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222 CHAPTER 9

¢ was identified), including deer, a member of the dog
t. The gopher bones and most of the rabbit
lements in the site fauna. In contrast, much
one is burned, suggesting that deer

(though one possible fish bon
family, rabbit, gopher, and a rat-size roden
bones are unburned and may be intrusive ¢
of the deer and undifferentiated large mammal b

hunting contributed significantly to the site economy.
ORA-386 appears to be a relatively well preserved early Millingstone site reflecting

a mixed economy based on shellfish collection, seed gathering, and land mammal
hunting. Unfortunately, major questions about the nature and antiquity of the site
occupation remain unanswered. 1f the earliest date is correct, it may suggest the pres-
ence of a Paleocoastal component at the site, though the context of the date leaves
considerable doubt about this. At present, it seems more likely that the site may have
been occupied between about 6500 and 7500 cal sp—toward the end of the early

Holocene and the beginning of the middle Holocene.

THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY COAST

Breschini et al. (1992) list five sites in Los Angeles County that have produced radiocar-
bon dates older than 7000 rysp (Table 9-5). Due to potential contamination of 1*C
samples, however, the antiquity of several of these sites is suspect. At two of the sites
(Haverty and Los Angeles Man), deeply buried human skeletons were found in the early
1900s and later tentatively dated to the late Pleistocene. More sophisticated dating of
these skeletons suggests that they probably date to the middle Holocene (Bada
1985:646; Taylor et al. 1985:137). The early Holocene age of LAN-271 may also be
anomalous, since marine shell dated to 7575 + 175 wrysp is thought to have been
contaminated by fossil shell (M. Cottrell, personal communication, 1988). At the La
Brea Tar Pits (LAN-159), a human burial has been dated to 9000 rysP, but contamina-
tion from oil impregnation cannot be ruled out. Several of these sites are discussed in
more detail below, but the best data on early Holocene adaptations in the Los Angeles
area come from the Malaga Cove site (LAN-138) and the slightly younger Sweetwater

Mesa site (LAN-267).

LAN-171 (The Haverty or Angeles Mesa Skeletons)

y in the Culver City area of Los Angeles
o 7 m below the ground surface (Stock
d in a marshy area at the base of the
bone awl fragment, a quartzite core

In 1924, construction by the Haverty Compan
unearthed several human skeletons buried 6 t
1924). The burials appear to have been interre
Baldwin Hills. Found near the skeletons were a

tool, and some freshwater gastropods. The depth of the burials and the partial mineral-
ization of some bones suggested that the cemetery might be of Paleoindian or “Early
Man” age (Wallace 1955:216; Berger and Protsch 1989:59). An amino acid racemization
age estimate of > 50,000 years fueled speculation about the antiquity of the skeletons
(Taylor et al. 1985:137). Berger and Protsch (1989:59) reported a somewhat ambiguou®
14C date of 10,500 = 2000 for a femur from one of the Angeles Mesa skeletons an
quoted the submitters as believing that the date confirmed the “Early Man” age of the
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LAN-159 (La Brea Tar Pits)

Best known as a paleontolo

; ical | i
occasional artifacts 8 ocality, the La Brea Tar Pits als
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LAN-138 (Malaga Cove)
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