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documented (I--Iarrington 1928; Holt 1937;
Howorth 1974, 1975, 1976b, 1983a; Hudson
1976,1979,1980; Muche 1978; Orr 1968;
Phelps & Muche 1977; Pierson & Stickel 1978;
\iVallace & Kritzman 1956). lvlost of the
material from the northern part of the bight
came [Tom the mainland coast (Hudson 1976),
however, a recent study found 17 submerged
prehistoric localities at Channel Islands
National Park and National Marine Sanctual),
(Hudson & Howorth 1985). Another
prehistoric localit)' has been discovered since
that study.

Submerged historical sites within the
boundaries of the Channel Islands National
Park and Channel Islands National Marine
Sanctuary consist of shipwrecks, parts of
shipwrecks, artifacts lost or jettisoned from
ships and aircraft ·wrecks. To date only one
historic wreck, the paddlewheeler FVillfield
Scott, has been documented in detail by a
professional maritime historian (Delgado 1983).
Several other shipwrecks are now the subjects
of ongoing investigations by trained
diver/archaeologists and by nautical historian
Stephen I-laller (National Park Service). Forty
eight submerged historic sites within the
Channel Islands National Park and National
Marine Sanctuary were included in an
archaeological literature survey and sensitivity
zone map compiled for the Bureau of Land
Management (Pierson 1980; Pierson & Stickey
1978). In 1987, Pierson & co-authors prepared
another shipwreck report for the Minerals
Management Service (MMS), covering the area
from Morro Bay to the Mexican border and
including the California Islands. In this study,
Pierson added six shipwrecks to Channel
Islands National Park and National Marine

Submerged archaeological material dating
from as much as 9,000 years ago to recent
history exists in the Southern California Bight
(Hudson 1976). In addition to Indian artifacts
the submerged material includes ships, frOl~
perhaps as early as Cabrillo's voyage in 1542
1543 to the present, as well as 20th century
aircraft (L. Pierson, pel's. comm.; Howorth
1984a; Hudson & Howorth 1985). Such
materials constitute an important part of the
nation's cultural, archaeological and historical
resources.

Submerged prehistoric cultural resources
have been reported from numerous sites along
the mainland coast of the Southern California
Bight, particularly in San Diego County (Carter
1953; Marshall & Moriarty 1964; Masters 1983,
1985; Moriarty 1961, 1964, 1969; Tuthill &
Allanson 1954). In the northern part of the
bight fewer such resources have been
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Santa Cruz Island, and the National Park
Service, Channel Islands National park, has
provided continued support. Staff at the Ventura
and Santa Barbara County IIistorical Societies,
as well as, Susan Dixon, librarian at the Santa
Barbara Museum of Natural FIistory's Channel
Islands Archives were very help[-ul in tracking
dmvn historical information. Brent Stewart
(Hubbs Research Institute) and Charles
Woodhouse (Santa Barbara Museum of Natural
History) provided encouragement and support
through numerous projects involving
pinnnipeds. Finally, I thank fellow participants
of the Marine i\1ammal Stranding Network,
whose efforts have immeasurably deepened our
understanding and awareness of pinnipeds.



l<igure l.\Vreck of the COlllet on San NIiguel Island. Built in 1886, this three-masted coastal lumber schooner hit \.Vilson
Rock on 2 September I\il I then drifted through the surf and was beached on the island. PhotogTaph counes\' Santa
Barbara JVluseull1 of Natural History. C •

Sanctuary, bringing his total to 54. In 1984, the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), National Ocean
Service, published their Automated\iVreck and
Obstructions InFormation System (AVVOIS), a
computer-generated list, but this included only
three shipwrecks within Channel Islands
National Park and National iVlarine Sanctuary.
A recent study commissioned by the Channel
Islands N;1tional Park and Nation;11 lVlarine
Sanctuary (Hudson & Floworth (985)
documented 91 submerged historic sites in the
National Nlarine Sanctuary, including the 48
sites discussed in Pierson's report (1980).
Fourteen wrecks have been discovered since
this last study.

The preliminary report by FIudson &
Howorth (1985) Followed 11 years of research
on submerged prehistoric archaeological sites
and over 20 years of work on shipwrecks,
respectively. This pilot study outlined the
wealth of submerged archaeological and
historical sites discovered to date at Channel
Islands National Park and National Marine
Sanctuary. The importance and sensitivity of
each site was assessed based on our present
knowledge. The locational reliability of
previously reported sites was investigated, and
prioritized recommendations were made for
further research and for management. Several
separate studies resulted, and this paper
summarizes our efforts to date.

Methods

A comprehensive literature survey was
conducted to gather as much information as
possible on all submerged archaeological sites
within Channel Islands National Park and
National i\1arine Sanctuary. Each site was
listed as a "marine locality" or simply "locality"
because a precise position of each find usually
was lacking. Although locational reliability
increases with repetitive finds in a given area
(Masters (983), most finds in Channel Islands
National Park and National Marine Sanctumy
were made by single informants, and thus, the
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location often was imprecise.
Unpublished literature also was eX:Jm!1l1ecl,

including Pierson & Stickel (1978) which
74 marine localities within the S
CaliFornia Bight and records kept by Masters
Scripps Institution of Oceanography. All 11
marine si tes recorded have been included
earlier reports (Hudson 1976; Pierson
Stickel (978). In preparing their repo
([Judson & I-Ioworth (985), Hudson 1l1c:]uc!ed
his personal knowledge of select
localities and data gleaned from
informants.

Locali ties were plotted on standard
navigational charts (18727 - San Mi
Passage; 18728 - Santa Cruz Channel; 1
Anacapa Passage). The coordinates of
locality were recorded on data sheets,
with the accuracy of the coordinates
known. Each locality was assigned a number
the data sheets. The prefix "A" designated
archaeological locality, followed by a HUUU.J'-L

\vhich represented the order in which
localities became known to Hudson. Each
sheet also included: 1) the informant's name;
date of find; 3) typological description
artifactual material as developed by Hl1C[5;on
(1976); 4) depth of find(s); 5) description
area; 6) final deposition of find(s); 7) impa,cts
on locality; 8) accessibility and 9) ret·en~nc:es.

Hudson's untimely death in 1985 cut short
study of marine archaeology at Channel
National Park and National Nlarine Sanctuaty,
but the conclusions and recommendations
made up to that time are included in
present paper, along with a listing of
archaeological localities plus a recent find.

For the historical section, a literature
for shipwrecks in Channel Islands N~tttlJnaj

Park and National Marine Sanctuary
conducted. Aside from the studies by L/C:ll'."LL"J

(1983) and Pierson (1977, 1980, (987),
academic approach to the study of
the area had not been undertaken nt"I'VlnllsIV

number of popular accounts on specific
have been published (see articles by HC:IWclrtflj.
Accounts in popular books, magazines

newspapers abound, but so do technical errors.
Photographs in the archives of historical
museums in Santa Barbara and Ventura
provided valuable information. The Channel
Islands Archives at the Santa Barbara Museum
of Natural History provided useful information
and photographs. Landmarks and geographical
features in historical photographs often can be
compared to recent features to identify sites and
specific shipwrecks that in some cases occurred
over a century ago. As an example a photograph

the schooner C07l1et, taken shortly after it
went aground at San NIiguel Island, was used to
positively identify wreckage in one locality as
belonging to that vessel (Fig. 1). .

The National .MaritimeiVluseum (San
Francisco, CA) provided old shipping records,

records and artifacts from similar
useful in narrowing down the vintage of

wrecks from artifactual material.
I nt'pt"1T1PUTC were conducted with survivors and
witnesses of shipwrecks and their descendants,
and with divers, fishing captains and
reCTe:JtlIJn:al boating and diving enthusiasts who

first-hand knowledge of various wreck

localities. Personal knowledge of several
previously unreported localities also were
referenced in this study.

Data sheets were prepared on each wreck
locality. Each wreck was prefixed with "\1\1"
followed by a number, assigned as it became
known. A predetermined series of numbers
were assigned for each island: iUlacapa Island
(1-99); Santa Cruz (100-199); Santa Rosa (200
299); San Miguel (300-399) and Santa Barbara
(400-499). Data sheets included the following
information: 1) latitude and longitude of each
locality; 2) LORAN C coordinates; 3)
appropriate navigational chart number; 4)
bearing and distance from the nearest
landmark; 5) accuracy of the position; 6) depth;
7) description of the area; 8) accessibility; 9)
impacts on the locality (e.g., professional
salvage work, pilfering, weathering as well as
other natural effects; (0) condition of the
material; 11) name of the wreck; (2) type and
purpose; (3) construction materials; (4)
propulsion; 15) length; (6) beam; (7) tonnage;
(8) date built; (9) builder's name; 20) where
built; 21) registry; 22) home port; 23) owner;
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23) date wrecked and 24) how it was wrecked
(c.g., grounded). Diagrams of the ,vrecks were
made when possible and relevant comments,
such as the name of the informant(s) and
appropriate references were included.

Pierson's studies (1977, 1980) were reviewed,
and in several cases were found to be in error.
Also, several wrecks were scattered over wide
areas, so in some cases, more than one location
was given for the same specific wreck. In their
preliminary study (IJudson & Howorth 1985),
all reported wreck localities were listed, even
when the precise location or identity of a wreck
was in question, rather than risk overlooking an
important site. Vlhen the location or identity
of a wreck described on one data sheet seemed
to contradict another, this was indicated on the
data sheets, ·along with recommendations for
clarifying any discrepancies. Studies were
subsequently initiated by the author and Don
Nlorris to clear up such discrepancies.

The study mainly was confined to vessels
over 50 ft in length or over 50 tons. Literally
hundreds of small craft, virtually all of no
historical interest, have been lost in the
Channel Islands National Park and National
Marine Sanctuaty. A few small craft wrecks of
historical significance were documented. In
addition, several small craft were listed when
they occured over or close to historic wrecks in
order to aid later researchers in differentiating
between the wreckage material. Because, the
modern material often was easy to locate, it
could be used to guide researchers to the older
material buried underneath.

In one area, no less than six and quite likely
as many as eight wrecks occurred along a 1/4 
mile stretch of coast. In another locality, a 19th
century windjammer layover the top of what
Howorth & Hudson (1985) believed to be a
galleon. Shipwreck data sheets continue to be
prepared because of the tremendous volume of
research required to document each wreck. A
list of the wrecks is included in Table 1.

The next phase of the study was undertaken
by the NOAA ship FainvcatbcT, which
investigated several promising localities
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recorded in Hudson & Howorth (1985). For
shallow water work, two small boats were
deployed from the Fai1'7vcatbcl·. Deeper sites
were probed by the ship itself. All three vessels
were equipped with recording fathometers,
sidescan sonar, sub-bottom profilers and proton
magnetometers, in addition to sophisticated
navigational and positioning equipment. Several
promising sites were pinpointed for later
investigation. During this same period, Haller
(pers. comm.) initiated research' on several
specific wrecks discussed by Hudson &
Howorth (1985), and came up with
considerable historical information on these
wrecks.

In 1986 I-1oworth contracted with the
National Park Service to investigate localities
documented by the Fairwcatbcl' as well as sites
he personally had located on earlier
expeditions. The research team also
investigated several reported localities that had
not been pinpointed. Seven shipwreck localities
and one submerged aircraft were examined
(Howorth 1986). The National Park Service
sponsored two additional cruises to document
two of the wrecks in detail (GoldcnboTn and
Aggi). Divers laid measured lines over each
wreck, then videotaped, photographed, and
sketched details so that complete scale
renderings could be made. The sites of the
above two shipwrecks have been nominated for
the National Register of Historic Places and
several more from the 1985 study have been
proposed for nomination (J. Delgado, pel's.
comm.).

Archival research was continued until 1987.
The completeness and positional accuracy of
some of the shipwrecks listed in Pierson &
Stickel (1978) were reviewed. Independent field
work resulted in additional finds which are
included here along with recent discoveries
reported by Don Morris (pel's. comm.).

Results

Archaeological sites: Eighteen 'v,-'''''''_~

with submerged prehistoric archaeological

Figure 2. Diver :Mark Torresani brings up an old
Chumash Indian bowl. Photograph by Peter C. Howorth.

material were documented within the boundries
of the Channel Islands National Park and
National1\lJ:arine Sanctuary. Of these, 3 were off
Anacapa, 7 off Santa Cruz, 3 off Santa Rosa and
5 off San Miguel. No localities have been found
off Santa Barbara Island. The specific locations
of two Anacapa and two Santa Cruz Island sites
are unknown, as is one of the Santa Rosa Island
localities. The accuracy of the positions on the
remaining 12 localities vary from 1/5 - 4/5
nautical mile. A total of nearly 50 artifacts have
been recovered at these 18 sites.

The earliest submerged find was made by a
Native American some 4,000 years ago. A
sandstone bowl was tecovered in a Canada
Verde Dunes site on Santa Rosa Island
excavated by Orr (1968). Marine borings in the
vessel indicate that it had been in the sea for an
unknown length of time after it was
manufactured (Hudson & Howorth 1985).
Ethnohistorical accounts pertaining to the
Chumash suggest that these people may have

found arti±~lcts near their villages
minus tides (Blackburn 1975).

The first recent discovery of submerg'ecl
archaeological material in the Channel Is1a~lcls

National Park and NationalNlarine Sanctuary
was made in the early 195 Os off San Nliguel
Island by divers from Scripps Institution of
Oceanography. Due to its size and weight, the
large stone vessel, was not recovered until years
later (I-Iudson 1976). Other localities have been
reported since then, bringing the total to 17
(Hudson & I-1oworth 1985). In 1987, a site
containing a concentration of artifacts was
discovered by a charter dive boat operator and
reported to the National Park Service (D.
Nlorris, pel's. comm.). This site, which makes
the total 18, may represent a ceremonial area,
which is discussed later.

The majority of the artifacts found were stone
vessels (Fig. 2), although, a fishhook, t\vo donut
stones, a scraper, two net weights, four
"supervessels" and some human bones also have
been located. Although arti±~lcts have been found
from the intertidal zone to a depth of nearly 60
m, most were found in relatively shallow water,
2-24 m (Hudson & Howorth 1985).

Although datable O1'ganic material was not
discovered in the context of the submerged
artifacts, Hudson was able to roughly estimate
the ages of the artifacts by comparing them
with similar artifacts which had been excavated
on terrestrial sites and dated by using adjacent
organic material. The submerged artifacts
appear to span a time period i;'om 9,000 B.P. to
historic times.

Historical vVreck Sites: A total of 105
shipwreck localities were documented,
including 14 wrecks recently discovered by
Don Nlorris (pel'S. comm.) and Howorth
(Ta ble 1). Of this total, 100 were boa t- or
shipwrecks and five were aircraft. The
shipwrecks included: 30 sailing vessels, 22
diesel-powered propeller-driven vessels, 34 of
unknown rig, 9 steamships, 2 paddlewheelers, 2
gasoline-powered, propeller-driven vessels and
1 barge. Total localities for each island are:
Anacapa (21); Santa Cruz (28); Santa Rosa (21);
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Table 1. Shipwrecks recorded in the Channel Islands National Park and Channel Islands National Marine Wreck Location No. Vessel Name Vessel Type Propulsion Date WreckedSanctuary. Wrecks are listed by location number for each island." = Spelling questionable. ('I) = vessel type and
propulsion not determined. 203 Spanish period (7) Sail (7)

204 Dora Bluhm Schooner Sail 26 May 1910
Wreck Location No. Vessel Name Vessel Type Propulsion Date Wrecked 205 Aggi Fully-rigged ship Sail 1 May 1915
ANACAPA ISLAND (collier)

001 Gypsy Q 206 & 207 Goldenhorn Fully-rigged ship Sail 12 September 1892
002 (collier)

003 Beulah 22 September 1933 208 Sail (7)
004 209

005 210

006 San Guiseppe Oil screw 19 Decem bel' 1950 211 1800s
007 San Francisco Oil screw 31 October 1939 212

008 Balboa Oil screw 18 January 1949 213 Oil screw
009 DelRio Oil screw 28 October 1952 214 Bluefin Oil screw 3 September 1944
010 Equator Oil screw 2 July 1949 215 Broadbill Fishing vessel Oil screw 1967
011 Oil screw 216 Patria Freighter Steam screw 21 June 1954
012 St. Anne of the Sunset Oil screw 17 October 1955 (Liberty ship)
013 Bar-bee Steam screw 217 Crown of England Passenger ship Steam screw 7 November 1894
014 Liebre Tanker Steam screw February 1921 218 Chiclwsaw Freighter Steam screw 7 February 1962
015 Military aircraft Propellers (4) (Victory ship)
016 Military aircraft Propellers (4) 219 Yacht 1952

(B-29) 220 Ella G. Schooner (sealer) Sail 2 February 1908
Ol7 Winfield Scoll Passenger/freighter Steam sidewheeler 2 December 1853 SAN MIGUEL ISLAND
018 Steam paddlewheeler - 300 Schooner (7) Sail019 Labor* Gas screw 2 October 1924 301 Legend Racing sloop Sail 1967020 Hueneme Schooner (sealer) Sail 16 February 1876
021 Louise Roy Trawler Screw 6 November 1937

302 & 303 J.M. Colman Schooner Sail 3 September 1905
(also J.M. Coleman)

SANTACRUZ ISLAND 304 Schooner Sail
100 International I Barge Tow 13 September 1918 305 Watson A. West Schooner Sail 23 February 1923
101 Military aircraft Propeller March 1954 306 J.F West Schooner Sail 1898
102 Spirit ofAmerica Minesweeper Oil screw 307 Kate and Annie Schooner Sail 9 April 1902
103 Antisub aircraft Propeller (also Kate and Ann) (sealer & smuggler)

(AF Guardian) 308 Galleon Sail 1801
104 Military aircraft 309 Watson A. West Schooner Sail 23 February 1923
105 Billcona Tug Oil screw 27 June 1952 310 & 311 Comet Schooner Sail 2 September 1911
106 Marie LCVP-charterboat Oil screw 1960 312 Schooner (7) Sail (7)
107 Aurora Oil screw 7 November 1952 313 Schooner (7) Sail (7)
108 Golden Gate Oil screw 30 January 1952 314 Pectan Schooner Sail
109 Minesweeper Oil screw 315 N.B. Schooner Sail 23 December 1879
110 (otter hunter)
III Minesweeper Oil screw 316 Surprise Schooner (sealer) Sail 13 March 1881
112 City of Sausilito Oil screw II December 1941 317 G. W Prescott Schooner Sail 15 August 1879
113 318 Power craft Oil screw (7)
114 Bob and Joclw Fishing vessel 28 April 1949 319
115 Babino 1923 320 Fishing vessel (7) Oil screw (7)
116 Thornton 1910 321
117 Crescent City 322
118 Nancy Lee 1946 323 Oil screw
119 Seahoph* 324 Deana Fishing vessel Oil screw 1970s
120 Typhoon Pleasure yacht Sail 28 June 1931 325 Gold Coast Fishing vessel Oil screw 1986
121 Seation Fishing sloop Sail 29 October 1906 326 .Iosie Lena Fishing vessel 1962
122 Blacli Dolphin Pleasure boat Hermaphrodite brig 1960s or 1970s 327 Cuba Passenger ship Steam screw 8 September 1923
123 Yukon Schooner Sail 6 January 1938 328 Anubis Freighter Steam screw 20 June 1908
124 Santa Cruz Schooner Sail (later diesel) 6 December 1960 329 Tortuga U.S. Navy Landing Steam screw 15 December 1987
125 Galileo 1853 Ship Dock LSD-26 (Used as target)
126 San Buenauentura Sloop Sail 13 October 1858

SANTA BARBARA ISLAND
127 Santa Cruz Steamer Screw 25 December 1912

400 The Pacific 1951
SANTA ROSA ISLAND 401 Milmar 22 August 1950

200 7 Part of .lane L. Stanford - 402 Adriatic Oil screw 28 December 1930
201 Aristocratis 403 Emperor Oil screw 15 July 1932
202 Jane L. Stanford Barkentine Sail 30 August 1929 404 Dante Atighieri Gas screw 1938
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San Miguel (30) and Santa Barbara (5).
Three sailing vessel localities may be of major

historic importance because the artifacts could
represent Spanish period ships (L. Pierson,
pel's. comm.) Off Santa Rosa Island, four
wooden stock anchors of the vintage and type
found on Spanish caravels and small galleons
reportedly were discovered in the early 1950s
by Conrad Limbaugh, a diver from Scripps
Institution of Oceanography (L. Pierson, pel's.
comm.). At San NligLlel Island, an ornate ring
was found amidst wreckage of a Spanish period
vessel. One other Spanish period site is
indicated at San NIiguel. Of the remainder of
the sailing vessels, 27 are 19th century
windjammers which played a sig'nificant role in
California history. One of these was wrecked at
Anacapa Island, 5 at Santa Cruz, 6 at Santa Rosa
and 15 at San Miguel.

Also significant are the wrecks of at least one,
and possibly two, steam paddlewheelers at
Anacapa Island, three propeller-driven, steam
powered vessels, one at Santa Cruz, another at
Santa Rosa and a third off San Miguel Island,
all of 'which were builtin the 1800s and
represent an important part of shipping histOly.
The paddlewheeler, TVinfield Scott, at A.nacapa
Island, is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places a. Delgado, pel's. comm.).

The locational reliability of all wreck sites
listed by Hudson & Howorth (1985) were
reviewed and the majority were pinpointed.
The accuracy of reported positions of wrecks is
dependent on obtaining an accurate fix before a
vessel sinks. If a fix was not obtained and if a
wreck was not found or identified, only an
approximate position could be given. In the
case of vessels which went aground or
foundered on a reef and were visible, although
their locations were common knowledge at the
time, often little importance was placed in
determining the exact positions of such wrecks.
As these wrecks deteriorated and disappeared,
their locations often were forgotten. In cases of
insurance fraud or negligence, erroneous
positions sometimes were provided deliberately
by the masters or crew of vessels to avoid
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scrutiny. Even when such wrecks eventually
were located, their positions often were kept
secret. In fact, erroneous positions sometime
were given in order to prevent the wrecks ii'om
being located.

The reliability of the "exact coordinates" for
a few selected sites reported by Pierson (1980,
1987) were reevaluated. The results are listed
below.

1) Off Santa Rosa Island, the location of the
square-rigger Goldenbom, \vas off by nearly one
nautical mile and the position indicated for the
Aggi was close but certainly not exact. In the
case of these two wrecks proof of their identity
and true position were obtained from the
nameplates which have been recovered from
both wrecks (G. Miller, pel's. comm.). The
possibility exists that pieces of these wrecks
might still lie in another location. However,
this seems unlikely because both were metal
ships and nearly all of the hull compartments
remain in their confirmed positions.
Discrepancies in Pierson's positions may
represent different wrecks, his source of
information may have been inaccurate, or
typographical or plotting errors could have
been made.

2) A search of the "exact" position reported
by Pierson (1980) for the 'wreck of an unknown
ship off Santa Rosa Island was undertaken
during a cruise of the Fainveatbe1'. Divers,
guided by accurate navigational positioning
equipment, a recording fathometer and a
proton magnetometer failed to locate any trace
of wreckage within a one nautical mile radius of
the position. A possibility exists that the wreck
lies buried beneath the sand, but the proton
magnetometer did not reveal any signature
consistent with buried metal or a shipwreck (L.
Murphy, pel's. comm.). To confirm the
presence of a shipwreck in this vicinity, a larger
survey would be necessmy.

3) Off Santa Cruz Island, the location of a
mili tary aircraft near Gull Island is 0 ff by
nearly 3/4 nautical mile. It likely represents the
mili~ary plane pinpointed by
(Hudson & Howorth 1985).

4) The location given by Pierson (1980) for
the tug, Billco71a, wrecked at Santa Cruz Island,
placed the vessel over 1/3 nautical mile inland,
up a steep slope. This probably represents a
plotting or typographical error. Pierson (1987)
also listed the Billco71a as being wrecked in
Ve11lLIra County; hmvever, Santa Cruz Island is
in Santa Barbara County.

Discussion

The question of how archaeological material
came into the marine environment has been
addressed by a number of researchers (Shepard
& Grant 1947; Carter 1953; Tuthill &
Allanson 1954; 'Vallace & Kritzman 1956;
Rozaire 1962; Shepard et al. 1964; Marshall &
Moriarty 1964; Rose 1966; Greenwood &
Browne 1969; 'Valters 1969, 1972; Hudson
1976, 1978; Hudson & Howorth 1985). No
single theory explains every find in the
National Park and .Marine Sanctuary.
However, four explanations seem likely, and
one more is possible.

Many eroding coastal cliffs along the islands
are capped by archaeological sites. 'Vithout
doubt, erosion contributes to the deposition of
archaeological material into the sea. In several
places human remains and artifacts have been
observed falling into the sea (D. Morris and vv.
IVlurray, pel's. comms.). Secondmy deposition
accounts for the presence of submerged
archaeological material in at least five and
possibly in as many as seven localities.

Such depositions constitute a significant loss
of the terrestrial archaeological record. The
age and distribution of artifacts in the sea may
provide some indication as to the extent of this
loss. The types of artifacts, though taken out of
cultural content, still allow inferences to be
made of the material culture (Hudson &
Howorth 1985).

Some artifacts could have been dropped
intentionally into the sea during ceremonies
(Tuthill & Allanson 1954; vVallace & Kritzman
1956; Rozaire 1962; Hudson 1976; Hudson &
Howorth 1985). Large flowerpot-shaped

vessels up to perhaps 2,500 years old have been
found in relatively deep water in two localities
off Anacapa Island and one each off Santa Cruz
and San Miguel Islands. J\1ore recently, a
concentration of small vessels was found in
deep water off Santa Rosa (D. Morris, pel's.
comm.). Relatively recent artifacts, such as
those indicated above, ,vould not have found
their way into deep water by natural means.
The distribution of large artifacts appears to be
random which suggests that they may not have
been dropped in specific areas. However, the
discovery of these large artifacts has been
purely by chance rather than the result of an
organized professional survey. The
concentration of small vessels off Santa Rosa
Island suggests that they may have been
deliberately deposited there. Thus the
possibility exists that certain areas off the
northern Channel Islands were sacred, as are
several marine localities off the mainland coast,
notably at Point Conception (Hudson 1976). If
continued research determines that certain
offshore areas at Channel Islands National
Park and National .Marine Sanctuary also were
sacred, it would be culturally significanct to
present-day Native Americans, even though the
ceremonies discussed are not known to have
been practiced in historic times.

Ethnographic evidence suggests that grooved
or notched cobbles, as well as stone balls,
probably were used to anchor fishing nets
(Hudson 1976; Hudson & Blackburn 1982). A
grooved stone ball was found in one locality at
San Miguel Island, suggesting the area may
have been used for fishing. Until more fishing
rela ted artifacts are discovered, inferences
about nearshore fishing practices and
associated technology can not be elucidated.

Eustatic sea level changes could account for
the presence of some submerged archaeological
material (Carter 1953, 1957; Shumway et al.
1961; Moriarty 1964; Marshall & Moriarty
1964; Shepard 1964; Hudson 1976; Hudson &
Howorth 1985). Beginning about 18,000 years
ago, the melting of massive continental glaciers
contributed to a rapid rise in sea level (perhaps
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as much as 117 m) within the Southern
California Bight (Emery 1960; Curray 1965;
Junger & Johnson 1980). The present-day level
\vas reached about 2,000-3000 years ago
(Nordin et al. 1981). Artifacts which are older
than the marine inundation of their locality
probably became submerged due to rising sea
levels (Marshall & Moriarty 1964) . One
locality at Anacapa, one at Santa Cruz and two
at San lVliguelIsland may represent submerged
coastal village sites from 4,000-9,000 years old.
Submerged localities in this date range suggest
that the paleoclimate record is incomplete for
this period. Undoubtedly most artifacts were
destroyed as the sea level rose, because only the
sturdiest artifacts now remain beneath the sea.

The unexplained presence of artifacts at one
locality at Anacapa, one at Santa Rosa and three
at San Miguel may represent material jettisoned
from swamped ~watercraft. Ethnographic data
indicate that the Chumash watercraft were
leaky (Hudson 1976). Canoes were ballasted
with stones and also could carty heavy cargo,
including stone implements. Harrington (see
Hudson et al. 1978) mentioned an incident in
which such heavy items were thrown over the
side of a canoe that swamped. Canoes
occasionally sank; in one storm alone, 29 canoes
were lost (Hudson et al. 1978). Quite likely, the
wood of a canoe's hull ·would break up and
decompose on the sea floor, leaving only the
stone artifacts. Even if some wood remained, it
may have gone unnoticed by divers.

Fortunately, underwater "pot-hunting" off
the California Islands does not seem to be the
problem it has become at some mainland sites
a. Johnson & D. Morris, pel's. comms.). As
more and more people visit the islands it is
likely that artifacts will be removed more
frequently. For this reason, rangers should be
trained to identify cultural resources in the
marine context so they can protect sites and
report finds. Terrestrial sites which are eroding
into the sea should be surveyed so that material
can be recovered, if necessary, before it is lost.
Although salvaging such artifacts seems
desirable, Native Americans do not necessarily
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favor the recovery of their cultural artifacts for
archaeological study.

Intertidal areas also should be surveyed for
concentrations of artifacts. Submerged sites
should be studied to collect data on
topography, sediments and geomorphology,
such as drowned streams, submerged terraces
and other features which could point out
former coastline configurations in relation to
submerg'ed archaeological sites.

Marine archaeological localities have
considerable potential in addressing a variety of
anthropological questions, including: 1)
chronologies; 2) cultural associations; 3)
settlement patterns; 4) response of coastal
dwellers to changes in both sea level and
marine ecology; 5) areas of specific cel~enlorl1al

significance; 6) economic and technological
variables associated with fishing activities
(particularly changes in methods
equi pmen t which might mirror eCIJlclglcal
changes) and 7) the effect of the
environment on the preservation
destruction of artifactual
Archaeological finds within the Park
SanctmllY should be reported to a celltrallj~ed

database at the Santa Barbara Museum
Natural History so that information can
stored for access by the scientific community.

With regard to shipwrecks, comparing
type, method of propulsion, purpose, route
period with the cause of the wreck points
several interesting' patterns. At one anch()rage,
at least 6, and perhaps as many as 8,
dragged anchor and were driven ashore. At
Miguel Island, 15 historic sailing vessels
been wrecked, while only 6 have been wrec1ced
at Santa Rosa, 5 at Santa Cruz and
Anacapa. Although no wrecks of
historical interest have been reported off
Barbara Island, it is quite possible that h,ctn"1r

sailing vessels have been wrecked there.
pattern for engine-powered craft seems
more random, apparently due more to
failure and navigational errors rather
the strong winds and uncharted reefs 1Jl'iev~llell[

in sailing vessel accidents.

One pattern that emerged from an
interpretation of shipwreck data is that the
better-known, easily accessible wrecks have
been significantly impacted by both amateur
and professional salvage operations. Lesser
known or more difl-lcult to reach wrecks, have
received somewhat less attention. 'i\Trecks
known to few if any other persons showed little
or no impact from salvage operations.

These findings raise an important question:
'Vho owns the wrecks? Under Federal
Abandoned Shipwreck Bill Act of 1987 (Public
Law 100-298) the State of California claims
own~rship ,of all wrecks in State waters (up to 3
nautical nules offshore) when the vessels have
been abandoned by their owners. Historic
wrecks are protected under the California State
Penal Code (Section 622 111: Objects of
Archaeological or Historical Interest). In
addition, several parts of Channel Islands
National P~l1'k an~l National Marine Sanctuary
are State Ecological Reserves. It is illegal to
remove or disturb any historical or cultural
m.aterial from a reserve, a park or sanctuary
Without a permit. [California Administration
Code, Title 14, Section 630(a)(l), General
Regulations for Ecological Reserves].

In the case of more modern wrecks,
ownership rests with whomever has title,
whether this be the insurance underwriters (in
the event of a total loss) or the registered
~wner: AI~ abandoned vessel and all its parts,
mcludmg ItS cargo, is always owned, either by
the State or by the holder of the title. Persons
who knowingly disturb or remove any part of a
wreck without a salvage permit or contract can
bersubject to civil and criminal proceedings.

[he paddlewheeler Winfield Scott is listed in
the National Register of I-listoric Places and is
par:icularly well-protected, at least by law.
Unfortunately, this has not stopped divers from
repeatedly looting the wreck. A number of
individual~ have been prosecuted successfully
for removmg material from the Whifield Scott,

Goldenhom and the Aggi. In the last decade,
arrests have been made by the Santa

1~~t'I,,,,,,, County Sheriffs Department for the

looting of modern wrecks.

Attempts to educate the public as to the
cultural and historic value of shipwrecks have
been only partially successful (D. Morris, pel's.
:omm.). l~ecent prosecutions reflect a change
m the attitude of cultural resource managers
and law enforcement personnel toward the
value of ship\vrecks. Until recently, materials
from shipwrecks have been looked upon by tlle
general public as just another exploitable
~·esource. '!\Then valuable cargo (e.g., coins,
Jewelry and precious metals) are involved, the
salvage, prospect became even more inviting to
the unmformed public. The problem with this
thinking is that historic shipwrecks are not a
renewable resource.

Preservation of wrecks through prosecution
of those who would indiscriminately salvage
them has made those whose past exploits were
glorified by the media "look like criminals"
a~cording to one avid wreck diver. In the past
(lIvers salvaged material from historic wrecks
with a clear conscience, knowing no one
d~sapproved of such activities. In many cases,
divers had gone to considerable effort to
research each wreck and to preserve artifacts
they recovered. Following establishment of the
na tional park and marine sanctuary such
activities were no longer acceptable. However
a considerable amount of historical material'
which could yield much valuable data'
currentl~ resides in private collections. Man;
wreck dIvers have expressed an interest in
donating this material to a nautical or historical
museum, but they now fear prosecution for
their past actions. vVhile no question exists
about prosecuting present-day offenders,
pursuing individuals for past actions may be
:o~n.terproductive, particularly when many
mdlVlduals are willing to share their finds with
researchers provided they are not prosecuted.
Far more could be gained if material salvaged
many years ago could be made available to
contemporary researchers. Clearly, we face a
philosophical crossroads in the ethics of
shipwreck salvage.
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Another critical management issue is
whether to recover historical artifacts being
threatened by the elements. Intertidal material
suffers from sand scouring, corrosion, battering
by waves and cobble, electrolysis and other
impacts. Some intertidal material undoubtedly
may be destroyed if no action is taken.
However, detailed, nondestructive surveys
must be made to determine exactly vvhat is
worth preserving at each intertidal site. Once
artifacts are removed, many deteriorate rapidly
unless costly and time-consuming preservation
methods are employed. Subtidal material is far
less threatened by natural impacts.

Total excavation 01' removal of submerged
historic wrecks is not recommended. Murphy
(1983) explained the reasons very well: "Often
wrecks must be partially uncovered for survey
evaluation purposes. This subjects a stabilized
site to a renewed period of deterioration before
equilibrium with the environment recurs."
Moreover" .....shipwrecks, even in shallow water,
have exceptional preservation and contextual
integrity when compared to terrestrial sites."
Stabilized, buried wrecks are not subject to the
impacts (e.g., freeze-thaw cycles, rot and wind)
faced in terrestrial environments.

From a cultural resource management
standpoint, a regional, systematic method of
survey and sampling to inventOly and evaluate
all wreck sites is recommended. According to
Gould (1983), lvlurphy "approached this issue
from the viewpoint of a public archaeologist
whose primmy concern is to identify zones for
the protection of different sorts of cultural
resources." Certainly this view agrees with the
management policies of the Channel Islands
National Park and National Marine Sanctuary
(\iV. Ehorn & F. Cava, pel's. comms.).

The submerged archaeological material at
Channel Islands National Park and National
Marine Sanctuary spans virtually the entire
maritime histOly of the west coast (Hudson &
Howorth 1985). These historic and cultural
resources are of national significance and
worthy of protection, particularly considering
that similar resources in other areas have been
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severely depleted. The result of widespread
looting of shipwrecks "has been the rapid
destruction of an irreplaceable part of Our
historic and cultural heri tage as well as an
important source of anthropological knowledge
in general" (Gould, 1983). "Vle are at the point
in our historical development where we must
either put shipwrecks into an anthropological
perspective or drop the matter once and for all.
In many areas of the world, shipwrecks are an
endangered species and all discussion may
become academic in a few decades" Lenihan
(1983). The severity of the problem was
explained by Cockrell (1983) even more
emphatically: "I trust that anthropologists will
soon recognize shipwrecks as phenomena
deserving legitimate scientific attention, and
join the losing battle for their preservation;
unless both moral and legal restraints are
adopted, discussion for the study of shipwrecks
as anthropological phenomena will be
academic, as none will remain to be studied. In
the three decades since the advent of
technological advances [SCUBA] the rapists
have decimated these once-plentiful windows
to the past."

Considering such sobering statements from
researchers elsewhere in the nation, the broad
legal coverage and effective law enforcement
afforded the Channel Islands National Park and
National lvlarine Sanctuary, provides an
unparalleled opportunity for preserving
archaeological, historical, and cultural resources
of national signi6cance. In few places on earth
other than at the Channel Islands, can you walk
across so much history in so few steps, from the
remains of perhaps the earliest people on the
California Islands, dating back some 10,000
years, to the remnants of shipwrecks spanning
the histOly of Europeans on the west coast.
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