

The depth of the tunnel in the room-like area was a little more than 2.0 meters (6'8")
which would have permitted most adult males to stand upright. In contrast, the depth of
the tunnel in the passageway leading from the west wall of Classroom #4 up to the room-
like feature was more shallow, at an averzge of 1.80 meters (3'11"), which would have
necessitated adults (especially most adult males) to bend over when walking through the

Dassageway.

It was observed that the laver of plywood and tar paper, which may have served as a
tind of roof for the room-like pertion of the feature, continued in an arc to the east across
the east side of the southeast corner of trench Unit 1 (see Figure 23). It appeared to slope
southeastward as we followed 1t in that direction. This laver continued to a point 1.90 m.
(6'2") north of the inside point of the south wall of Classroom #4. There were ciear soil
changes in the roof and floor and sides at point "C" {Figures 20b and 24). The overburden
of soil forming the existing roof of the tunnel at that point was 54 cm. thick (measuring
irom the bottom of the concrete floor to the color and soil density change representing the
‘ormer tunnpel cavitv. The thickness of the overburden roof under the doorway was
somewnat thicker at 68 cm.

The nature of the walls of this wider area were inspected and it was observed that there
were shovel mark "scars" on them. These "scars” indicated that the tunnel had been dug
out with hand tools rather than mechanized equipment.

The direction of the tunnel from the wide room-like area appeared to change
dramatically, turning from its southeast orientation to a "dogleg” headed acutely eastward
(see Figure 20c). At this point the Principal Investigator was faced with an important
decision. forced by the fact that there were only two davs left for the excavation. Either
the team should continue the excavation of all of the data still present in abundance in the
room-like feature or continue 1o follow the tunnel in crder to define its ultimate extent.
Although important data may well have been missed by not fully exploring the "room.” it
was considered more important at that time to redirect our efforts to explore the extent of
the tunnel. It was hoped that the more the tunnel feature could be defined. the more
possibilities there would be for making correlations with the evewitness reports of the
chiidren describing the tunnel(s), room(s) and arufacts.
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Digging out the tunael fill eastward uncer the concrete tioor. il was apparent that the
line of the tunnel (still indicated clearly by numerous artifacts and soil color and texture
changes) continued across Classroom 74 and into the cut through the floor at Unit 2. The
vidth of the tunnel benween Units 1 and 2 in Cl assroom #4 was sull about 1.0 meter {3.3°).
The height of the tunnel feature was unlike the "room” area. returning to the [.80 meter
:3'11") average height of the western passageway {cf. Figure 20b). The wnnel feaiure was
clearly discernible in Unit 2. Some boards and a few tin cans were stll found in the tunnel
<] within Unit 2 but they petered out until no more major artifact inclusions were
3n\_oumerea at about three fourths of the way (80 cm.: 31.5") across the Urit (see Figure

25).

Later laboratery tabulation of these data disclosed that a total of 1603 artifacts were

ecavered from the twunnel. These were distributed from the entrance through the
southeast passageway to the room-like area and from there to Classroom #4. Unit 2. Most
of these artifacts came from the larger room-like area. What were considered to be
possible diagnostic artifacts that might be directly datable (i.e. with a date stamped or
‘narked on them or which might have other markings such as U.S. Patent Marks that might
vield an age) were submmed to the project’s Historical Artifact Analyst, Jeff Minard. It
was hoped that some of the bottles, cans or other finds might v1eid dates that would
‘ndicate the date of the construction. use and/or abandonment of the tunnel] {e.g. the time

of its filling with soil and debris). Mr. Minard's analysis is presented in Appendix L3.

At that point (three-fourths of the way across Classroom #4, Unit 2), a decision was
made to dig out the overburden above and dig out the rest of Unit 2 to that point in order
10 see the vertical face or profile of the tunnel feature. It should be noted here that it is
much easier for an archaeologist to see or detect a tunnel or a simiiar structure by cutting
a cross section of a scil deposit pcrpendicu]ar to the possible orientation of the tunnel
Given the test expectaticns noted in Section 1.4 above, if a tunnel had beer back filled with
soil and other materials or objects, taat material would help to form the "signature” of the
munnel, since that fill should be softer, less compact, should be of 2 different color
(particularly if the soil were brought in from another, off-site source), and it might contain
atvpical artifacts and ecofacts. Such was the case with the tunnel feature, which can be
clearly seen in Figure 26 at point D 1o D'(cf. Figure 20b). The tunnel outline was clearly
visibie with the fill of darker and lighter colored lavers, cracks indicating different layers
of fill, roots (visible at the upper right hand corner of the provenience board, and ecofact
inclusions of small stones (appearing as white specks in the photograph). There was no
large historic artifact trash (bottles. cans or large pieces of wood for example) contained
within the tunnel] fill at that point. Also note in the photograph (Figure 26) that the non-
runnel and naturally formed deposits of scil outside the tunnel are lighter in color generally
and are devoid of the other disturbance elements noted above.

When the rest of the tunnel fill and the overburden above were excavated eastward, it
was noted that the tunnel feature ran completely across Classroom #4. Unit 2 up to the
foundation under the dividing wall (see Figure 27). Also the overburden "roof" above the
tunnel gradually diminished as the minnel came closer to the surface until, at the point
where the tunnel went under the concrete foundation, there was no soil overburden or roof.
Consequently the bottom of the foundation intruded into the tunnel's roof at that point.
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Curiously, 1t was observed that at the precise width of the wunnel. at the polnt where it
crossed under the dividing wall berween Classrooms #4 and #3, the bottom of the concrete
foundation was slightly arched (see Figure 27, cf. Figure 25). The considerable depth of
the foundation (as measured at the centerpoint of the tunne] passage) was 63 cm. (24.8™)
below the concrete {Joor. The depth of this foundation (which gave it enormous strength)
is curious given that it supported cnly a structurally insignificant secondary dividing wall
berween the owo classrooms.

We then acknowledged the fact the our initial Ground Penetrating Radar survey had
actually detected the tunrel at the locus of its crossing under the dividing wall (see Figure
12). Indeed, the GPR was successful in detecting the tunrnel feature on both sides of the
dividing wall beneath the concrete pad floor. The two corresponding anomalies had been
the reason we decided to cut through the concrete pad floor to create Classroom #3, Unit
1 and Classroom #4, Unit 2 in the first place. And it was the reason the two units were
directly aligned with each other, even though on opposite sides of a then-existing dividing
wall.

Next an extension eastward was excavated in order to follow the tunnel's path. An
unexpected discovery of four farge artifacts was made in the tunnel directly under the
foundation between Classrooms #4 and #3. These were four farge containers (Figure 28).
All four containers were found i siti standing upright and directly beside each other (note
their position in Figure 20b). Curiously, they were not found on the floor of the tunnel but
had been placed on a de facio "platform” of fill halfway down. All of the containers were
placed with their openings facing upward.

The four containers were comprised of two biue enameled metal cvlindrical pots; one
wall, contoured, cylindrical crockery pot; and one rusted cast iron caldron (Fig. 28). The
caldron originally had an iron handle which we found to be missing. The caldron’s surface
was found in a highly rusted state both inside and out (Figure 29). It measured 78 cm.
(30.75") in maximum circumference at the top, and 47 cm. (18.5"} at the rounded bottom.
The pot had a diameter of 26 cm. (10.25") at its top. It was 22 c¢m. (8.75") in height. The
smaller of the two other metal pots had a loose, makeshift handle of twisted wire fixed
around its circumference. This vessel had a circumference of 101 em.(39.9") top and
vottom (Figure 30c). [ts diameter was 34 cm. {13.4"). The vessel was 27.3 cm. {10.73") in
height. The larger of the containers, (Figure 30a) had large patches rusted off its
graniteware stppled blue surface. The circumference was 114 cm. (45.1") top and bottom,
and its diameter was 37.5 cm. (14.75"). The height of the pot was 35.7 cm. (14.2 in}. The
larger metal pot had one original looped metal handle still fixed to one of its sides. The
corresponcing handie on the other side bad been broken off.

The crockery container (Figure 30b) was stamped "Red Wing Stoneware Co.", was of
a glazed tan color and had a decoration of one cobalt blue leaf and three stems painted on
one side. The pot had a circumference of 74.5 cm. (29.35™), top, and 74 cm. (29.25"),
bottom. The diameter of this vessel at the top was 23.4 cm. (9.25"). This container did not
have a free bandle on it but handle-like lugs were molded into its sides upder the rim (see
Figure 20 for the location of the containers: and see Figure 28, which shows a
reconstruction of how they were placed with one another under the foundation).
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~dl four containers were rouna filie¢ with a great geal of 1rasn (Figures 30a-d). The
cast iron caldron was filled mainly with soil but it did contain 2 metal fragments, a piece
of black varn and 2 large fragments of an ocean shell (wavv top shell. Astrea endosa. Figure
29). The smaller of the nvo blue enameled metal pots contained a large tragment of a soft
drink bottle, 60—80 miscellaneous metal fragments. 3 light green-painted cinder biock
fragments. and one small bene china pot lid (Figure 30c). The larger of the two cvlindrical
blue metal pots contained one large 1 gailon glass {ood jar (found compietely unbroken).
35—10 old rusted tin can fragments. one 15 cm. (diameter) crockery lid, cne old medicine
bottle, 30—33 glass fragments froni a large jar, one small, pestle-like stone and one 43 cm.
(17" rusted metal rod (Figure 30d). The tall crockery pot contained 1 chunk of concrete
(153.3 x 13 ¢m.) and 6070 rusted metal can fragments (Figure 30b). All items were
packed with soil in each container.

Further work revealed that the tunnel ran completely under the dividing wail foundation
" and eastward under Classroom #3. The bottom of the wall foundation, the arched portion,
served as the roof of the tunnel at that point (i.e. there was no intervening ccmpacted soll
roof). Figure 31 shows a view of the tunnel cleared of its fill and debris. fooking from
points C-B to E-E'(note the roof of the tunnel is visible in the foreground above the
debris). We then excavated an east extension of the Classroom #3 trench-like Unit 1.
Digging downward, it was then possible to observe a profile of the tunnel feature. The
bottom of the tunnel was slightly U-shaped and c¢learly distinguishable from the lighter
natural soil matrix below (which. unlike the tunnel fill. contained some lighter and darker-
colored small areas of rodent burrow disturbance). In Figure 32a (at points-E-E’; ¢f.
Figure 20} we see Jerry Hobbs sitting on a platform-like level that we created by removing
the {ill down to that point. Therefore he is sitting halfway down the vertical extent of tie
tunnel. The bouom of the tunnel is clearly visible boundary between the darker tunnel fill
and the lighter natural soil matrix below (see the indicative marker on Figure 33).

Just 20-30 cm. {approximately 12") eastward of the dividing wall foundation, another
profile was defined. The tunnel at that peint again had a "roof" of compacted overburden
soil. Therefore a U-shaped soil boundary was observable on the top of the tunnel proiile.
It was very ciearly defined both in soil color and texrure.

Uniike the tunnel passages in Classroom #4. we found virtually no inciusions of ariifacts
in the tnne! fill within Classroom #3. Foilowing the tunnet fill. we reencountered the area
of the meztal pipeline with the shiny pipe joiner clamps previously described (see Figure 13
b and 36a below: note this pipeline can be seen in Figure 32b in the foreground as well).
A hvpothesis about the clamps was then formulated and they were submitted to the
Historic Artifact Analyst (see Section 3.5 below). As we continued to follow the tunnel fil
eastward down trench Unit 1. it became apparent to us that the original tunnel virtually
coincided with the size and length of our concrete cutout for that unit. This coincidence
was the reason we did not discover the tunnel previously when we were digging Unit 1. It
had been virwwally impossible to distinguish the tunnel as we dug downward, precisely
within its margins. And the reason for the coincidence was that we had detected the tunnel
passage underneath the dividing wall between Classrooms #3 and #4 (by Ground
Penetrating Radar) and our trench Unit 1 cutout in Classroom #3 just happened to fall
directiy on top of the tunnel alignment.
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Due to the critical lack of time ]t was now Fridav, Mav 221 oniv the Memorial Dav
inesi. the decision was made 10 have some
workmen dig 10 various places cn the site in order 1o create protiles. in the nope that we
might inspect them and find some signatures of pcs D]e unnels or rooms. These workmen
#3. therebv digging between Lnit 2. passing

weekend remained afler several extended deadl
or

dug along the enure east wall of Classroom =
by Unit | and continuing 10 the south corper of the room. This trench was designated as
Unit 3 (see Fizure 20). They aiso started 1o dig down Sector 4 of Unit 1. We siopped
them as soon as it became apparent where the wnpel was leading. We then decided to do
a protfile of the bottom of the tunnel at points F-F’ (see Figure 34a and 34b). Thus point
was Jocated most of the way across Classroom #3. and was only some 1.70 m. {rom the east
wvall of Classroom #3. The bottom of the tunnel here was aiso U-shaped and 115 signature,
based primariiv en soil color, was clearly visible (see Figure 34a & 34b). In Classroom #3
the wnnel appeared 10 be about 1.5 m. (£.87) in height and it varied from 1.0 10 1.3 m. (3.3
1o 4.97) in width. It was unfortunate that we could not detect the further continuation of
the runnel ai that point doe to the workmen's hasy removal of the vital soil deposits
between the east end of Unit 1 and Unit 3. :

Summarizing the excavation under Classrooms #3 and #4. we were able to find a
clearly defined wnnel whose data conformed to virtually all of the test expectations we
developed for the discovery and identification of such a tunnel. Indeed. we were able 10
follow the orientation of the tunnel for some 6.75 m. (22.2") in Classroom #+ and for an
additional 8.5 m. (27.9°) where it went in an eastjwest direction across Classrcoms #4 and
until we could foliow it no further. Thus we followed the tunnel for a 1otal of at least
5.25 . (30°) through both Classrooms (including the area of the possible room under the

doorway area of Classroom #4).

[ V) ]

Once we knew what we were dealing with. we siopped the workmen and more carefully
explored what remained in Unit 3 of Classroom #3. Within it we were able to detect some
remains of upright wooden posts. These were found ir sine, stll in upright positions. Both
posts were the remains of 4 x 4" timbers. The first one had been durnt and was located
some 2.4 m (7.9') from the north wall and 1.0 m. (39.37") {rom the east wall of Classroom
#3. ot a depth of 2.08 m. (6.8 Figure 20. Classtoom #3. point 2). The second post was
more intact, and only slightly burnt. [t was jocated 3.8 m. (12.5") from the norih wall and
S5 cm. (33.5") from the east wall of Classroom #3 and at a depth of 2.1. m. (6.9 ses
Figure 35). Due 10 their relationship paraliel to the east wall of the preschool and relative
1o wood fragments 1o the north in Unit 2 found by Hobbs (see ADpendix [V.1}. These
posts seemed 1o be spaced at regular intervals. going from north to south in classroom #3.
(see Figure 20. Classroom 3. points 2 and 3 for their spatial Jocations). They mayv have
been part of a shoring system for an underground passageway. but we could not explore
for corroborative evidence at the time. The geologist later provided the author with a
report based on an electrical resistivity survey in which a possible correlative underground
feature was deizcled in that area (see Appendix L3b).

This was the final work of our excavations at the site.
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2.0  Ancillary Supporting Scientific Anaiyses by Consuitants

21 Introduction of Supporting Scientific Team

The project drew on a number of ceonsultants who provided scientific input based on
their own specializations 1n archaeoclogy or related scientific fields. The following is a brief
discussion of the results of each of the scientific team member’s results. Their respective
reports are included in Appendix I. The first report is based on the work of Prof. Rainer
Berger. who performs chronometric dating, especially on archaeclogical data by radio-
carbon assavs. Next follow the reports of Dr. Don Michael, site geologist: Dr. Charles
Schwartz, faunzal analvsis: Minard. historic special artifact analvsis: Hellman, electrical "fire
alarm" assessment: and the results of the Ground Penetrating Radar survey. The results
of these various support studies will be integrated into the project findings in the pext

Section, 6.0,

5.2 Radiocarbon Analysis
Prior to the writer’s May 2, 1990 involvement with the project, Cu']derson collected two

charcoal samples for radiocarbon dating on May 2, 1990. These samples were taken from
among charcoal pieces immediately surrounding the "fire hearth” feature ijocated in the
upper right corner (facing the west wall of Classroom #4) of the entrance to the tunnel.
They were given provisional provenience numbers of "TLG" No. 223 and No. 227, The two
samples were submitted to the UCLA Isotope Laboratory for radiocarbon dating by its
Director. Prof. Rainer Berger.

The results of the radiometric analysis indicated that the tree(s) from which the charcoal
samples derived were probably not more recent in age than the 1930°s (see Appendix 1.2
for Prof. Berger's report).

It shod ndzrstcod that Gunderson submitted the samples in good faith prior to
the author's involvement with the project. Radiocarbon dating should not be expected to
yield useful results to the project since the era in question (1980-—1989, i.e. any possible
activity in tunnels or rcoms prior to the time of our excavation) was too recent in time to
be elfectively measurable by radiocarbon, Other dating systems, most probably dates on

found artifacts, would be better age-date determiners.

3
-
B

14"

3.3 Results of the Geological Study of the Site

Censuliting geologist Dr. Don Michael reports that the entire Manhattan Beach area is
underlain by ancient dune sands that date within the last 10.000 vears (kpown as the
Holocene or Recent Epochs). At the preschool site itself, he observed two deposits of soil:

.an older filling episode over a slope that originally extended downwards to the north
on the northern side of Manhattan Beach Boulevard. and a Jocal younger episode of filling
that was apparently undertaken for the construction of the schoo} building" (Appendix
I.3a).
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Adthough he provides data showing that the sand deposits at the preschool site are
compacted. he stll notes that "To be safe, it (a tunnel} would have required shoring, le.,
some sort of support for its walls and ceiling. because the dune sand. even as well
compacted as it s, woutld cave in if it became too damp”.

Dr. Michael also provided a drawing (Figure 182) and measurements of a feature he
described as a cavity. This feature was located under the foundation of the west wal] of
Classtoom #4. Although initially discussed in a 1992 correspondence to the author
(Appendix [.32), upon an inquiry seeking clarification of his report, Dr. Michael now
reports that the feature was a "cavity” which contained "af", that is "artificial fill" that had
been emplaced ". . .due to the operations of man. . . ". He reports that the cavity could
have been formed in three wavs:

(2) it could Lave been excavaled, i.e., created by the removal of material that previcusly occupied the

volume of the cavity,

{b) it could have been left as a result of the incomplete filling of a previcus, larger cavity such as a-
tunnel excavation; , L

(¢) it could have formed as the resuk of the caving of an underlying cavity. (Michael 1992b: 2

Appendix 1.3b).

Concerning his most recent thoughts on the age of the feature, Dr. Michael states:

My notes indicate that the wrapper (The Disney bag {ound within the cavity just under the
[oundation of the west wall of Classroom #4) was a plastic bag imprinted with cartoon characters and
bearing a copyright svmbel and date of 1983. Therefore the cavity could be no older than 1883,
2ssuming the Disney Corporation did not manufaciure a wrapper prior 10 the time of the copyright
date appearing upon it. Even if it did, it probably wouid not have done so much before 1983 and
certainly not as early as 1966 when the McMartin School building was constructed (Michael 1952b:
personal communication: ¢f. Appendix 1.3b),

[t should be noted here that Dr. Michael defines the "cavity” as the volume of the
artificial 4l Therefore, while the time of filling the cavity would be no eariier than 1983,
the cavity to be filled could have existed for any duration before 1983. The author's
interpretation Js that the Disney bag may date the time of the Alling In of the tunnel
feature under the northern E/W axis of the preschool, not the time of the constructicn of
the tunnel (aithough the time of construction probablv postdates 1966; cf. Section 4.4 above
and Section 7.0 below).

The author was unaware (until 2 June, 1952 phone conversation with Dr. Michael) that
Dr. Michae] had run his own remote sensing survey for the project. The technique used
was eclectrical resistivity (cf. Hester, Heizer and Graham 1975, pp. 21-22). A colleague of
Dr. Michael, Dr. Herbert Adams, of the Geology Departmernt of California State
University, Northridge, ran the instrument iz a survey on a traverse between the north wall
of the preschool and the house immediately to the north and parallel to that axis. The
survey generated an electrical resistivity profile based on values measured in "ohm feet".
When piotted, the values indjcate "...2n anomalous increase in resistivity” (Michael, 1992b:
p- 3), at a point parallel to the east wall of the preschool and at a depth of 10—15 feet
(3.04—4.6 m.). Dr. Michae] interpreted this anomaly as having a sigpature indicating
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"_.presumably, a cavernous zone...” (Michael 1992b: 3:cf Appendix 1.5b). These findings
corroborate our interpretation of a possible tunnel feature along and under the east wall
of Classroom #3 {see Section 4.4 abovel.
3.4 Results of the Zooarchaeological (Faunal} Analysis

[r. Charles Schwartz. a specialist in archaeological animal bone identfication and
analvsis and a longstanding member of the ERA Consortiun:. first analyvzed some 22 bones
\hat were recovered by the preliminary digging by Hobbs and crew prior to the ERA team’s
formal archaeoiogical excavation. All of these bones were found during their digging and
exploration of the area we later cesignated as the Outer Yard Trench Unit 4 (see Figure
11). Unit 4 was the irregular pit located beside the west wall of Classroom #4. Some of
‘he bones came from the outermost part of the fill of the tunnel entrance just east and
inside the wall line of the Classroom.

The 22 specimens were identified as domestic cattle (Bos taurus); chicken (Gallus dom.);
probable domestic cattle, unidentified; and domestic pig (Sus scrofa dom.). Two bones (433
and 483B; note these numbers were previously assigned and are separate from the ERA
catalogued, numbered specimens) were possibly of domestic dogs. None of these bones
exhibited evidence of trauma that would indicate the apimal had suffered a violent death
(see Appendix L4).

In addition, Dr. Schwartz analyzed some 77 bones found during our formal excavations
at the site. OF those identifiable, most (50%) came from large domestic animals, 11% from
domestic chicken and 109 from wild species. Specifically, there were 19 bones of domestic
cattle, 19 of domestic pig and 2 from domestic dogs (Canis familaris). 1n addition, there
were 5 bones from unidentifiable birds. 9 from chickens, 1 rabbit (Sylvilagus), 1 rodent, 1
reptile, 1 from a large unidentified mammal, and 19 other unidentifiable bones. There
were no trauma-related marks or modifications cbserved on these bones. The marks that
were present were consistent with modern butchering techniques. Indeed. the faunal
assemblage is consistent with food remaias. The 1 rodent bone was probably a wild rodent
(e.g. possibly a ground squirrel) whose remains were fortuitous at the site. Dr. Schwartz
poted that:

e accurrence of these bones within the context of the vard and trenches is unusual Itis
vnifkely they occurred randomly, [aiso] the clements recovered from Lhe different animals are upeven
in their distribution, no teeth or skull material, no pelvis specimens and only a few carpal bones.

_ From most archeological contexts this sample would be considered atvpical of kitichen midden
material (see Dr. Schwartz's report in Appendix L.4).

3.5 Results of Selected Special Artifact Analysis

A seiected number of artifacts were sent for special analysis by the project’s Historic
Artifact Analyst, Minard. Thirty seven (37) complete bottles and jars found within the
main tunpel were carefully inspected with a primary objective of determining their actual
or probable dates so that the tunnel, or at Jeast the time of the filling in of the tunnel,
might be dated by their association. Most of the items were whole specimens, but some
were Tecovered in a broken state and vet were complete epough for identification. Each
‘lem was measured, and notes on any embossing, painted labeling, and other comments
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deemed relevant were taken. The artifacts consisted of a number of drinking glasses.
medicine bottles (a varietv of medicine and eyedrop containers), food bottles (beer, soda.
preserves and salad oil bottles). condiment bottles and jars (mustard and sauces). cosmetic
jars (a cold cream jar), housenold utjlity jars (shoe polish jars), and household decor 1tems
(vases){cf. Appendix L3).

All of the glass containers identified range in age from the 1920—1960 era. with most
of them dating to the 1930°s—1940’s era. Thus none of these data would date the fill to
a time after the 1966 construction date of the preschool.

The metal strap pipe connectors. found on the pipe leading to the toilet in Classroom
#3  Unit 1, sector 2: (whose in siru provenience placed them within the main tunnel at
that point: see Figure 13b) were investigated as a special find by Jeff Minard. Tke
connectors are technically known as Pipe Joint Clamps. They were manufactured by the
Anaco Company of stainless steel. A U.S. patent for this specific design was granted on
February 8, 1965 (cf. Appendix L35, Attachment 3). This clamp 1s still being marketed by
the Ideal Corporation of Florida. An executive of the Corporation was queried as to the
likelihood that the two clamps could have been purchased and installed on the pipe in
Classtroom #3 by September, 1966 (the date of the construction of the preschool). Tke
response was that it would have been "unlikely," that is, it is most likely that the clamps
would have been purchased and installed after the preschool’s construction (Appendix 1.3).
Thus the clamps probably date to a time afier 1966.

Figure 36a shows the two pipe joint clamps. Figure 36b shows two other clamps. Both
of these artifacts (MP363 found in Office, Unit 1; and MP3562 found in Classroom #2, Unit
1) have considerable more corrosion and patina than the two connectors {MP560 and
NMP3561) found within the tunne! on the pipe to the bathroom in Classroom #3.

See Appendix 1.5 for the full historic artifact report.
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6 Results of Electrical Anaivsis o1 the Prescnooi Building

Heiliman of G.S.E. Communications. Inc. (a firm that specializes in alarm svstems and
eJecironic devices) came to the preschool to investigaie the possibility of evidence of any
sjectronic signaling devices that may have been present. He goes report an unusual and
inoperative system that was labeled "Fire Alarm’(see Appendix 1.G).

i Results of the Ground Penetrating Radar Study

A remote sensing device was used in a survev intended to help in the search for any
Suried wnnels or rooms both under the preschool structure itself 2and in the outside open
vards as well. The instrument used was a Geophysical Survey Svstems. Inc. unit (see Figure
37 a. b. and ¢). The survey instrument is contained In & low lving reciangular box mounted
on wheels. The box has a handle for pulling or pushing the instrument over the ground
surface of a survey site. For our survey, the instrument was run at 300 MHz. which can
profile up 1o 10 feet (3.05 m.) below the surface and can yield good near-surface definition
depending on the soil conditions. Simply put. Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) sends
down into the ground a radar signal which is reflected back to the instrument. The
reflected signal can detect buried solid features such as walls or pipes and it can detect
buried open (or formerly open} features such as tunnels or rooms. When a buried feature
is detected. it is technicallv referred to as a "target” or an "anomaly”. The GPR was the
most suitable instrument to use at the site in question because other instruments (e.g. the
terrain conductivity meter and the electrical resistivity meter) in general would be too
affected by the "noise” coming from the preschool structure due to reinforcing rods and
other metallic objects. Such interference produces uninterpretable records. In fact. such
did occur with the District Attornev's archaeological project which unsuccessfully used the
terrain conductivitv meter (Langenwalter, e al, 1983).

th

The GPR survev was conducted by a commercial firm, Spectrum, of San Ferpando.
The firm did not provide a report to this author, despite many requests. [t supplied only
a cover letter and 4 graphics based on its work at the site (see Appendix 1.7).

Three targets or anomalies were detected by the GPR survey. One was a large buried
slab (which the cperators interpreted at the time to be located at an 8-9" depth). This
surned cut to be the roughly poured concrete slab which was only 1 foot under the surface
instead of §-O feet as reporied by Specirum’s operators at the time (cf. Section 4.3 above).

The two other targets were more significant. Both were located directly opposite each
other across the dividing wall berween Classrooms #3 and #4 located toward the south end
of the wail (see Section 4.1 above. Figure 20). The detection of these two targets directed
our selection of the locations for openings in the concrete pad floor of both Classrooms for
excavation of Unit 1. Classtoom £3 and Unit 2. Classroom #4: (Figure 20). Later it was
determined through excavation that the main tunnel passed directly under the same loci
noted as the targets by the GPR survey.

Thus the GPR was successful in detecting the main wnnel at the Jocus of the dividing
wall berween the two classrooms.
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6.0  Svnthesis of Excavated Data and Scientific Support Studies

Despite the constricted time frame for this project’s field work. extensive excavations
were conducted at the McMartin Preschool Site. These incJuded 11 units {(trench and pit
units) which were excavated down into the soil deposits bejow the concrete pad floor of the
structure as weli a2s additional umit extensions that were excavaled in corder to follow
features that continued between the injtial units (such as berween Classroom #1. Unit 1
and Office Unit 1 or those between Classroom #4, Unit 2 and Classroom #3, Umit 1}
Also three units were excavated outside the structure in the Play Yard and Outer Yard
areas respectively. In addition. some excavation and mainly prefile cieaning was performed
‘" the Outer Yard backhoe-excavated trenches (Trench Unnis 1. 2 and 3). Parts of the
irregular "Unit 4", located 1 the Quter Yard adjacent 1o Classroom #4 were also
excavated. Unit 4 had been dug with 2 beckhoe by the parents in 1985, had four upits dug
into it by the District Attorney’s Office archaeologists in 1985 (Langenwalter. ¢z a/, 1985)
and had been dug up again by Hobbs and crew prior to our formal excavations (cf. Section
1.3 above).

A large number of artifacts were recovered during the excavations, totalling some 2806
specimens. These data were identified as follows: all but two were historic artifacts (2
were prehistoric Native American stone artifacts dating prior to 1542 A.D.). The historic
artifacts were comprised of whole specimens and fragments of bottles, cans, bricks, paper
and a range of other wooden, metal, glass and plastic items. These artifacts range o age
from the 1920's to 1983.

Altogether, some 99 animal bones were recovered and identified as mainly coming {rom
domestic cow, pig, and dog, rabbit. rodent, reptile, and other unidentifiable bird and
mammal remains. The geclogy of the site was inspected and two radjocarbon dates were
obtained.

In addition to the archaeological work per se, a number of other inspections of the
preschool structure in terms of its concrete floor, architecture and electrical system were
made. Also, observations were made on other factors that were deemed relevant such as
tree root identifications,

The objectives for the project were met with the following evidence. Relevant to the
children's reports of pessible occult activity (cf. Appendix 11}, 2 plate, precisely drawn by
an adult with three pentagrams, was recovered from Unit 1in the preschool Play Yard (see
Figures 16a and 16b).

In terms of the second and major goal of the project, to ascertain the presence or
absence of tunnel(s) and/or underground room(s) under the preschool based on reports
made by the children (see Appendix II}, the following recovered data is relevant.

The feature first encountered in Classroom #1, Unit 1 (toilet and adjacent floor area)
was followed into the Office (Unit 1) and from there to the Office toilet room Unit 1 until
it was observed to exit beneath the east wall of the preschool. This feature was foljowed
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for some 5.3 m. (18.1'). The feature was a possible tunnel in that it conformed to some of
the test expectations (set forth in Section 1.4) but not all of them. The entrance could have
been through the floor of the toilet room in Classroom #1. but that was not confirmed.
The exit of the feature, that is. where it exited under the foundation of the west wall (see
Figure 15), was a clear signature. The feature appeared to be curvilinear. It was filled up
with artificial fill that did not contain much in the way of artifacts or other materials. A
clear compact floor was not ascertained nor were there any indications recovered of the
possible date of the feature. The possible connection of the feature with the triplex next
door is discussed in Appendix V.

The feature that conforms scientifically to those attributes that identify it as a tunzel
was the one uncovered under the northern E/W axis of the preschool (ie. it extended
across Classroom #4 and across most of Classroom #3). This tunnel feature was clearly
distinguished from the cther subsurface features that we encountered during our exca-
‘vations at the site. Those non-tunnel features we identified as: 1) backhoe trenches dug
by the parents in 1985; 2) archaeological units dug at the direction of the District
Attorney's Office in 1985; 3) a trash pit uncovered in Classroom #2; 4) trenches for utility
pipes for the preschool (e.g. the outline of the trench for the pipe crossing Unit 1 in
Classroom #3); and the septic tank which had served the old house on the side lot (see
Figure 9).

The northern turnnel feature conformed to virtually all of the test expectations utilized
herein (see Section 1.4 for the tunnel identification requirements. These were as follows:

1) There was an jdentified entrance, large enough for adult human passage, leading from
the surface down underground (see Figures 18a and 18b). It is notable that the entrance
was Jocated in the exact area that was concentrated upon by the District Attorney’s
archaeological excavation in 1983 due "to the reports of the children” of a tunnel entrance
and/or buried "room" (Langenwalter er al, 1985; Langenwalter, 1992b). That excavation
failed to locate the entrance and probably destroyed its outermost signature. This same
area, through our own research, was also identified by some of the children as one entrance
to the tunnel(s) (see Appendix II).

2) The feature’s architecture was both linear and slightly curvilinear (see Figure 20b) and
extended for some 15.25 m. (307) including both its N/S (6.75 m.) and E/W (8.5 m.)
sections.

3) The feature’s architecture was large enough for adult human passage, although given the
ceiling height an adult would have to walk bent over along much of the route.

4) Characteristic scars indicating that it had been dug by hand were noted in the large
(room-like) sector of the feature in Classroom #4.

5) The feature had a compacted dirt floor (especially noticeable in the room-like sector)
which was distinguishable from the noncompacted soil matrix found in immediately
adjacent, but non tunnel, areas.




§) The tunnel was found not open.

7y In contrast. the tunnel was found to have been completelv, artificially filied in with soil.
The fill soil had been verv tightly compacted so as 10 feave no small openings. The soil
used for fill was distinguishable on the basis of color. texture and compaction from the
original scil deposit at the site.

§) The feature’s fill did contain inclusions in the form of a large number of arufacts. There
were 1603 artifacts found in the tunnel, especially in the room-like secter: and including
the four large containers found upright in the wnnel's passage under the dividing wall
between Classrooms #3 and #4.

9) Finally, the probabilistic dating of the tunnel can be estimated.

Although the old bottles and tin cans found within the tunnel date mainly to the 1530’s
and 1940's, other artifacts and factors point to a much Jater tunnpel construction date. First,
given the patent date for the pipe connector siraps found on the pipe crossing the tunnel
in Classroom #3 (see Figure 36a. also Section 5.5 above and Appendix [.5) and the fact
that the appearance of the straps is essentially new in that they exhibited no (or very ittle)
corrosion or patina as did the other straps found under the building, it is unlikely that the
straps had been placed on the pipe in 1966. Ia the opinion of the Historic Artifact Analyst
and the archaeological team, the date of the placement of the straps is much more recent

than the construction date of the preschool of 1966.

Secondly, the placement of the mailbox, that came from the Morris family’s residence
on the adjacent side lot (see Section 4.4 above), most probably dates to the time following
the destruction of the Morris house in 1972 when the mailbox was no longer in use.

Thirdly, the Disney bag, found in the fill matrix at the entrance to the tunnel (see
Section 1.3 above) has a date of 1983 which probably indicates that the tunnel fill {or at
Jeast some of it) dates to that time or thereafter.

Fourthly, the foundation, at the precise width of the passage of the runnel under 1t, was
siightly arched (see Figure 27} This was obviously a feature made to accommodate the
tunnel and there is po other concelvable scenario to account for it if it were created before
the preschool was constructed.

Fifih, the four large cecatainers (I ceramic and 3 metal pots) that were all found in the
tunnel directly under tbe foundation for the dividing wall berween Classrooms #3 and #4
(and which were placed by band into that Jocus) all indicate the use of the runpel after the
preschool was built. This is because. given their shallow provenience under the foundation,
there is no possibility that they would not have been knocked out of place and their intact
glass bottle and jar contents broken when the trench was excavated in 1966 for the pouring
of the concrete {oundation.



Sixth. the shallow (34 em.: 21.47) ceiling of the winnel. especiaily noted under Classroom
#4 in the room-like sector and berween it and Unit 2 in that room. was simply (00 shallow
25 have withstood human foot traffic on it in an unprotected sitate. That is 10 sav, if the
-unnel feature had existed prior to the construction of the preschool, i1s covering or roof
{made of the soft sand) would have been so shallow that a person walking on the surface
would have easily caved it in. thus exposing the tunnel. The fact that the ceiling or roof
of sand was stll intact when we found it is most probably due to the fact that it had been
srotected from foot iraffic or other such force by the concrete pad floor above which
served as a de facto “roof.”

Finzally, the seventh factor is that the geologist confirms a report by the preschool’s
huilder that the soil deposit at this part of the property {the E/W axis of the structure) had
been put into place and compacted at the time of the building’s construction (see Section
1.4 above and Appendix 1.3a and b). Therefore any holes or openings found in that area
extending up to or near the surface would necessarily date to a time after 1966.

Therefore, given the evidence of the seven factors, the time of the construction and use
of the tunnel most probably postdates 1566.

It was not resolved whether or not a buried room was encountered by our excavations.
We did find that the wunnel passage from the entrance led southward to the relatively wide
area filled with debris ar the south end of Unit 1 in Classroom #4. This area was
measured to be 2.74 m. (9") wide at peoints C—C' (see Figures 20b, 21a and 21b). That
dimension was roughly three times the average width of the tunnel (both under Classrooms
#4 and #3). As stated above. given the severe time limit. we had to abanden the full
=xcavation of that wide area (despite the fact that it offered additional artifacts and debris)
in order to devote what little time we had left (2 days) to exploring the tunnel to the fullest
extent possible. If fullv explored, this wide area of the tunnel mav well bave proven to have
functioned as a room. But due to the lack of the oppormunity to have obtained all the
relevant data from It, the feature area’s function remains indeterminate.

7.0 Conclusicns

Prior to presenting the conclusions based on the data coilected specifically for this
archaeological preject. a number of conclusions refative to the findings of the wvarious
investigations of the site previous to our work in 1990 can te made.

It is concluded here that, in similar investigations, reports of subterranean features (i.e.
wnnels and rooms) and tangible artfacts (i.e. objects used in rituals) should be taken
seriously regardless of whether thev come from children or adults. Such artifacts and data
are tzngible in nature. and if thev are present as reporied. they can be discovered by
scientific means. However, despite the reports of the children of such relevant physical
evidence , and in the case of "tunnels" or an underground "room®, potentially substantial
evidence, it is remarkable that the McMartin Preschool site was not properly investigated
for such evidence.




In order 1o successfully search for such intormation nwo measures should have been
mpiemented: 1) the "integrin” (in archaeciogical terms) of the site should have been
reserved by the authorities by seaiing off the entire site in question at the very beginning
{ the investigation {i.e. in this case both the preschool site lot and the adjacen-t lot shouid
have been cordoned off) to any unauthorized access unul the presence or absence of the
reported evidence had been adequately rescived. 2) Proper professional expertise should
have been brought in to insure an objective, therough. and capable search for the data.
The purpose. of course. 10 immediatelv seal off the site would be to maximize the chance
of "freezing” in sitte (in their origmal locations) anv potenually relevant data or evidence
bearing on a case so that it could be located when it was searched for. This never did
officially occur with the McMartin Case. That is. the case officially began in September
1083 and the entire site (both lots) were never sezled off bv the authorities. The entire site
was sealed off for the first time afier some seven vears, in May, 1990. when the
coordinators initiaied this project.
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Instead of properly sealing off the entire site, the authorities de facto allowed a series
of invasions (see Section 1.2). Indeed the first "excavation” was conducted by the defense
in Februarv, 1984 by one of their private investigators who found relevant data in the form
of tortoise bones with trauma ({Daily Breeze, 1987). He found those data in the side lot.
Tt is not surprising that the defense could easily dismiss their own collected data. Then the
parents, out of utter frustration with the lack of response from the District Attorney’s
Office, did their own digging with a backhoe about a vear later (Daily Breeze, March 16.
1985b). Despite the fact that this was another haphazard and unprofessional- dig, the
parents remarkably managed to find more relevant evidence (additional tortoise bones)
which discovery finally forced the D.A.'s Office into action. Thus two vears after the
investigation began. the District Attorney's Office hired a local archaeological firm 1o
conduct a dig (on what basis thev were hired is not clear). According to one of the two
archaeciogists in charge, the D.A.’s Office wanted the archaeological project to focus on
the adjacent or side lot rather than on the preschool lot itself (where the children reported
the presence of tunnels and rooms; cf. Appendix II).

Tt must be concluded that the D.A. project was inappropriate and inadequate based on
severz] factors. First the goals of their project were limited only to 1) searching for
"_buried remains of animals exhibiting ithe effects of traumatic death: and (2) ..a
subterranean room" (Langenwalter. er al, 1985: 1). Thus a wider range of data possidly
relating to riual behavior and even the search for long buried features (i.e. a tunnel) were
not explicitly considered as the formal goals of the project. Next, the type of remote sensing
equipment used for that search was inappropriate, as the terrain conducuvity meter is not
usable in such a building or structure (zs their own results indicate. c¢f. Beer in
Langenwaliter, ¢ al. 1985, Appendix A). It should also be noted here that most of the
children’s reports about "tunnels”" or buried "rooms” have repeatedly emphasized that they
were located under the preschool not in the adjacent side lot (¢f. Appendix II). Despite
this fact. the archaeologists were "limited” to digging in the side lot (Langenwalter, 1992b:
sersonal communication;).
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I tly the archaeologisis were even turther iimited as 10 whers they could di 2 in
‘ne side lot. Despite the fact that their remote sensing equipment detected two “targets”
suried In the side iot which the archaeoloeists deemed wor thy of digging up so theyv could

se idenufied. the D.ACs orfice strangelv did not permi: them 10 do so {see Beer ip

_angenwaiter. er @f. 1985, _Dp&ﬂdl)x A.op3 1992b: Lagenwaiter, i992 perscnal
sommunication). In acdition, the test expeciations used for the search for thie subtlerranean
Teatures (tannels and IOO*‘HS) ver mapgocr:ate. That is. the arcnaeologlsLs excavated

jown until they enceuntered either "(1) a level predating the period of interest for this case
‘e 1966-1984) which exhibited 5o evidence of burial pits or similar phenomena: and/or
matrix disturbed by the recent unauthorized excavations.."(Langenwalier. ¢ al. 1985: 13),
These are nappropriate and inadequate tzst expectations for lecating a buried room or
wunnel (cf. Section 1.4 above). Levels "predating the period of interest” may well have been
encountered as the "roof” of a tunnel or room underneath (and that is what we in fact
sncountered in our excavations). The secend factor was also inappropriate. Our project
hacd 1o sort through both their excavations and others in corder. for example, 10 ascertain
ihe entrance to the tunnel the cutermost paris of which had beer disturbed by prior work.
Lastly the D.ACs Office restricted their work to only two weeks which is not adequate to
zxpliore such a large composite site.

Thus it is concluded that the District Attorney’s Office archaeclogical project was
mappropriately restricted in where excavation could take place. the remote sensing
equipment was inappropriately used since it was not applied in the most logical and
relevant locus for the reported subterranean features (i.e. under the preschooi),.and that
:he two "anomalies” detected by the remote sensing equipment in the side Jot were not
sxplored and idenufied despite the archaeciogists’ recommendations. In general. *h
archaeological research design was inappropriate for the relevant search for tunneis or
curied rooms. And the time period autherized for the dig was too short to provide for a
:norough and adequate project even for the side lot

it 15 apparent that legal authorities and the police are not qualified. experienced, or
tompetent (as appropriate archasologists are), for excavating and identfying what mav be
subtle underground features. Moreover, proper research designs for such projects must be
‘ormulated which include the use of test expectations relevant to the search for desired data
2s well as specifving appropriate equipment (e.g. proper remote sensing instrumentation).
“he ract that the present project uvtilized such critical factors. accounts for the successful

cutcome of our research.

Assessment of the data specific to the present project has led 1o the foilowing
conclusions. The children’s reporis that formed the objec'i\-'es oi this specific project. which
were made at various times prior 1o our May, 1990 excavation. have been corroborated by
2ur Cl scovery of pnysical data in the Ioilowmg forms:

Reports of what have been interpreted by adults as bizarre ritual behavior which utilized
sccuit-related svmbols (cf. Appencix II) are corroborated by our discoverv of a plate that
had been precisely decorated by an aduit with three pentagrams. This find is not a
substanual indicator of occult-rejated behavior. but since this object was probably an 1 sin
find. if it were not related to occuit activity then its Jogical presence at a preschool would
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have to be credibly explained especially given the fact that some children specifically
reported seeing pentagrams at the preschool (¢f. Appendix [I).

Much more substantial is the evidence we recovered bearing on the guestions of
whether there were subterranean tunnels and rooms at the site. Due to the test
expectations of soil discoloration, texture, and compactness, the project iocated a possible
rennel under the front part of the preschool (ie. in the Classroom #1 toilet, leading
through the Office and out under the Office Toilet Room foundation to the property next

door.

The most substantial evidence for a tunnel was discovered under the north (E/W} aws
of the preschool. The apparent entrance was Jocated under the west wall of Classroom #4.
Although the area had been disturbed by varicus diggers prior to our formal excavaticn,
the signature of the entrance was clear and it was clear that it had been filled back 1o with
scil and debris (cf. the observations of the consulting project Geologist, Dr. Don Michael,

Appendix 1.3b).

Beyond the entrance, this northern tunnel meandered under Classroom #4 and then
under most of Classroom #3 to a peint where it could no longer be followed. This tunnel
was indicated by many factors including distinctive soil color, soil texture, scii compaction,
the human sized architecture permitting passage, presence of an earthen roof (possibly with
inside roofing), possible shoring, and the presence of a great number (1603) of artifacts
found densely intermixed in the artificial fill within most of the tunnel.

There is no other scenario that fits all of the facts except that the feature was indeed
a tunnel. The date of the construction and use of the runne] was not absolutely established,
but an assessment of seven factors of data all indicate that it was probably copstructed,
used and completely filled back in sometime after 1966 (the construction date of the
preschool). This age assessment has alsc been corroborated by the consulting Geologist for

the project Dr. Don Michael (1992b; cf. Appendix 1.3b).

A relatively wide (2.74 m.: 9°) area in the tunnel may have been a room but such an
interpretation canpot be asserted with the evidence at hand.

Therefore, this project’s goals or objectives were met with data which probabilistically
corroborates reports made by the children regarding the site.

3.0 Recommendations

Based on the total assessment of this project, the fellowing recommendations can be
made. Authorities should not discount apparently bizarre and unlikely claims. Reports of
subterranean features {runnels and/or rooms), whether from adults or chiidren, should be
taken seriously and searched for in a scientific manper. In order to maximize the success
of such a search, several measures can be taken. For any case in the future in which
underground features of tunnels and/or rooms are suspected, it is recommended that the
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acal authorities immediately ceal off the iotai site or site areas in guesuon. Hopefully this
will maximize the chance of finding any relevant subsurface data i1 sfie {in s origingl
‘ocation). Then the police or investizating authorities must obtain the services of
professjénal archaeologists. Police and their forensic investipators lack the needec expertise
and experience critical 1o a successful search for such features, Moreover. the supervising
archaeologist should possess a Ph.D. and have the necessary {ield expenence. Such senior
ctancing both in ierms of credentials and experience will ensure the most scientific. and

seeful and authoriative results.

Any such archaeological project must have a suitable research design that includes both
relevant formulated testable hypotheses (refevant to the discovery of the sought after data)
and the use of relevant equipment (e.g. in this case the use of Ground Penetrating Radar).
1f such buried tunnels are suspected in a future case. and if thev are suspected as running
out from underneath a structure of some kind into open surrcunding areas. then it is

cecommended here that trenches could be dug around the bordering foundations of a

“ermucture which would permit the search for tunnel signatures in the "side walls" of such

crenches. The use of remote sensing equipment could augment the resultant search
underneath such structures.
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11.0 GLOSSARY

Anomaly: {e.g. a Ground Penetrating Radar ancmaliyv). In remote sensing survevs (or
searches of the Jandscape which utilize high technology equipment such as radar. sonar.
magnetometer. electrical resistivity instruments. elc.), an "anomaiy” or “targei” are terms
used to describe detected features which are sought (i.e. the object of the surveyv) and/or
which need 1o be identified by further research.

Archaeology: The science which excavates artifacts and other data in order 10 reconstruct
and explain past cultures and human behavior.

Artifact: An object manufactured and uvtilized by human beings for some task(s).

Archaeological Siter A locus which contains two or more artifacts or ecofacts which were
involved in past human behavior that was conducted at that place.

Bioturbation: The disturbance of an archaeological site by rodents or other fauna who dig
burrows or the like.

Ecofact: A piece of nature that is brought to or is found at an archaeological site due to
past human activity. Examples are unmodified stones (e.g. a quariz crystal) or bones from
a deer. Locallv. animal bones and pieces of shelifish are commoniy found ecofacts at

archaeological sites.

Feature (archaeological): A complex comprised of two or more artifacts and/or ecofacts
that were functionally associated (e.g. fire-burnt stones and charcoal COmMPIIsSINg an ancient

fireplace).

Forensic: Having to do with evidence suitable for iegal, particulariv criminal court cases.
Ground Penetrating Radar (G.P.R.}: A type of radar used to search for items or features
underground.

Historic Archaeology: A subfield of Archaeoiogy which excavates and/or studies
archaeological data and historic records in order to more fully reconstruct and explain past
human behavior and cultural sites. Historic, or Historical, Archaeology, exclusively deals
with sites and data coming from cultures which had a written language (which makes the
site or arufact "historic"). Locally Historic Archaeology begins in 1542 A.D. with the arrival
of Cebnlle.

int situ: The original location of an artifact as it was discarded or abandoned bv a person
in the past.

Munseil Soil Color: A formal set of colors used to measure various hues of scils. These
colors are provided in a reference book that can be used in the fieid for accurate
measurement {Munseil, 1973).



Overburden: The nonessential, nonrelevant, usually natural soil layer that overlies an
archaeclogical deposit of interest.

Patina: a surface modification of metal (e.g. copper. bronze, iron. steel) or glass formed
by chemical modification of an item’s surface. Made be caused by chemical/physical buried

ground conditions or by acids.

Provenience: A special American Archaeological term that refers to the exact spatial
location (both horizontal and vertical) of a site, feature or artifact determined oa the basis
of measurements (usually in the metric system) from a stipulated reference point(s).
Provenience facilitates the reconstruction of the Jocation of data in the laboratory for
analysis. Old World Archaeologists use the term "provenance” for the same concept.

Provenience control: The system used forrecording the provenience ofarchaeoiocv]cal data
(e.g. the use of a grid system for the placement of excavation pits). :

Remote Sensing: A type of high technological search of the landscape using special
techniques and equipment such as satellite photography, sonar and magnetometer searches.

Signature (Archaeological): A distinctive pattern, usually visually observable, in an
excavated soil area (either 2 vertical or horizontal soil profile in a pit or trench), that is the
remains of a feature. Examples include house pits, fire pits, storage pits, post holes and
tunnels. :
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APPENDIX I: Scientific Support Studies

APPENDIX I.1: Introduction

The following six reports discuss the specific findings by scientists, various
professionals, 2nd a geophysical firm. These studies were all commissioned for the project.

The apalyses included: radiocarbon dating, Dr. Rainer Berger; geology, Dr. Don
Michael; faunal analysis, Dr. Charles Schwartz); historical artifact analysis, Mr. Jeff Minard;
electrical analysis, Mr. Jeff Hellman; and the Ground Penetrating Radar Study.

Modern archaeclogical research requires an array of data from different sources that

Is best supplied by specialized scientists. The following information is integrated into the
preceding main text and evaluated as to its relevance.
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APPENDIX 1.2 Radiocarbon Analysis

by Dr. Rainer Berger
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