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II. ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL CONTEXT 
 

Background 
Several summaries discuss the prehistory of San Diego County and provide a background for 
understanding the archaeology of the general area surrounding the project.  Moratto's (1984) 
review of the archaeology of California contains important discussions of Southern California, 
including the San Diego area.  Papers by Bull (1983, 1987), Carrico (1987), Gallegos (1987), and 
Warren (1985, 1987) provide summaries of recent work and interpretations.  The following is a 
brief discussion of the culture history of the San Diego region.   

Carter (1957, 1978, 1980), Minshall (1976) and others (e.g., Childers 1974; Davis 1968, 1973) 
have long argued for the presence of Pleistocene humans in California, including the San Diego 
area.  The sites identified as "early man" are all controversial.  Carter and Minshall are best 
known for their discoveries at Texas Street and Buchanan Canyon.  The material from these sites 
is generally considered nonartifactual, and the investigative methodology is often questioned 
(Moratto 1984). 

The earliest accepted archaeological manifestation of Native Americans in the San Diego area is 
the Paleoindian San Dieguito complex, dating to approximately 10,000 years ago (Warren 1967).  
The San Dieguito complex was originally defined by Rogers (1939), and Warren published a clear 
synthesis of the complex in 1967.  The material culture of the San Dieguito complex consists 
primarily of scrapers, scraper planes, choppers, large blades, and large projectile points.  Rogers 
considered crescentic stones to be characteristic of the San Dieguito complex as well.  Tools and 
debitage made of fine-grained green metavolcanic material, locally known as felsite, were found 
at many sites that Rogers identified as San Dieguito.  Often these artifacts were heavily 
patinated. Felsite tools, especially patinated felsite, came to be seen as an indicator of the San 
Dieguito complex.  Until relatively recently, many archaeologists felt that the San Dieguito culture 
lacked milling technology and saw this as an important difference between the San Dieguito and 
La Jolla complexes.  Sleeping circles, trail shrines, and rock alignments have also been 
associated with early San Dieguito sites.  The San Dieguito complex is chronologically equivalent 
to other Paleoindian complexes across North America, and sites are sometimes called 
"Paleoindian" rather than "San Dieguito".  San Dieguito material underlies La Jolla complex strata 
at the C. W. Harris site in San Dieguito Valley (Warren, ed. 1966). 

The traditional view of San Diego prehistory has the San Dieguito complex followed by the 
Archaic stage La Jolla complex at least 7,000 years ago, possibly as long as 9,000 years ago 
(Rogers 1966). The La Jolla complex is part of the Encinitas tradition and equates with Wallace's 
(1955) Millingstone Horizon, also known as Early Archaic or Milling Archaic.  The Encinitas 
tradition is generally "recognized by millingstone assemblages in shell middens, often near 
sloughs and lagoons" (Moratto 1984:147).  "Crude" cobble tools, especially choppers and 
scrapers, characterize the La Jolla complex (Moriarty 1966).  Basin metates, manos, discoidals, a 
small number of Pinto series and Elko series points, and flexed burials are also characteristic.  

Warren et al. (1961) proposed that the La Jolla complex developed with the arrival of a desert 
people on the coast who quickly adapted to their new environment.  Moriarty (1966) and 
Kaldenberg (1976) have suggested an in situ development of the La Jolla people from the San 
Dieguito.  Moriarty has since proposed a Pleistocene migration of an ancestral stage of the La 
Jolla people to the San Diego coast.  He suggested this Pre-La Jolla complex is represented at 
Texas Street, Buchanan Canyon, and the Brown site (Moriarty 1987). 

In recent years, archaeologists in the region have begun to question the traditional definition of 
San Dieguito people simply as makers of finely crafted felsite projectile points, domed scrapers, 
and discoidal cores, who lacked milling technology.  The traditional defining criteria for La Jolla 
sites (manos, metates, "crude" cobble tools, and reliance on lagoonal resources) have also been 
questioned (Bull 1987; Cárdenas and Robbins-Wade 1985; Robbins-Wade 1986).  There is 
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speculation that differences between artifact assemblages of "San Dieguito" and "La Jolla" sites 
reflect functional differences rather than temporal or cultural variability (Bull 1987; Gallegos 
1987).  Gallegos (1987) has proposed that the San Dieguito, La Jolla, and Pauma complexes are 
manifestations of the same culture, with differing site types "explained by site location, resources 
exploited, influence, innovation and adaptation to a rich coastal region over a long period of time" 
(Gallegos 1987:30).  The classic "La Jolla" assemblage is one adapted to life on the coast and 
appears to continue through time (Robbins-Wade 1986; Winterrowd and Cárdenas 1987).  Inland 
sites adapted to hunting contain a different tool kit, regardless of temporal period (Cárdenas and 
Van Wormer 1984).  

Several archaeologists in San Diego, however, do not subscribe to the Early Prehistoric/Late 
Prehistoric chronology (see Cook 1985; Gross and Hildebrand 1998; Gross and Robbins-Wade 
1989; Shackley 1988; Warren 1998).  They feel that an apparent overlap among assemblages 
identified as "La Jolla," "Pauma," or "San Dieguito" does not preclude the existence of an Archaic 
culture in the San Diego region, whatever name is used to identify it, separate from an earlier 
Paleoindian culture.  One problem these archaeologists perceive is that many site reports in the 
San Diego region present conclusions based on interpretations of stratigraphic profiles from sites 
at which stratigraphy cannot validly be used to address chronology or changes through time.  
Archaeology emphasizes stratigraphy as a tool, but many of the sites known in the San Diego 
region are not in depositional situations.  In contexts where natural sources of sediment or 
anthropogenic sources of debris to bury archaeological materials are lacking, other factors must 
be responsible for the subsurface occurrence of cultural materials.  The subsurface deposits at 
numerous sites are the result of such agencies as rodent burrowing and insect activity.  Recent 
work has emphasized the importance of bioturbative factors in producing the stratigraphic profiles 
observed at archaeological sites (see Gross 1992).  Different classes of artifacts move through 
the soil in different ways (Bocek 1986; Erlandson 1984; Johnson 1989), creating vertical 
patterning (Johnson 1989) that is not culturally relevant.  Many sites that have been used to help 
define the culture sequence of the San Diego region are the result of just such nondepositional 
stratigraphy.  

The Late Prehistoric period is represented by the San Luis Rey complex (SLR) in northern San 
Diego County and the Cuyamaca complex in the southern portion of the county.  The San Luis 
Rey complex is the archaeological manifestation of the Shoshonean predecessors of the 
ethnohistoric Luiseño (named for the San Luis Rey Mission).  The Cuyamaca complex represents 
the Yuman forebears of the Kumeyaay (Diegueño, named for the San Diego Mission).  Agua 
Hedionda is traditionally considered to be the point of separation between Luiseño and Northern 
Diegueño territories. 

Elements of the San Luis Rey complex include small, pressure-flaked projectile points 
(Cottonwood and Desert Side-notched series); milling implements, including mortars and pestles; 
Olivella shell beads; ceramic vessels; and pictographs (True et al. 1974).  Of these elements, 
mortars and pestles, ceramics, and pictographs are not associated with earlier sites.  True noted 
a greater number of quartz projectile points at San Luis Rey sites than at Cuyamaca complex 
sites, which he interpreted as a cultural preference for quartz (True 1966).  He considered 
ceramics to be a late development among the Luiseño, probably learned from the Diegueño.  The 
general mortuary pattern at San Luis Rey sites is ungathered cremations. 
 
The Cuyamaca complex, reported by True (1970), is similar to the San Luis Rey complex, 
differing in the following points: 
 1. Defined cemeteries away from living areas; 
 2. Use of grave markers; 

3. Cremations placed in urns; 
 4. Use of specially made mortuary offerings; 

5. Cultural preference for side-notched points; 
 6. Substantial numbers of scrapers, scraper planes, etc., in contrast to small 

numbers of these implements in San Luis Rey sites; 
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 7. Emphasis placed on use of ceramics; wide range of forms and several 
specialized items; 

 8. Steatite industry; 
 9. Substantially higher frequency of milling stone elements compared with San Luis 

Rey; 
10. Clay-lined hearths (True 1970:53-54). 
 

The project area is within lands that have traditionally been inhabited by the Kumeyaay Indians, 
also known as Diegueño or Ipai/Tipai (Luomala 1978).  Two ethnohistoric village sites associated 
with Mission San Diego de Alcala existed in Mission Valley: Cosoy (or Kosoi) and Nipaquay 
(Carrico 1993).  Mission Valley lies about 1.5 miles north of the project area.  In her introduction 
to the autobiography of Delfina Cuero, Shipek wrote that around 1900 many Diegueño Indians 
lived in Mission Valley and in various other places around San Diego, including “at the foot of 
Rose Canyon, along Ocean Beach, around the edge of Mission Bay (False Bay), and all up and 
down Mission Valley.  Each of these locations has been corroborated independently by non-
Indian ‘old timers’ in San Diego” (Shipek 1970:9).  
 

History of San Diego International Airport 
In the late 1920s Lindbergh Field rose out of the muck of San Diego Bay to become the City’s 
municipal airport.  By the mid 1930s it had developed into a major center of the nation’s aircraft 
industry, an important destination for several commercial airlines, and had been designated San 
Diego International Airport.  During World War II aircraft manufacturers there played a significant 
role in defense production.  In the late 1940s and early 1950s some felt that the airport’s days 
were numbered and that it could never grow to accommodate jet age air traffic.  However, 
Lindbergh Field has continued to develop and in 2004 experienced almost 300 daily passenger 
and cargo airline departures.  This highly successful facility did not just occur as the result of 
chance and happenstance.  It took decades of planning, effort, money, and labor to establish the 
airport and keep it functioning in the face of the ever-increasing demands of the airline and 
aircraft industries.  The story of Lindbergh Field is one of constant innovation.  Its early founders 
were extremely farsighted and capable in both their desire to create an airport and their ability to 
make it grow from the mudflats of San Diego Bay.  Later airport managers have been just as 
successful in overcoming the dire predictions of the early 1950s that the airport could never 
expand sufficiently to accommodate jet age air traffic.  A Historic Architectural Survey Report has 
been prepared for the proposed Master Plan and is included as an appendix to the EIR.   
 

Records Searches 
Thirteen archaeological sites have been recorded within a one-mile radius of the SDIA Master 
Plan project area, none within the project area itself.  Four of these sites were recorded in the 
early part of the 20th century and were already quite disturbed at that time.  Three of the sites 
(CA-SDI-36, CA-SDI-37, and CA-SDI-53) were described as traces of probable camp sites.  The 
fourth site (CA-SDI-54) was described as traces of a refuse heap on a bluff, which washed away 
as the bluff receded.  The site’s documentation was based on observations of a gully.  The only 
other prehistoric or Native American site in the vicinity is a light shell scatter that may have been 
redeposited from site SDM-W-291, which Malcolm Rogers considered to be associated with the 
ethnohistoric village of Kosoy.   
 
Eight historic archaeological sites have been documented within one mile of the project area.  
These include a sparse deposit of historic debris, redeposited from another area; the Barth 
Foundry Dump site; two historic period graves at the former NTC; World War II foundations at the 
former NTC; a 1930s dump at the former NTC; a historic artifact scatter from the early part of the 
20th century; a historic dump used circa 1900-1930; and a small historic refuse deposit 
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encountered during monitoring at the former NTC.  A number of historic structures have been 
recorded within one mile of the SDIA Master Plan project area, including buildings at NTC and 
MCRD, as well as buildings and structures associated with the Consolidated Aircraft Plant No. 1, 
almost all of which have been removed.   

 
III. APPLICATION OF NATIONAL REGISTER AND 
CALIFORNIA REGISTER ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 
Potential historical and architectural significance of buildings, structures and historic 
archaeological sites, as well as potential significance of prehistoric archaeological resources, was 
determined by applying criteria of the National Register of Historic Places and the California 
Register of Historical Resources.   

National Register Criteria 
In order to be eligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places, a building, 
structure, or site must be significant within a historic context and meet certain other criteria.  
According to the National Park Service: 
 

 . . . the significance of a historic property can be judged and explained only 
when it is evaluated within its historic context.  Historic contexts are those 
patterns, themes, or trends in history by which a specific occurrence, property, or 
site is understood and its meaning made clear [National Park Service 1991:7].   

 
The National Park Service has defined three main categories of historic contexts: local, state and 
national.  A local historic context "represents an aspect of the history of a town, city, county, 
cultural area, or region, or any portion thereof"  (National Park Service 1991:9).  A state historic 
context represents "an aspect of history of the state as a whole" (National Park Service 1991:9).  
Properties important within a national context represent "an aspect of the history of the United 
States as a whole" (National Park Service 1991:10). 
 
In order to be eligible for the National Register when evaluated within its historic context a 
property must be demonstrated to be significant under one or more of the following criteria 
(National Park Service 1991:12-21): 
 
     A:  Is associated with an event, or series of events that have made a significant contribution to 
the broad pattern of history. 
 
     B:  Has an unequivocal association with the lives of people significant in the past. 
 
     C:  Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or 
represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represents a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. 
 
     D:  Has yielded or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history. 
 
An additional requirement for the National Register is the retention of integrity or "the ability of a 
property to convey its significance".  Assessment of integrity includes seven criteria, which are: 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association (National Park Service 
1991:45). 
 
Generally the National Register criteria exclude properties that are less than 50 years of age 
unless it can be demonstrated that they are of "exceptional importance", which is defined as "the 
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extraordinary importance of an event or  . . .  an entire category of resources so fragile that 
survivors of any age are unusual" (National Park Service 1991:42).  
 

California Register Criteria 
Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency 
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, 
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California may 
be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported 
by substantial evidence in light of the whole record.  Generally, a resource shall be considered by 
the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the 
California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code §5024.1, Title 14 CCR Section 4852) 
including the following: 
 
I. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of California’s history and cultural heritage;  
 
II. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;  
 
III. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses 
high artistic values, or: 

 
IV. Has yielded or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history. 
 

Application of Criteria 
No archaeological sites have been identified within the SDIA Master Plan project area.  The 
current topography of the project area has been achieved through decades of dredging and 
placement of fill soils in an area of bay and mudflats.  In addition, the project area supports the 
existing SDIA, and there is no undisturbed ground surface.  Based on this, archaeological 
resources would not be anticipated in the project area.   

 
IV. FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
No archaeological sites have been identified within the SDIA Master Plan project area.  
Therefore, none of the Master Plan elements (Proposed Airport Land Use Plan, Proposed Airport 
Implementation Plan, or Implementation Plan Alternative) will have an effect on archaeological 
resources.   

 
V.  CONCLUSIONS 
No archaeological resources have been identified within the SDIA Master Plan area.  Based on 
this, implementation of any of the Master Plan elements would have no effect on archaeological 
resources.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are required for archaeology. 
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