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ABSTRACT

The historic significance of the Leesburg Historic District has long
been recognized. The site is currently listed on the National Register
of Historic Places. Gradual natural deterioration of structures at the
townsite and increased recent placer mining activity in the area have
focused the Salmon National Forest's attention on the need to inventory
and evaluate the entire 160 acre National Register District. An inven-
tory was conducted during summer 1982, and 79 features were mapped and
described. These features include standing and collapsed structures,
charcoal pits, baking ovens, dumps and a cemetary. Fifty-five percent
of the features were found at the townsite or within 200 yards of it.
Several have been damaged by both bottle collecting and mining activities.
While the site's scientific value has consequently been diminished, this
site has good potential as an interpretive site.



INTRODUCTION

The Leesburg Historic District, consisting of the Leesburg townsite, the
cemetary, and the surrounding land and totaling 160 acres, has been on
the National Register of Historic Places since 1975. The National
Register is a national listing of historic and archeological properties
that are recognized for their importance either at the local, state or
national levels. Historic properties may be nominated and included
because of their historic, architectural, and/or archeological values.

When nominated in 1974, the Leesburg Historic District was primarily
recognized for its historic value and the nomination form reflects this.
While the architecture may have been of equal interest to some, no
attempt was made to record the structures in the Leesburg townsite.
Likewise, no attempt was made at that time to identify any possible
archeological materials in the Historic District.

Federal legislation and an executive order (National Historic Preserva-
tion Act of 1966, National Environmental Protection Act, and Executive
Order 11593) have been drafted within the last 15 years to provide for
the protection of significant cultural sites located on Federal property.
The following passage from 36CFR60 summarizes the stewardship responsi-
bilities of Federal agencies.

[E011593] states that the Federal Government shall provide leader-
ship in preserving, restoring and maintaining the historic and
cultural environment of the Nation. Federal agencies are directed
to administer cultural properties under their control in a spirit
of stewardship and trusteeship for future generations and to
initiate measures to direct their activities in such a way that
federally owned properties of historical, architectural, or arch-
eological significance are preserved, restored, and maintained for
the inspiration and benefit of the people.

Legislation and regulations plus communication with the Forest Service
Zone Archeologist indicated the need at Leesburg for an adequate inventory
of physical remains, compilation of historic and archival references,

and a list of informants who know of the history of the Leesburg District.
Recent and on-going placer mining activities there make that need eminent.

The protection of cultural resources at Leesburg is complicated by the

. fact that the area is covered with several unpatented mining claims. At
unpatented claims, the Federal Govermment continues to own the property,
but the miner has a right to extract minerals from the ground under an
operating plan filed with the Forest Service. In addition, the claimant
owns any improvements that he has made, or that other claimants have
made provided that the chain of ownership between claimants has been
continuous. At Leesburg, a claimant owns the structures at Leesburg and
has the right to explore and mine with the approval of the Cobalt District
Ranger. This combination of property ownership is the source of some
confusion about management of the cultural resources at Leesburg and
"will be explored in more detail later in this report.



Short History of Leesburg

There are numerous references by historians to the discovery of and
initial mining at Leesburg. Summaries of mining activity at Leesburg

and in Leesburg Basin after the initial gold rush are considerably

fewer. For example, the importance of gold mining for individual and
family survival in central Idaho during the 1930's depression is mentioned
in only one known source (excluding newspapers).

Available sources tell us that Leesburg was established in 1866 when

five prospectors discovered gold on Napias Creek, a tributary of Panther
Creek. Within months of the discovery, a reported 3000 people lived in
Leesburg and soon 7000 people were in Leesburg Basin. Miners, freighters,
grocers, butchers, equipment suppliers, blacksmiths, hotel keepers, and
bartenders were all attracted to what was then a very isolated place.
During the two years that the Leesburg Basin boom lasted, the gold was
extracted from placer deposits with sluices and other fairly simple
equipment. Hydraulic mining, which would later mean a revival of interest
in the area, had not been perfected by the time Leesburg residents
deserted the town to go to Oro Grande, Yellowjacket, or other nearby
promising gold fields.

By 1870, Chinese miners, farmers, and businessmen outnumbered the Euro-
Americans, indicating that most of the easily accessible gold at Leesburg
had been extracted. Area residents witnessed numerous revivals in
Leesburg Basin, however, including one that came with the discovery and
working of lode mines in the area, one with the use of hydraulic equip-
ment, one with the 1930's depression when families and individuals came
to the area hoping to find gold to make ends meet, one with dredging on
Napias Creek in 1940 and 1941, and a recent one with the organization of
the Napias Mining Company and the intention to patent acreage in the
vicinity of the Leesburg townsite (Idaho Falls Post Register 1955;
Shockey 1957:36-37; Bryant 1965; Kimball 1971:56).

At the turn of the century, the town of Leesburg consisted of considerably
fewer builiings than it did 30 years previously. A map of Leesburg

dated 1908~ (Anonymous 1908) indicated that all of the buildings, except
two that were originally built to the north and south off Main Street,
were gone (Fig. 1).

One informant remembers that the economy of the Leesburg area declined
after 1910-1915 (Dick Shoup™). However, Lorain and Metzger (1939)

report that 1329 oz. of gold and 111 oz. of silver came out of the
Arnett Creek placers between 1914 and 1933. Also, Orion Kirkpatrick,
Leesburg pioneer biographer, operated the Gold Dust Mine into the 1920's.

1 The information on this map does not totally agree with an oral history
account from Dick Shoup. For example, Shoup recalls two large hotels at
the west end of the south side of Main Street that stood until about
1910. Until other cross-references can be found, the 1908 date should
remain questionable.

2,Throughout this report, informant's first and last names appear in
parentheses when the preceding information was gained during an interview
with that informant.
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The 1930's and the Great Depression were the time of a mining boom at
Leesburg, perhaps second only to the initial gold rush. Although nowhere
near as large and exciting, the 1930's interest in Leesburg gold was a
significant event in the history of the Basin. Dick Shoup recalls the
works of the Bonanza Mining Company, the Alaska-Idaho Gold Mining Company,
and the Woods Manufacturing Company. Lorain and Metzger (1939) in a

U.S. Bureau of Mines circular on Lemhi County placer mining describe in
some detail various late 1930's placer mining operations in Leesburg
Basin. A total of 12 small scale operations are identified.

Reportedly, the total production at Leesburg was $6,250,000. This
figure is quite impressive when one remembers that the figure reflects
the amount of gold extracted when gold was less than $35 per ounce.

When gold mining was prohibited in the United States at the outset of
World War II, the town of Leesburg was virtually abandoned and has never
become an active community again since that time. There have been some
small operations in the Basin within the last 30 years, but none have
meant a revival of the Leesburg community.
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Fig. 1. 1908 map of Leesburg. In this figure, Structure Number 2 cor-
responds with Feature 1, No. 4 with F-2(?), No. 5 with F-3(?), No. 7 with
F-7, No. 8 with F-9, No. 11 with F-13, No. 13 with F-14, No. 14 with F-15,
No. 18 with F-23, No. 19 with F-19, No. 20 with F-18, No. 21 with F-17,
No. 22 with F-16, and No. 24 with F-37.
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Recent Mining Activities

In 1980, Harry Johnson, claimant of the Lady Luck, and Luckey Boy, and
Lone Star mineral claims (Fig. 2) had a small dragline placer mining
operation in the large meadow on the Lady Luck claim (presently the site

of the Napias Mining Company placer pit). In the following year, the
Napias Mining Company leased the three unpatented mineral claims from
Johnson and began an impressive program of project development. Operations
ceased over the winter of 1981-1982, but resumed the following spring.

Napias Mining Company (hereafter referred to as Napias) ran their washing
plant and conducted a limited testing. program during the 1982 field
season and they are still continuing work on a very small scale at the
time of this writing. Actual mining is confined on 10 acres in the
former meadow just south of the Leesburg townsite. Test pits have been
dug in various places north and south of the meadow (Fig. 3). Three
structures in the townsite are in use - one as a cookhouse/boarding
house, one an office, and one a workshop. Napias erected a large metal
shed east of the placer pit and a work yard to the north of the shed.

The company and Harry Johnson have expressed an interest in patenting
the Lady Luck, Luckey Boy, and Lone Star mineral claims. They are
awaiting a report on assays of samples collected by Forest Service
personnel in July, 1982.

As Napias continues working at the site, they may desire to make changes
in their operating plan. There will also probably be ground disturbance
not mentioned in the plan. For example, in the 1982 season, excavation
of about 20 test pits with an excavator and expansion of the work yard
by the metal shed were two activities not covered in the operating plan.
The Forest Service can expect continued ground-disturbing activities in
the Leesburg Historic District either by Napias Mining Company or other
leasees and claimants.

Since Napias Mining Company has begun work at Leesburg, they have initiated
numerous ground-disturbing activities and have moved numerous pieces of
large equipment to the townsite. Archeological survey preceded some

but not all phases of the company's work. As per the 1980 operating

plan, the company's placer pit excavation and settling pond construction
created a large depression covering almost 10 acres. Archeological

survey preceded approval of the operating plan (CRM-SL-63). No cultural
resources were reported in the affected area. 1In 1981, Napias built a
metal shed to house their equipment, again after archeological survey

and clearance (CRM-SL-203). 1In fall 1981 or spring 1982, several ground-
disturbing activities occurred prior to any archeological clearance.

These include excavation of a long prospecting trench north of the
townsite (Fig. 3), blading of a work yard north of the equipment shed,
clearing of an area for two diesel tanks, excavation of a large hole to

be used as a domestic dump, digging a ditch in front of Structure 15,

and excavation of two outhouse pits and some test pits and trenches.
Napias-also set up a diesel-powered generator just east of Structure 15.
Feature 32 was used as a dump fairly recently, perhaps by Napias employees.



Fig. 2. ‘Approximate locations of the Lady Luck, Luckey Boy, and Lone Star
claims presently owned by Harry Johnson.



The company brought equipment including a conveyer, truck tires, and
propane tanks to the site and stored them in the vicinity of Structures

7 and 9, and one piece by Feature 31. Unused, portable electric poles
stand below Main Street near Structure 13. The company uses Feature 10
as a cookhouse and boarding house, Feature 12 as an office, and Feature
13 as a workshop. During the summer of 1982, about 15 test pits were
excavated with a Case 980B Excavator, half of those while the author or
paraprofessional, Pete Peters, monitored the excavation for archeological
materials. Also, during the summer, Napias moved two semi-trailers into
the townsite and parked them along Main Street.

The first part of this report includes a review of field techniques, one
paragraph descriptions of most of the features, and a summary of available
photographic documentation of Leesburg history. Recommendations are
presented in the second part as a set of alternatives ranging from
minimum site protection to structures acquisition and a modest stabiliza-
tion program. '
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RESULTS OF THE 1982 INVENTORY

Field Techmniques

Techniques used to record the various features at Leesburg varied with
the type of feature. Of the 79 features formally recorded, 39 are
structures or the remains of structures, 10 are dumps, 12 charcoal pits,
10 various placer mining features, and 8 miscellaneous or unidentifiable
features. Proportionately more time was spent in recording the standing
or partially collapsed architectural features than the others. Where

the information was available for the structures, a record was made of
the feature's dimensions, orientation, foundation, wall construction,
chimney, doors and windows, roof, interior details, condition, associated
artifacts, estimated construction date, and known informants. At the
dumps, all identifiable artifacts and any diagnostic characteristics

were noted. The dimensions and the surface character of the charcoal
pits were recorded. Measurements of the various placer mining features,
miscellaneous, or unidentifiable, were made, and any associated artifacts
were noted.

Field work began with writing descriptions and drawing floor plans and
elevations of the structures in the townsite (Fig. 4). An elevation was
drawn of the front outside wall of each structure except the outhouses
and ruins. Systematic archeological survey of the 160 acre Historic
District (minus about 10 acres on the patented Gold Ridge claim) followed
architectural recording in the townsite. Transects 20-25 yards apart
were walked. 1In addition, attempts to accurately map the miles and

miles of placer ditches through the District necessitated survey between
the transects in most areas of the site.

Survey was conducted to inventory prehistoric and historic features. No
prehistoric features were discovered. 1In addition to the 79 historic
features identified and mentioned above, there were numerous prospector's
pits and placer ditches in the district. These pits and ditches were
mapped on the site sketch map as accurately as possible.

The field sketch map was a 34 in. square mylar overlay on an aerial
photograph. The black and white print used was made from a 1 1/2 in.
square section of the 1981 color aerial photo (Strip 15, 280-28). The
resolution of the black and white print was only fair but the outlines
of structures in the townsite, most of the roads, and many of the
ditches could be traced on that large photograph.

Smaller features such as the prospectors' pits and perhaps 25% of the
recorded features were neither apparent on the aerial photo nor were
they close enough to distinctive land forms for very accurate location
identification. The largest error in feature placement for formally
identified features, placer ditches, and prospectors' pits is probably
about 100 feet from the feature's true location. Another problem in
mapping in the field besides the quality of the base map, was dense
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5 feet

Fig. 5. Elevation of the front (north) wall of Feature 23, illustra}ing the
collapsed condition of the structure.
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vegetation and marshy ground on the flat east of Camp Creek. Any features
in that area (built or dug when the water table was slightly lower) were
not discovered in the field.

In retrospect, a metal detector would have been a very useful tool for
discovery of features buried slightly below the ground surface. This
would have been especially true away from the townsite where there is
less trash and where specific features, instead of sheet midden, could
be identified. Perhaps 107 more features could have been identified in
the field with the aid of a metal detector.

Feature Survival

Reports of the earliest days at Leesburg mention 150-200 houses, 5-6
stores, 2 butcher shops, blacksmith shop, saloon, and feed stable (Wells
1974:67,70) . Today, only 25 structures in various stages of disrepair
stand in the townsite (Fig. 5). Thinly scattered trash is the only
evidence of structures that stood along the street that leads north from
the west end of the townsite. The ground is uneven, apparently partially
due to disturbance by a bottle collector turning the ground over with
heavy equipment (Paul Fitzgerald). Because of the age of the features
and the nature of the disturbance, the chance of intact subsurface
deposits seems remote.

Because 3000 people were supposed to have lived at Leesburg during the
late 1860's, one would suspect that the ground especially to the north
of the Leesburg townsite would have considerable physical evidence of
occupation, including dumps and structure foundations. Throughout the
site, however, only six structure foundations and three dumps that may
date to the nineteenth century were discovered during the 1982 archaeo-
logical survey of Leesburg.

The small amount of surface archaeological evidence of nineteenth century
occupation in the Leesburg Historic District may be due to one or more

of several factors. First, many of the structures built in the 1860's
and 1870's were in fact only tents or tent frames which would leave
virtually no marks on the ground recognizable over 100 years later.
Structures also rarely had stone foundations, or else a foundation
merely consisted of one large, flat rock in each of the building's four
corners. Trash may have been dumped into placer ditches and subsequently
washed away or dumped into prospector's pits and covered by slump within
the pits over time. Finally, thick vegetation and duff covered about

90% of the ground surface in the Leesburg District (excluding sterile
piles of placer gravels).

In the past, vandalism, including digging bottles and using the wood
from collapsed structures for firewood or repairs in other buildings,
has impacted feature survival at Leesburg. Bottle collection has been
so extensive both in the vicinity of the townsite and elsewhere (such as
at Features 61, 76, 78, and 79) that it has probably diminished in
recent years because the most easily accessible artifacts have already

11



been collected. It is difficult to estimate the amount of vandalism by
stripping buildings for decorative barn wood. Certainly it is not

unheard of because in summer 1982, a historic structure on private property
just north of Leesburg was stripped and knocked over (Tom Buchta 1982:
personal communication). Also, within the last two years, logs from
collapsing Feature 6 were used for firewood.

The fact that no prehistoric features were found is troublesome. The
topography would appear to have been favorable for prehistoric occupation
and such subsistence activities as fall deer and elk hunting and late
summer berry collecting could have been worthwhile. Furthermore, there
is an account of Sheepeater or Lemhi Indians living in the Leesburg area
during the gold rush perhaps attracted here by the market for their
services such as fishing. Two red chert flakes were observed during the
1982 field season; one was found in the Main Street fill and the other

in the highly disturbed area just north of the north row of buildings at
the townsite.

There are a few reasons that might explain why no prehistoric sites were
found. First, it is possible that the area was not used by Indians
during prehistory. Second, placer mining at Leesburg washed away about
107 of the top soil in the district, some of which may have contained
aboriginal artifacts. Third, historic and recent disturbances and
artifact collection could have destroyed the sites. Also, the sites may
have been still intact but were covered with dense vegetation and duff.
Finally, the aboriginal sites may have been missed in the field due to
the surveyor's error. Archeological surveying in transects to insure
uniform coverage is done by sighting along a predetermined compass
direction. To keep on course through forested areas it was necessary to
consult the compass frequently while also looking to the right and left
of the transect for small mounds and depressions such as prospector's
pits. In the field, priority was given to maintaining parallel transects
and identifying historic ground disturbances; consequently prehistoric
sites may have gone undetected.

13



Feature Descriptions

The feature descriptions begin with a section on the 39 structures or
structural remains at Leesburg. After some general statements about the
types of wall elements most frequently used, the favored roof type, some
idiosyncracies in notching, construction dates, and comparisons with

other log cabin construction styles found in Idaho, individual feature
descriptions are given.

Second, charcoal pits are discussed collectively. This section contains
a short history of charcoal production at Leesburg.

Dumps comprise about 127 of the recorded artifacts. They are grouped
according to suspected dates of use and described according to those
groups.

Mining features at Leesburg have a wide variety of functions. There are
prospector's pits, headgates, a reservoir used in hydraulic placer
mining, a gold washing plant, a flume and a few features whose functions
are uncertain although they appear to be mining related. With the
exception of the prospector's pits, these are discussed individually.

Finally, there is a short section on features which could not be fit

into any of the above categories. These include roasting pits, the
cemetery, a corral, and temporary camps.

14



Structures

With the exception of Feature 72, all structures at which parts of the
superstructure remain are made of logs. Log structures may have been
preferred over frame ones, because of the greater insulation they provided,
even though a sawmill(s) in the area sawed timber for roofs, gables, and
facades.

The most common type of roof in the townsite - a multi-layered one - was
also apparently preferred for its insulating ability. These roofs were
built on Features 1, 3, 4, 13, 14, 15, 18, 20, and 21. The first layer
was poles or half-logs laid side to side, the second dirt, and the third
either planks or shingles. In a few cases, there were even four layers -
the top layer also of planks or shingles. Repairs on roofs that date
from the 1930's or later were made with sheets of tin and tar paper.

Features 13, 17, and 20 were unusual structures in terms of their corner
notching. Each has two or more types of notching. For example, Feature
13 had steeple and saddle-notching, and Feature 17 had square, steeple,
and saddle notching. This phenomenon suggests that more than one builder
worked on each of the buildings.

Exact construction dates for structures in the Leesburg Historic District
are generally not available. Oral history accounts and historic records
identify 1898-1900 as a construction date for Feature 15, 1901 for
Feature 9, 1935 for Feature 12, 1937 for Feature 10, and 1955 for Features
72 and 73. Based on a combination of wire and cut nails in structures'
walls or door frames, there appears to have been a period of concentrated
active building at Leesburg at the turn of the century. Features that
may have been built at that time include Features 1, 6, 7, 9, 15, 16,

17, 19, 21, and 23. Associated artifacts and the prevalance of cut

nails in structural elements suggest that Features 2, 14, 18, 76, 78,

and 79 are among the oldest buildings or building remains in the Leesburg
Historic District. It is impossible to determine whether any of these
date to initial town development with the information presently available.
(A possible exception is Feature 2 where Derrold Slavin reported seeing
an 1873 newspaper several years ago. Without confirmation of this date
through other lines of evidence, however, the date should be considered
tentative at best.) Construction dates for the other features cannot be
estimated with any certainty. '

None of the nine structures at Leesburg for which adequate information
is available fits the definition of a Rocky Mountain style cabin as
reported by Wilson (1981:334). Like the Rocky Mountain Cabin, all
Leesburg cabins do have front facing gables and many have a single, off-
center door at a gable end. But where the front roof overhang at Rocky
Mountain Cabins averages 507 of their lengths, at Leesburg the average
is about 7.5% (Fig. 6). Also the roof slope for Rocky Mountain Cabins
is generally less than 45° (less than 6:12), but four of the nine
Leesburg structures have pitches of more than 45°.
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Fig. 6. Comparison of Rocky Mountain Cabin style and Leesburg cabin roof
overhang (after Wilson 1981:41). e represents cabins that Wilson found
in the typical Rocky Mountain style while @ represents Leesburg cabins.
Leesburg cabins have significantly less roof overhang.
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Feature 1 is a one room, saddle-notched log building and lean-to.

During the 1930's, it served as a residence (Dick Shoup and Paul Fitzgerald).
The use of wire nails throughout the structure suggests a construction

date of the 1890's or later. Feature 1 is in fairly good condition.

Feature 2 is a large, apparently two room, Lincoln-log-notched structure.
It was first used as a saloon and later as a barn by Monte Colwell, a
Leesburg stagedriver (Dick Shoup and Marjorie Sims). Derrold Slavin
reports that the interior was once papered with an 1873 newspaper and so
the building must be at least 110 years old. Feature 2 is in poor
condition because the west wall and the roof have collapsed.

Feature 3 is a single room, saddle-notched structure that was reportedly
used by Monte Colwell as his office when he drove the stage from Salmon
(Marjorie Sims). It was apparently constructed in the nineteenth century
as the cut nails in the jams evidence. It is in fair condition; the

west wall leans toward Feature 2 and the roof has collapsed.

Feature 4 was a one room, square-notched log building that looks as if
it may have served as a residence. The presence of cut nails in the
pole chinking indicates the building was built in the nineteenth century.
Feature 4 is a ruin.

Feature 5 was a large dugout that probably dates to the nineteenth
century. It now appears as a depression with rocks marking what was
formerly the entrance.

Feature 6 is a steeple-notched log building that housed Bu Kee's Chinese
laundry during the first part of the twentieth century (Anonymous 1908).
Its construction date cannot be determined with information presently
available, but it was sometime before 1908. The building is a ruin with
the walls standing only between 2 and 5 logs high (Fig. 7).

Feature 7 is a two room, steeple-notched log structure apparently most
recently used as a residence. It may have been built in the 1890's
because both wire and cut nails were used in the door jams. The building

is in fair condition; the west walls sag near the southwest cornmer and
the roof is full of holes.

Feature 8 is an outhouse made of half-logs. Made entirely with wire
nails, it probably dates to the 1930's. It is not standing in its
original position. Feature 8 is in fair condition with half of the roof
collapsed and the walls tilting to the east.

Feature 9 is a large, formerly two room, square-notched log structure
(Fig. 8). On a map of Leesburg dated 1908 (Anonymous 1908), this building
was labeled Willard Rood's Butcher Shop. It may be the structure that
Rood and George Dickie built in 1901 along Leesburg's Main Street (Salmon
Recorder-Herald 1981). Until the mid-1930's, Orion Kirkpatrick used the
building as a freight depot (Dick Shoup and Marjorie Sims).
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Fig. 7. View of the north and west walls of Feature 6. The building is now
a ruin.
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Fig. 8. Elevation of the front exterior wall of Feature 9. This building,

still in fairly good condition, once served as Orion Kirkpatrick's freight
depot.
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The building is in fairly good condition, but about 407 of the roof
shingles are missing, the west wall is bowed in, and there is some
settling along the north wall.

Feature 10 is a four room, saddle-notched log structure (Fig. 9). It
was built in 1937 by Mike and Maude Fraker who used it as a boarding
house and post office (Paul Fitzgerald and Marjorie Sims). The building
is presently being used by the Napias Mining Company as a cookhouse and
boarding house. Feature 10 is in good condition due both to its com-
paratively recent construction and to fairly continuous maintenance.

Feature 11 is a one room root cellar situated at the north end of Feature
10. It is not certain if it was built at the same time as Feature 10.
It is in poor condition because the roof and walls are partially collapsed.

Feature 12 is a two room, saddle-notched log building (Fig. 10). It was
built in 1935 by Mr. Fitzgerald and two other men to be used as a school-
house (Paul Fitzgerald). Napias currently uses the structure as an
office, and occasionally as sleeping quarters. Feature 12 is structurally
sound although the bottom wall logs are rotting and the roof and floor

are deteriorating.

Feature 13 is a one room, steeple and saddle-notched log building that
was used as a residence in the 1930's (Paul Fitzgerald). Napias uses it
as a workshop where they store small tools. The building is in fairly
good condition although there is some settling along the north wall and
the walls are sagging slightly.

Feature 14 is a one room, square-notched log structure used as a residence
during the 1930's (Paul Fitzgerald). Fragments of a newspaper used as
wallpaper on the inside indicate that the building was erected in the
1880's or earlier. Chinese characters written in black paint on the
interior wall logs evidence Chinese occupation. The building is in fair
condition; the north wall is falling out and the roof is in poor repair.

Feature 15 was a two room, square-notched log structure used as a residence.
It was built in about 1900 (Derrold Slavin). Now it is in poor condition
because the roof has completely collapsed, the walls are falling, and a
seep runs through the middle of it.

Feature 16 is a one room, square-notched log building without any windows.
The exclusive use of wire nails indicates that Feature 16 was built
sometime after the mid-1890's. The 1908 map of Leesburg labels a
structure at that location as a laundry (Anonymous 1908). The roof has
completely collapsed and the walls are also collapsing. The floor of

the structure stands below the water table.
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Fig. 9. Photograph of Feature 10 during construction in the mid-1930's.
(Lemhi County Historical Museum, Salmon.)
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Fig. 10. Elevation of the front wall at Feature 12. School bench at left
of doorway is shaded.
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Feature 17 (Fig. 11) is a multi-room, steeple, square and saddle-notched
structure used as a hotel between about 1900 and the early 1930's. The
main part at the north end of the building was probably comstructed in
the 1890's, the second part perhaps 5-10 years later, and the third part
(a shed) sometime in the twentieth century. Feature 17 is in fair
condition with the roof collapsed, some of the walls collapsed, and the
floors in very poor repair.

Feature 18 was a two room, square-notched log building used as a boarding
house during the early twentieth century (Dick Shoup and Marjorie Simms).
It is one of the oldest structures at Leesburg, dating to the 1880's or
earlier (Fig. 12). It is in very poor condition with the roof and most
of the walls collapsed.

Feature 19 is an outhouse made of square-notched logs. The use of both
wire and cut nails in the building indicates a construction date in the
1890's. Feature 19 now stands in a marshy area of the site and the
lower wall logs are deteriorating because of that. Aside from this and
several holes in the roof, the outhouse is in good condition.

Feature 20 is a one room, saddle and square-notched log building.
Originally, it was used as a butcher shop, but during the 1930's it was
converted into a workshop (Dick Shoup and Paul Fitzgerald). The structure
was built in the nineteenth century, as evidenced by the presence of cut
nails in the false jams. Presently the building is in fairly good
condition, but the west wall will collapse within the next few years
unless it is stabilized soon. The wooden floor has been torm up.

Feature 21 is a one room, square-notched log cabin. It was originally a
chicken house, but appears that it was later converted into a cow barn.
The wire nails and the 1908 Leesburg map together indicate that the
feature was built near the turn of the century. The building is in very
good condition, the only noteworthy deterioration being in the top layer
of the roof.

Feature 22 was actually an addition to the Feature 23 barn. It was made
of poles laid horizontally and it served as a set of covered horse
stalls probably used as short—term housing. It was made sometime in the
nineteenth century. Feature 22 is a ruin now, with only the north wall
standing and that one at a precarious angle. '

Feature 23 is a one room, steeple-notched log barn with a hay loft.

Dick Shoup claims that it was originally a saloon. The building was
built sometime before 1908 (Anonymous 1908). It is in fair to poor
condition; the roof is completely collapsed and the east wall is falling
down.

Feature 24 is a small, double walled log building at the west end of the
townsite (Fig. 13). The exterior walls have saddle-notched cormers, but
the interior walls do not interlock in the corners. Feature 24 was
built in the 1890's or later and appears to have been used for storage.

It is in fair condition because the roofs and two of the exterior walls
are collapsed.
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Fig. 12. Historical photograph of a structure that might be Feature 18.
(Lemhi County Historical Museum, Salmon.)
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Fig. 13. Floor plan for Feature 24, showing double log walls. Shelves line
the interior walls.
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Feature 25 is now only a free-standing door frame. However, it may
once have been part of the covered walkway that stood between Features
16 and 17 (Paul Fitzgerald).

Feature 32 is a one room, square-notched log structure. The use of wire
nails in the corners and jams suggests a construction date of 1895 or
later. 1Its function could not be determined in the field. The building
is in poor condition; the roof is almost completely collapsed and the
west wall is the only one standing at present.

Feature 36 appears to be the location of a dismantled structure north-
west of the townsite. Presently, it is a rectangular depression and a
small pile of rocks at one end. The few artifacts found scattered in
and near the feature and the feature's location and condition suggest
that Feature 36 dates to the nineteenth century. Three test holes dug
at this depression revealed shallow soil development and only three
pieces of wine bottle glass.

Feature 37 was a Chinese Joss House, but is now only a thin scatter of
artifacts. The building was built sometime in the nineteenth century
and used until about 1910 (Dick Shoup). The only Chinese artifacts
recognized at the feature were fragments of opium tins and some brown
glazed stoneware.

Feature 39 is the remains of an outhouse south of Main Street on the
Leesburg Stage Road. The superstructure has been removed and so con-
struction details are not available. The outhouse was probably associated
with two cabins nearby that recently burned down, one of which was "old"
and the other only about 30 years old (Paul Fitzgerald). The age of the
feature was not determined.

Feature 45 is a pole structure of unknown function. It consists of
about 12 poles laid on the ground or wired to trees and measures about
20 X 13 ft. Associated artifacts suggest that the structure was a
temporary shelter dating between 1940 and 1960.

Feature 53 is lines of rock that appear to have formed the foundation of
a two room structure. There is no indication of the type or function of
the building that stood there. The tin can fragments and a bottle
finish indicate a late nineteenth century occupation. '

' Feature 56 is another rock foundation of unknown function. If a structure
stood at this feature, it was one room and measured about 13 X 19 ft.
Feature 56 may date to the turn of the century if the artifacts found
downhill originated at this feature. Two test holes dug there did not
uncover any subsurface artifacts or other clues to the feature's function
or age.

27



Feature 61 is the remains of what was probably a residence northeast of
the townsite. The feature has been excavated by bottle collectors, but
several artifact fragments still remain around the irregular mound of
dirt. Associated artifacts suggest that the building was used in the
1870's or 1880's.

Feature 66 may have been a dugout used as a residence at one time.
Nothing is left but mounds of dirt in a circular pattern with a possible
entranceway to the south. A tin can 1lid was the only associated artifact
found.

Feature 72 was a one room, frame structure apparently used as an office
and/or residence. It was probably occupied in the mid-1950's and was
associated with the nearby washing plant (Feature 75). Today the walls
and roof have fallen and some of the wood has been used by area visitors
for firewood. -

Feature 73 is the outhouse associated with Feature 72. It is a frame
building, presently tipped over on its side. It dates to the mid-1950's
also.

Features 76 and 78 were two buildings along the south side of the Historic
District that were probably constructed and occupied at the same time.

The first was made of saddle-notched logs. The form of the superstructure
at Feature 78 cannot be determined from the remains, although there was
apparently a large stone fireplace there. The types of artifacts
associated indicate that the buildings were used by miners as residences
during the 1870's or 1880's. Both have been damaged by pothunting.

Feature 79 was another late nineteenth century structure that has since
been excavated by bottle collectors. Today, all that remains of the
probable residence is a patch of lumpy ground and widely scattered
artifacts.
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Charcoal Pits

The 12 charcoal pits at Leesburg are probably among the oldest features
at the site, most apparently dating to the nineteenth century. Charcoal
pits today appear as round or sub-rectangular mounds each surrounded by
a trench about 3-4 feet wide at the top. They are the site where people
burned short sections of logs down into small chunks of charcoal.

According to Dick Shoup, the process of charcoal production at these
features consisted of banding or girdling the trees to be used during
the summer '"when the sap was up." After the trees had died, they were
cut in sections. These sections of logs were 16-26 in. long in one
charcoal pit (Feature 68) where unburned and partially burned logs still
remain in the mound. The logs were placed haphazardly in a pile on the
ground, this placement allowing enough air to reach each log for even
charring according to Dick Shoup. Dirt was dug from around the pile of
logs to be dumped on top of the mound. The surrounding trenches were
the result of this activity. A small hole was left at the top of the
mound to light the logs and to allow air in. The logs burned for 2-3
days until the wood was thoroughly charred and was broken up into 2-4
in. pieces of charcoal. Dick Shoup's grandfather and great uncle,
William and John Richardson, left the charcoal in the mound until the
following spring when they finally dug it out.

In the Leesburg area, charcoal was used primarily by blacksmiths to fire
their forges. Little coal was available locally. In other parts of the
western U.S., the railroads hauled coal for customers that did not have
locally available coal. At Leesburg, the nearest railroad (until 1910)
was about 85 miles away. Even when the Gilmore and Pittsburg Railroad
built and operated a line to Salmon from 1910 to 1939, coal would have
had to been hauled to Leesburg by stage over the steep Leesburg Stage
Road grade. Apparently, this was rarely if ever done. Instead, charcoal
was used by blacksmiths from initial occupation of the Basin until at
least the mid-1930's. According to Paul Fitzgerald, Charles Ernst made
charcoal for his blacksmithing outfit as late as the 1930's when he
sharpened picks and other tools for Leesburg miners.

No exact dates are available for any of the charcoal pits recorded
during the 1982 Leesburg survey. At some of the features, however,
comparatively large pine trees grow on the mounds. If cored with an
increment borer, the trees would yield minimum dates for the features.

The charcoal pits were more or less concentrated in two parts of the
site. Five are located in the northwest corner of the District. One of
those is over 200 yards north of the others just beyond the north edge
of the Historic District. It is possible that the mound, Feature 49,

is part of a third charcoal production activity area. The other seven
charcoal pits lie in the east central portion of the site. All pits
were situated on dry, forested areas of the site and within 200 feet of
a road.
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Except at Feature 62 (and its identification as a charcoal pit is ques-
tionable), there are no habitation features in close association with
the charcoal pits. Because charcoal burning was such a messy business
(Slone 1965:56-60), absence of nearby structure foundations is not
surprising.

The charcoal pits range in size from 21 X 24 ft. to 37 X 50 ft. including
both the mound and the surrounding trenches. They average about half

the size of those reported by William Buckles (1978:877) in central
Colorado where charcoal was made to supply silver smelters in the 1870's-
1890's. Apparently the size of the pits at Leesburg reflects demand and
probably the fact that charcoal was made by individuals for personal,

not commercial, use.
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Dumps

Ten of the features recorded were dumps of various ages. In addition,
Derrold Slavin and Paul Fitzgerald recalled the locations of two other
dumps in the Leesburg townsite whose locations could not be determined
from surface indications. One of those dumps lay below the schoolhouse
(Feature 12) on the south side of Main Street. The Feature 38 dump may
actually be part of that dump. Presently, there are no artifacts in
that area, but fill dumped by the Napias Mining Company to build up the
road there, may have covered the dump. The other dump was also on the
south side of the street - this one across from Feature 15. This
portion of the site is grown over with willows and no artifacts were
seen on the ground surface.

Features 27, 74, and possibly 60 are dumps with artifacts that date to
the nineteenth century. Features 27 and 60 are located mear the townsite
and were found as the result of Napias' excavations in those areas.
Neither dump was apparent on the ground surface. Because artifacts
could only be seen in cut walls, the extent of these features and the
full range of artifact types were not determined in the field. These
dumps might well date to the earliest occupation of Leesburg. Feature
74 is located in the far southeast corner of the Historic District at
the edge of some placered ground. There, artifacts dating from the
nineteenth century are found with twentieth century artifacts, as if the
dump had been used continuously or intermittently over a number of
years.

Two dumps, Features 29 and 38, date soon after the turn of the century.
The former is a comparatively large communal can dump over the east side
of the Napias Creek road just beyond the southwest corner of the District.
Feature 38 is a thin scatter of artifacts in the townsite just south of
Feature 13.

Features 34, 58, and 59 are small dumps that apparently date to the
1930's. Feature 58 is situated in a shallow gully above the townsite,
possibly in association with the Feature 59 structure foundation, and
Feature 59 lies just north of Features 10 and 11 in the townsite.
Feature 59 was a buried dump that was exposed, apparently when Napias
began to dig a pit for their outhouse. 1t seems that, on hitting the
artifact concentration, they moved slightly to the south and dug a pit
there instead. Feature 34 was found near the townsite in and on the
east bank of a placer ditch there. There were probably more artifacts
at the feature once, but they have since been washed away with the ditch
water.

Finally, there are two dumps that are fairly recent, one dating to the
1950's and one possibly to the 1970's. The first looks as if it is hunter's
camp trash between a steep hillside and one of the roads through the

area. The other dump is over the edge of a placer cut in the southwest
corner of the site. The artifacts were apparently dumped there as part

of a clean-up operation at the townsite, perhaps when Leesburg was put

on the market about 10 years ago.
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Mining Features

Generally, prospector's pits were not given feature numbers, although
their locations were marked on the site sketch map. There were some
exceptions, however, when select pits were described as separate features.
These exceptions were due to distinctive features at the pits or to
questionable function identification. Features 40, 46, 50, and 69 were
those exceptions.

At Features 40, 46, and 50, the tops of the pits were apparently covered
with planks and/or logs to prevent someone or something from falling into
the depression. At Features 40, 50, and 69, there are vertical posts

and planks inside the pits probably to shore up the dirt walls. Perhaps
these were very deep prospector's pits that couldn't be dug without shoring.

Feature 26 is two wooden headgates on ditches just south of the townsite.
Because these rather indistinctive features are in good condition, it
seems likely that they date to the 1930's or later.

Feature 42 is a foot long, shallow depression at the west end of the
site near the north end of placer tailings there. Its shape and size
and the lack of associated artifacts all give no clear indication of the
feature's function, but the large size realistically eliminates the
possibility that the feature was a residence. Instead, it is possible
that the depression served as a platform for a large piece of machinery.
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Feature 43 is a 9 x 5 1/2 - ft. hole that lies just west of Feature 42.
Two heavy wooden posts and thick metal cable are in the depression. The
feature's function is not known, but perhaps Feature 43 was a deep,
narrow prospector's pit.

Less than 40 feet from the edge of a large piece of sterile placer

tailings at the east side of the Leesburg District is a reservoir, Feature
65. The 55 ft. diameter pond stored water as part of a hydraulic placer
mining operation below that dated to the late nineteenth or early twentieth
centuries.

Feature 75 is the remains of a placer gold washing plant that dates to
about 1955 (Fig. 14). Artifacts at the feature which is now covered
with willows include the heavy, timbered foundation for the plant, a
hopper, some parts of the conveyer, and some metal pipe and troughs.
The operation was apparently short-lived because there are only a few
piles of tailings at the feature.

Feature 77 is a flume and what may be parts of a hopper in the tailings
at the east side of the Historic District. The wooden flume post-dates
the period of placer mining that created the large boulder and gravel
field. 1t is probably less than 50 years old.
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Fig. 14. Historic photograph of the Feature 75 washing plant. (Minerals
Office, Salmon National Forest Supervisor's Office, Salmon.)
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Miscellaneous Features

Features 28, 33, and 35 are three mounds of dirt about 10 feet in diameter
and 3-4 feet high. At the center of each mound there is a hole 30-

in., in diameter that is lined with rock. The center hole at Feature 33

was 30 in. deep. All three features are found in the same area of the

site -~ just west of the townsite, but east of Camp Creek and the surrounding
marshes.

Informants have called these features 'Chinese pig ovens' and '"Chinese
barbeques" (Marjorie Sims). This identification is based on hearsay and
should be verified with independent sources of information if possible.
The function of roasting pits seems reasonable, however.

Archeology did not help significantly with function identification.

There was no clear evidence of burning on the rocks that lined the pits,
although the carbon may have been weathered off the rocks since abandonment.
Test excavations at Feature 33 revealed a 1 in. thick layer of charcoal
overlying sterile gravels at the bottom of the center hole. Both in the
charcoal and in the overlying 20 in. of post-abandonment fill, there

were cut nails, aqua and clear bottle glass, and white ironstone. These
artifacts suggest that the feature was abandoned during the nineteenth
century. '

Feature 30 is the Leesburg cemetery which is situated on a high hill

west of Camp Creek. Most of the graves are in a 2000 square foot area
there. Just east of the main part of the cemetery, however, and following
along the side of the hill are 14 empty graves. These are reported to
have been the graves of Chinese citizens whose bones were excavated and
returned to China (Marjorie Sims). Reportedly, there are also burials

of Chinese people to the north (Paul Fitzgerald). An oblong cairn 100

ft. south-southwest of the main part of the cemetery might be another
outlying burial.

Only about 10 graves still have markers of some sort. An additional 7
others are marked on the ground surface by mounds of rocks, slight
depressions, and, in one case, a small but deep hole.

Feature 41 was apparently a very large irregularly shaped corral that
covered about 7 acres in the northwest quarter of the Historic District.
Instead of posts, standing trees served as vertical supports for two
strands of bailing wire. The date of comstruction and use could not be
determined in the field, but the feature's age is estimated at 50 years.

Feature 54 may have been a hunting camp on the hill above the Leesburg
townsite. It consists of a small table, fire pit, and chair or seat.
The associated artifacts, including large rectangular tin cans, a coffee
can, and two Cudahy Beef tin cans, date to the 1950's or 1960's.
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Feature 55 was apparently also some sort of fairly recent temporary
camp, but its function is uncertain. The presence of 14 tall juice cans
and what appears to be a small earth oven suggests some kind of food or
beverage preparation.

Feature 57 is a large cut in the side of the hill just north of the townsite.
Its function could not be determined; the few artifacts nearby indicate
that the feature was used at the turn of the century.
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TABLE 1

Summary of Leesburg Feature Functions, Dates
of Initial Use, and Significance

Feature Date of
Number Function Initial Use Important
1 Structure- 1890's or later Yes
Residence
2 Structure- "1870's or earlier Yes
Barn
3 Structure- 19th Century Yes
Residence
4 Structure in 19th Century Yes
Ruins-—Residence
5 Dugout in 19th Century Yes
Ruins
6 Structure— Before 1908 Yes
Chinese laundry
7 Structure- 1890's Yes
Residence
8 Structure- 1930's No
Outhouse
9 Structure-— 1901 Yes
Freight-Storage
10 Structure- 1937 Yes
Residence, PO
11 Structure— 1937 . Yes
Root Cellar
12 Structure- 1935 Yes
Schoolhouse
13 Structure-~ Yes
Residence
14 Structure- 1880's or earlier Yes
Residence
15 Structure- 1900 Yes
Residence
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Significance of Individual Features

Not all the features identified during the 1982 Leesburg Historic
District inventory are of historic, architectural, or archeological
significance (Table 1). Based in available information, about 20% are
definitely not significant. Determinations of no significance were made
on the basis of recent age, indistinctive form, or lack of subsurface
archeological materials. Features 8 (outhouse), 26 (headgates), 31
(dump), 52 (dump), 54 (hunting camp), 55 (camp?), 72 (structure-office),
73 (outhouse), 75 (washing plant), and 77 (flume) all are probably less
than 50 years old. Features 40, 46, 50, and 69 are prospector's pits of
indeterminate age and no particular significance. Finally, Features 36
(structure foundation), 38 (dump), and 57 (depression) have few associated
surface remains and apparently no subsurface artifacts. They contribute
little to an understanding of the history of Leesburg.

The remaining features appear, after the 1982 preliminary analysis, to

be significant resources that merit protection. Exceptions are the
charcoal pits. Charcoal production was a significant, if undramatic,

part of area's history and the pits serve to remind visitors of that
significance. They are of virtually no archeological importance, however,
once their sizes, shapes, and dates (based on tree-coring) have been
determined. 1In central Colorado, excavations into the charcoal pits

have not yielded any information about past cultures other than morphology
that is worthy of note (Buckles 1978:862-865). Protection of some of

the charcoal pits as representative samples from the total group in the
Historic District (perhaps those within one of the two identified clusters)
would serve as adequate protection for that particular site type. It
should not be necessary to protect each individual charcoal pit.

Two structures, Features 10 and 12, were constructed in 1937 and 1935,
respectively. Although less than 50 years old, they represent an important
period in the history of Leesburg. Families moved to the Salmon River
Mountains, including Leesburg Basin, to placer mine for gold during the
1930's Depression when other forms of work were difficult to find. The
influx of miners was the last significant population boom there and
Features 10 and 12 were built during that population influx. Feature 12

is additionally important because it apparently was the only schoolhouse
ever built at Leesburg.
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Supporting Documentation

Photographs of the town of Leesburg are kept both at public institutions
and in private collections (Figs. 15 and 16). Very few date to the
nineteenth century; most were taken in the 1930's. Some are available
at the Idaho State Library in Boise; one was published in a history of
Idaho (Idaho State Historical Society 1976:50) and another in "Gold
Camps and Silver Cities" (Wells 1974). The largest public collection of
Leesburg photographs is housed at the Lemhi County Historical Museum in
Salmon where there are two scrapbooks of Leesburg photographs, compiled
by Orion Kirkpatrick. Each of the local oral history informants inter-
viewed had some photographs of the townsite. Dick Shoup's personal
collection was the largest of the three seen.

Other photographs of the town may be available in several sources not
consulted during the 1982 season. The U.S. Geological Survey Photographic
Collection in Lakewood, Colorado, has a fairly good collection of mining
photographs taken during geological reconnaissance projects throughout

the west, some dating as early as the turn of the century. The archives
at the University of Idaho and Idaho State University are other likely
sources of Leesburg photographs. Finally, there are several Salmon
residents who might have some photographs; John and Mrs. Ernst, Wayne

and Velma O'Conner, Frank Rood and E.F. Waterman are among them.

Written histories of Leesburg are rare. The best known history is
actually a series of short biographies of the earliest Leesburg residents
entitled History of Leesburg Pioneers and written by Orion Kirkpatrick
(1936). Elsewhere, short references to events in Leesburg's history are
contained in the works of Umpleby (1913), Shoup (1969), Wells (1974),
Jones (1982), and Sharkey (n.d.). An annotated bibliography attached to
this document summarizes the contents and usefulness of these and other
works. Finally, Dick Shoup, long-time resident of Leesburg and Salmon,
is currently in the process of writing a book about Leesburg. His book
will focus on the period from the initial gold discovery to the 1910's
or 1920's.

Archives across the state undoubtedly contain information about Leesburg
of interest to academicians and the public in general. Larry Jones of
the Idaho State Library in Boise searched some files of nineteenth
century Montana and Idaho newspapers in summer, 1982, for references to
Leesburg events. His notes are available at the State Library. The
library also has folders of newspaper clippings and miscellaneous notes
for several Idaho mining communities, perhaps including Leesburg.

The Lemhi County Courthouse has records that could be used in understanding
the history of Leesburg Basin. Location certificates for unpatented
mining claims, deeds, documentation of annual assessment work, lienms,

water rights testimonies, and leases are on file. Minutes of the County
Commissioners' meetings, probate records, and records of civil and

criminal suits heard in Salmon might also contain useful information.

No attempt was made to search the Lemhi County Courthouse archieves

during summer 1982, but previous experience at other county courthouses
suggests the fruitfulness of searches through those types of records.
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Fig. 15. Historic photograph of Leesburg, looking east along Main Street.
(Marjorie Sims, Salmon.) ‘

Fig. 16. Historic photograph of the Leesburg townsite taken during the 1930’'s
from the hillside north of the town. (Lemhi County Historical Museum, Salmon.)
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Summary of 1982 Archaeological and Oral Historical Research

The 1982 cultural resource inventory of the Leesburg Historic District
involved detailed recording of standing structures in the townsite plus
systematic survey of the 150 acres of Forest Service land in the Historic
District. The 79 feature descriptions serve as a solid base for both
cultural significance determinations and project impact assessment.

Structural remains are by far the most abundant cultural resource at
Leesburg. Twenty-six of the 39 remains are within the townsite and

just less than half of those are standing and in fair to good condition.
All of the townsite structures and building ruins are significant features
that serve as physical reminders of Leesburg's colorful history.

In addition to structural remains, cultural features at Leesburg include
the cemetery, dumps, roasting pits, charcoal pits, and various mining
features. These range in age from the earliest occupation of the town
to the present - the cemetery, roasting pits, and a few of the dumps
dating earliest and hunting camps and other dumps dating 20 years old or
less. With the exception of Features 10 and 12, features less than 50
years old are not considered significant resources.

Available photographs and oral history accounts of Leesburg are concerned
primarily with the townsite. Many of the other identified features at
Leesburg are ones that residents would not have taken any particular
notice of either because they never saw them in use or the features were
associated with very mundane activities. Some outhouses, rock foundations,
small dumps, and hunting camps are known exclusively through archeological
investigation.

No prehistoric features were discovered during the 1982 inventory,
although logically one might have suspected that they were present. Two
chert flakes were found in badly-disturbed areas of the site and gave no
indication of the present or location of buried prehistoric archeological
materials.
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CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AT LEESBURG

Introduction to Cultural Resource Management Plans

As the price of gold increases, mineral exploration and extraction come
more into conflict with the protection of cultural resources, especially
historic sites. Modern miners return to known zones of mineralization
that produced large amounts of ore during historic times. Their rationale
is that with modern technology and higher prices, they may be able to
extract mineral deposits that they could not economically mine several
decades ago.

With one possible exception, the conflict between mineral exploitation
and cultural resource protection will continue to occur at Leesburg,
although perhaps sporadically. 1If Harry Johnson's patent application
for Lady Luck is clear-listed, it will eliminate the Forest Service's
ability to directly protect cultural resources on that claim. In an
effort to manage the historic resource on other claims in the Historic
District, the Salmon National Forest should consider the four alternative
plans discussed below. Each alternate plan actually builds on the
previous one. For example, Alternate Plan #4 would not only involve
"Structures Acquisition and Stabilization,'" but also the program of
increased site interpretation discussed under Alternate Plan #3. Also,
basic archeological feature protection through avoidance or impact
mitigation is necessary no matter which alternative is finally adopted.

One question in these cases of conflict concerns the ownership of struc-
tures on unpatented mining claims. There are conflicting opinions about
ownership (Joseph Gallagher and Don Peters 1982: personal communication)
and the Salmon National Forest is currently awaiting a judgment or
statement from the Regional Office about this problem. Until the Regional
Office's opinion is available, it is reasonable to assume that the
structures (whether historic or modern) are improvements and so are part
of the property that changes hands when an unpatented claim is sold.
Impacts to these buildings are not officially the concern of the Forest
Service; Forest Service procedures for feature protection at Leesburg
apply only to archeological properties. At Leesburg and other mining
communities, the ownership question instead becomes: when is a structure
an improvement (owned by the claimant) and when is it a ruin (owned by
the Federal government)? Hopefully, this question will be addressed in
the Regional Office's decision.
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Alternate Plan #1: Minimum Cultural Resource Protection

Under this alternate plan, the Salmon National Forest would continue to
manage the historic resources at Leesburg as it has done. This involves
having an archeologist or paraprofessional available to monitor ground-
disturbance activities, such as the miner's excavation of test holes for
sampling. The Forest Service would continue to advise avoidance when
proposed mining or prospecting would impact known significant resources
(excluding structures for which the Forest Service is not legally
responsible). Avoidance would be preferred at features discovered
during monitoring. When avoidance is not possible, some form of impact
mitigation is necessary (Fig. 17). Mitigation will include detailed
descriptions, photographic documentation, and test or complete excava-
tions. They will also often include oral history interviews. Impact
mitigation plans are written by qualified Forest Service personnel and
would be implemented by the Salmon National Forest and/or the operator.
Generally the operator is required to carry the cost of mitigationm.

The claimants should periodically be reminded of the historic significance
of Leesburg and the Forest Service's commitment to limited site protection.
This commitment includes an intolerance for ground disturbance not
addressed in the operating plan whether for mining or domestic purposes.
Claimants should also be informed of both the low visibility and fragility
of many of the features in the District. Some of the important features
appear on the ground surface as a line of rocks or as a slight mound.

Should a miner continue with ground disturbing work not covered in his
operating plan, despite warnings that such are prohibited, the District
Ranger should issue a citation under 36 CFR 261. 36 CFR 261.9 prohibits
damage to United States property and allows the Ranger to cite a miner
who violates his operating plan. It also allows him to issue a citation
when historic or archeological resources are damaged.

These inconspicuous lines of rocks and any buried portions of those
features can be severely damaged when a heavy piece of equipment is
walked across or a blade pushed across them.

The 1982 Leesburg Historic District inventory cannot be viewed as a
complete inventory of all historic features at Leesburg. Thick vegetative
cover and sedimentation have covered some features that are potentially
significant. For example, Features 27 and 60 were buried features for
which there was no indication of their location or extent on the ground
surface. The 1982 inventory can be used to forewarn Forest Service
personnel and the mining claimants of areas of high resource conflict.

The Forest Service prohibits all littering within its Forests, even on
unpatented mining claims. The trash in the Feature 32 structure ruin
and on the ground beside Napias' domestic dump is unsightly litter that
detracts from the aesthetic historic view of the Leesburg townsite.

Napias should be required to clean up their dump and to remove the trash
in Feature 32 (if it is theirs).
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Also, as part of this alternative, there would be no active effort to
discourage vandalism. Admittedly, vandalism as a source of site distur-
bance probably peaked several years ago and is presently diminishing.
Nevertheless, some damage due to this illegal activity would continue to
occur with no active program to discourage it.

No on-going historic or archeological research about Leesburg would be
conducted. Most sources of the area's history still continue to be
curated in archives such as courthouse records and newspaper files or in
secondary accounts such as those mentioned in the attached annotated
bibliography. Over time, however, those people who lived at Leesburg or
who visited there during its occupation will eventually die, many

without leaving a record of their memories of Leesburg. These potential
informants are some of the few sources of information about events and
the way of life at Leesburg in the 1930's. Archeological investigations,
such as the excavation and analysis of select features, will be postponed
indefinitely. The archeological data base is gradually shrinking due to
both mining activities and pothunting, and conceivably postponed research
may, in truth, mean irretrievable loss of data.
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Alternate Plan #2: Slightly Increased Cultural Resource Protection

This alternate way of managing the cultural resources would depend
heavily on the cooperation of the claimants and operators. Because the
Federal government places few restrictions on the ways in which a miner
can use unpatented land during his mining operation (other than as
concerns water quality control), maintaining a historic site for its
public benefit becomes a volunteer instead of required action. The
volunteer action proposed under this plan would supplement required site
protection measures discussed in Alternate Plan #1.

At the Leesburg townsite, most of Napias' domestic use and equipment
storage cannot be regulated by the Forest Service. For example, the
operator's use of the structures as storage and living space, the
location of the residential camp in what was formerly Grantsville, and

the "storage'" of large equipment at various places throughout the townsite
are apparently all privileges the operator gain when he signed a lease
with Harry Johnson, the claimant. While the Forest Service cannot

require the claimant and operator to use the structures and the ground
surface as it may see fit, it can suggest changes in present use.

Following are suggestions that might be made to the claimant. These
suggestions would enhance the quality of the historic resource.

The miners could explore alternatives to their casual storage of large
equipment in the Historic District. The two semi-trailers parked in the
townsite, the conveyer behind and between Features 7 and 9, the conveyer
parts and tires stored in and around Feature 7, the non-stationary
electric poles on the south side of Main Street near Feature 13, the
three propane tanks just east of Feature 7, and the two large diesel
tanks standing between Features 13 and 14 could be moved to Napias' work
yard south of the townsite. Alternately, they might at least be stored
together in one or two places instead of placed here and there around

the townsite.

Contrary to the belief of many Leesburg visitors, Napias has not been
responsible for most of the structure deterioration that has occurred
over the last few years. There are steps the company could take to
reduce the rate of deterioration, however. Already repairs to the walls
and the roof at Feature 10 would appear to have extended the life of
that building. The Forest Service could encourage the company to allow
structures that have collapsed to remain in their collapsed condition
and not remove elements of the superstructure either to '"clean up" the
site or to use as firewood.* Napias should refrain from cutting ditches
too close to structures such as they did at Feature 15 where such action
has accelerated the collapse of the structure. The sides of the ditch
are slumping and now the structure is being undercut along the front
wall at the southwest corner.

* Should there ever be a program initiated by either the Forest Service
or the claimant to stabilize and/or restore the structures at Leesburg,
the pieces of wall and roof will serve as a guide to the types and forms
of materials to use in the restoration. Also, site visitors are often
as interested in collapsed structures as they are in standing ones.
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The 1982 Napias residential trailer camp was set up at what was formerly
known as Grantsville. In this area it is very likely that important,
buried archeological materials remain. Derrold Slavin reports that a
store once stood at the west edge of Napias' camp, and Paul Fitzgerald
says that he has seen numerous Chinese artifacts and distinctive mounds
in the area. These features suggest the area may have been a Chinatown
at one time.

The trailer camp was not surveyed in 1982 to respect the miners' families'
privacy, but damages to the area noted in passing include an outhouse

pit, buried water line, and a bulldozer cut. There may also have been
damage due to trampling and some ground leveling where trailers are
parked.

Because the camp is already in place, it would be imprudent to suggest
that Napias move it to an area less archeologically sensitive. In the
future, however, should another group of miners move to the area and
establish a camp from which to work, the Forest Service should aid the
miners in selecting a different location. Perhaps the miners could
establish a camp at Leesburg but further to the east or up Camp Creek.

Finally the Forest Service can suggest that there be no further testing
for minerals in the townsite. Eight test holes plus a long trench have
been excavated in or directly adjacent to the townsite and probably
provided adequate samples of placer deposits there.

In addition to offering suggestions to the operators, the Salmon National
Forest can initiate some action itself. A combination of minimum cost,
labor efficient measures conducted by Forest Service personnel could
provide limited protection against pothunting and vandalism at Leesburg.
First, personnel who work in the Leesburg area or who regularly drive
through the site (for example, engineering surveying or timber reconnais-
sance crews) could be briefed on the significance of the site and on the
types of destructive activities they might witness there. They should
be aware that bottle and "barn" wood collection is not legal at the

site. Second, again to protect Leesburg from pothunters and vandals,

the Forest Service could post a sign warning visitors to the Leesburg
Basin that removal of artifacts from sites is a punishable offense.

This sign could be posted at the junction of the Napias Creek and Moccasin
Creek roads where a '"Prevent Forest Fires" sign is presently posted.
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Alternate Plan #3: Enhanced Interpretive Program

One form of cultural resource management at Leesburg could be develop-
ment of a public education and interpretive program, in addition to the
programs discussed in Plans 1 and 2. Site preservation without some
planned use of that resource is unsatisfying at best. Interpretation
would not only increase use of the resource, but indirectly it would
result in site protection against vandalism. As individuals become
aware first that the resource is available and second that pothunting
and other forms of vandalism deprives them of an interesting and non-
renewable resource, they become watchdogs of the resource.

There are several comparatively inexpensive activities that could be
used in an interpretive program at Leesburg. The Salmon National Forest
could sign the site, publish a pamphlet, compile a scrapbook or slide
show, and give guided tours during the summer. While it may take a few
years, this work can be done with the present Forest work force, using
seasonal archeologists, paraprofessional archeologists, and volunteers.

The Salmon National Forest could replace the large wooden sign at Leesburg
that was destroyed by vandals several years ago. The sign told a short
history of Leesburg, as a similar one tells about Ulysses' history in

the North Fork District. The vandal-resistant signs that the Sawtooth
National Recreation Area has recently begun to use may be preferable

over wooden omnes.

The Forest could design a one page pamphlet about Leesburg that would be
distributed out of the Forest Supervisor's and District Offices. 1In
addition to a short history of the town, the pamphlet might include a
sketch map of the townsite that has unique characteristics of some of
the buildings labeled.

A scrapbook containing text, sketch maps of the site and some of the
structures and historic and modern photographs of the townsite would
also be a useful interpretive tool. It could be available at the recep-
tion desk at the Supervisor's Office with duplicates at the Cobalt
District Office and in the Salmon Public Library. Often Forest visitors
come to the SO with questions about what historic sites are on the
Forest and what their condition is. A scrapbook, such as suggested,
would aid the receptionists in answering that type of question about
Leesburg.

Along the same lines, the Forest could create a slide show about Leesburg
that would be available to civic groups and Lemhi County schools. This
public education could be both informative and could be used to gain
public support for additional programs at Leesburg.

The Lemhi County Historical Society might be persuaded to collaborate
with Forest Service personnel to make both the scrapbook and the slide
show. Other interested Salmon residents, especially those that lived in
Leesburg Basin, might be interested in helping the project by donating
photographs and recalling anecdotes that could be included in the texts.
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Guided tours of Leesburg held once a month during the summers would be
an important part of the site's interpretive program. Forest Service
employees -~ perhaps the seasonal archeologist and/or the paraprofes-
sionals - could prepare a short tour of the townsite using information
gathered during the 1982 Leesburg inventory. The State and local
historical societies might also actively participate in tour planning,
just as the Idaho State Historical Society did for the tour of Shoup and
Ulysses they sponsored in summer 1982. Salmon residents and Forest
visitors would be invited to attend the tours through adequate advance
publicity.
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Alternate Plan #4: Structures Acquisition and Stabilization

While the structures at Leesburg remain in the hands of private indi-
viduals, their preservation is subject to the whim of the miners. The
only means by which the Salmon National Forest might be able to protect
the structures from damage due to mineral activities would be through
ownership. The Forest Service would have to acquire the buildings and
withdraw the underlying acreage from mineral development. Because a
withdrawal is subject to prior claims, the claimant would have to
relinquish his rights to mineral extraction in the withdrawn acreage.

Withdrawals are subject to the approval of the Bureau of Land Management
which reviews them to insure that the lands proposed for withdrawal are
not mineralized. If the assays taken at the Lady Luck and Luckey Boy
claims in June, 1982, in preparation for a patent application on the
properties indicate that the two claims do not have enough minerals for
a valid claim, withdrawal action could proceed. The townsite lies
within these two claims.

After withdrawal, the Forest Service could acquire the structures either
by contesting the validity of the claims or by requesting that the
claimants relinquish their mineral rights and donate the townsite to the
Federal government. If the validity contest is successful (and after
the withdrawal was completed), no mineral claims could be made on the
townsite. The structures would continue to belong to the claimants who
would be granted a short period of time in which to move or destroy
them, if they desired. If the miners took no action, the buildings
would become the property of the United States.

Suggested lands for withdrawal are shown in two tracts in Figure 18.

The legal description for Tract 1 is S% NEY% SW% NW% and SW% SWy SE% NWk,
Sec. 21, T. 22 N., R. 20 E., and for Tract 2 is SE% NWY% SW% SW% NWY% and
NEY% SWY SW% SWy NWk, Sec. 21, T. 22 N., R. 20 E. The total withdrawal
would be for 6.875 acres within the Leesburg Historic District.

Acquisition without a plan for subsequent management is an unsound
proposition. In addition to the interpretive and other programs proposed
under Alternate Plans #1-3, the Salmon Forest should consider some
structure stabilization. Rehabilitation (major repair at a structure so
that it can serve a useful purpose) and restoration (complete and accurate
rebuilding with an eye toward historical detail) are costly means of

site preservation and are unfeasible alternatives to stabilization at
this time. Stabilization is preferable because it can be of benefit,

yet with limited work. It is ''designed to sustain the form and extent

of a structure essentially in the existing state'" (Wilderness Planning
Team, Salmon National Forest 1982:15).

Buildings in a poor state of repair or in ruins would not be repaired
under the proposed stabilization program. Those buildings needing minor
repairs to the walls or a new roof would have priority in the program.
The buildings that would most benefit from a stabilization program are
Feature 3 (roof), Feature 9 (roof and foundation along the north side),

53



Historic District
boundary

Fig. 18. Lands in the Leesburg Historic District that would be withdrawn
under Alternate Plan #4.
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Feature 14 (roof and back wall), Feature 20 (west wall), and Feature 24
(roof). Building new roofs for the structures is a cost—-efficient
"stitch-in-time-saves—nine" measure; roofless structures are more exposed
to the weather and therefore deteriorate more quickly than do those with
roofs.

To minimize the cost of building stabilization, the Forest Service could
provide materials and supervision while soliciting volunteer labor.

Many Salmon area residents are personally interested in preservation at

Leesburg and might be interested in volunteering for work or organizing

a campaign to find others to volunteer.
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Preferred Alternative

Alternate Plan #4, which includes aspects of all four alternatives, is
the preferred plan. Under it, the Salmon National Forest would play an
active role in cultural resource protection at the Leesburg National
Register Historic District. 1In addition to mining activity monitoring,
the Forest would develop a program of site interpretation and public
education. It would obtain clear title to the standing structures - the
focal point of the site as far as Forest visitors are concerned. Finally,
it would stabilize several of the buildings for the enjoyment of future
visitors.

This plan is preferred because it eliminates any question of structure
ownership. Lack of clarification up to this time has been partially
responsible for the Salmon National Forest's lack of a management program
at the site. Furthermore, under any circumstances it is difficult to
manage a resource that is under joint ownership. Because the Forest
Service's ideas about land use in the 160 acre area are different from
those of the claimants - and will continue to be so -, joint ownership

is not in the best interest of the cultural resource.

Stabilization of acquired structures is an integral part of Alternate
Plan #4. The reason for acquisition is so that the Forest will be able
to better manage the resource. Such management obviously involves site
protection against natural deterioration, and stabiization is a cost-
efficient means of keeping standing structures standing.

Alternative Plan #3 is the next most preferred of the four cultural
resource management plans. It does nothing to clarify the ownership
question (although the Regional Office may resolve the question no matter
which plan is followed). Although under the alternate plan the Forest
would take no direct measures to protect the townsite structures, it

still offers a way indirectly to protect both the structures and other
cultural features from vandalism. Site interpretation may reduce vandalism
through public education. In addition, it will provide a desirable
recreational service to Forest visitors who drive to Leesburg and want

to know more about the history of the site.

Alternate Plans #1 and 2 are the current program and a slightly improved
program. These also do not address or try to resolve the structure
ownership question. They only slightly recognize the fact that visitor
use and interest at Leesburg has increased lately, although the place is
aesthetically deficient due to the activities of the Napias Mining
Company. Finally, the two plans do little to discourage vandalism and
site damage due to natural deterioration.
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initial gold discovery, and early miners and merchants at Leesburg.
Also, gave short biographical sketches of the original prospectors
and Judge Beatty.

Shockey, Philip N.
1957 - Reconnaissance geology of the Leesburg Quadrangle, Lemhi

County, Idaho. Idaho Bureau of Mines and Geology Pamphlet, No.
113. .

Shoup, George E.
1969 - History of Lemhi County. Idaho State Library, Boise.
Discussion of the original discovery at Leesburg and the develop-
ment of Leesburg Basin and the Salmon City area. Includes some
interesting anecdotes of early miners and Leesburg residents.

Trego, Byrd
1979 - The land of contrasts. Snake River Echoes 8(1): 24. Short
biography of Orion E. Kirkpatrick.

Umpleby, Joseph B.
1913 - Geology and ore deposits of Lemhi County, Idaho. United
States Geological Survey Bulletin 528. Umpleby's description of
the Mackinaw District, of which Leesburg is a part, is covered
under such topics as "Situation and Access', "History and Production',
"Physiography'", "Geology', "Placer Deposits", '"Lode Deposits', and
"Mines". A very general discussion of Leesburg history and placer
deposits.

Wells, Merle W.
1974 - Gold camps and silver cities. Idaho Bureau of Mines and
Geology Bulletin 22. Short, interesting history of the first two
years at Leesburg. Relied heavily on newspaper accounts, quoting
them extensively. '

Wilderness Planning Team, Salmon National Forest
1982 - An inventory of the ranch, homestead, trapper, and other
cabins and structures within the River-of-No-Return Wilderness and
its Wild and Scenic Rivers. Ms. on file, Salmon National Forest
Supervisor's Office, Salmon.

Wilson, Mary A.
1981 - The Rocky Mountain Cabin. Unpublished master's thesis,
Department of Anthropology, University of Idaho.
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ARCHITECTURAL FEATURE FORM

State No.
Agency No. SL-86
Site Name Leesburg

Feature No. 1

Summary (1-2 sentences about function, form, condition): This structure is a one-
room log building with a lean-to attached to the west side. Although the floor is
dirt, this was a residence, according to Dick Shoup.

The main room is in fairly good condition, but the lean-to is in very poor shape.
Description of Exterior:

Dimensions: L 23'9" ,w 16'8" | H 10'9" (max.), 6'6" (min.)
" (not inc. lean-to roof.

Structure Orientation: 58°W (of True North)

Foundation: Can't tell for sure, but looks like no foundationm.

Wall Construction, Finish, Color: Saddle-notch unpeeled logs not adzed on the
inside or out, with the exception of 2 of the largest logs. IMud chinking on the out-
side and wood wedge chinking on inside. The ends of the logs at the corners are both
axed and sawed; they are also cut at uneven lengths especially in the back of the
building. The logs used in the walls of the lean-to were recycled as evidenced by non-
functional notches here and there. O01ld clothes were put around the window frames and
between logs to serve as insulation. All wire nails used.

Chimneys: The stove pipe location is marked on the floor plan.

Openings:

Doors and Doorways: The main room's doorway faces south. Presently it is 71/2
in. taller than it was originally (evident from the location of the top of the side jams)
The door latched on the left side - the latch being low on the jam (30 1/2 in. above
bottom of side jam). The latch doesn't remain, only a notch. (con't)

Windows: There are 3 windows in the main room and only the false jams
remain.

Roof Shape, Covering: Gable roof over main room made of 1/2" poles covered with
dirt which was covered with board and batten. It has a ridgepole and 4 purlins (2 on
each side). Pitch is 5.8:12. The lean-to has a shed roof of board and batten with 3
roof joists or purlins. Pitch is 4.9:12. Roof overhangs east wall by 21 1/2 in.,

Other Features (such as porches): south wall by 45 in. and west wall (lean-

to roof) by 8 in.
There is an extension of the west wall of the lean-to 7 ft. 1 in. beyond the south wall.
This was once partially or completely covered by a shed roof. Access to this room is
gained either through the south-facing door to the outside or the east-facing door to
the main room. :



Description of Interior:

Interior Walls or Partitions - Construction, Covering: The door between the
lean-to and the main room is shown in the floor plan.

Flooring: Just dirt apparently.
Ceiling: None
Condition:

10 % destroyed
Identify defects to both primary (walls, roof) and secondary (porch, doors,
windows) as slight, minor, major, critical, ruin. Specify deterioration.
The walls and roof of the main part are in fairly good condition, but the roof and the
west wall of the lean-to are partially collapsed. Except for the outside door to the
lean-to, all doors and windows have been removed.

Associated Artifacts: Wine bottle glass, carbon (?) rods from batteries, purple
bottle glass, melted black rubber blobs less than 1 cm in diameter, stovepipe with
crimped seam, a few woven cotton straps on the inside walls may have held tools, brown

bottle glass, window glass, 1 crimped tin can, ironstone fragments, and modern
aluminum beverage cans.

Construction Date 1900 ? Duration of Use to

Informants or Previous Reports: Dick Shoup and Paul Fitzgerald

Photograph Numbers: Leesburg B&W Roll 1, exp. 5-9, Roll 4, exp. 13-14

Other Remarks/Descriptions: The feature has been vandalized by people carving
initials and dates on the window sill. There has probably also been some pothunting,
but there are no holes in the floor to indicate such.

Doors, Con't.: The outside door to the lean-to is still in place, but it has been naile
shut. 1Its hinges are 2 very large V-hinges, which probably serve as further indication
of recycling at the structure because these hinges are too large for the door. The door
is of very haphazard construction; for example, the few nails in the hinges are clinched
over before driven completely through. ‘

Other notes of interest: Above the front doorway and above the back window, there is on
oval 4X2 1/2 in. hole of unknown function. They do not lie directly across from each
other, but close enough so that a pole might have been suspended in the room w/one end
in each hole. Holes are presently screened over w/1/16 in. screen.

Recorder Mitzi Rossillon Date 7/15/82
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ARCHITECTURAL FEATURE FORM

State No.
Agency No. SL-86
Site Name Leesburg

Feature No. 2

Summary (1-2 sentences about function, form, condition): This was a log milk barn
and horse barn, probably consisting of two rooms with no hay loft. According to
Dick Shoup, the building was originally a saloon. The roof and west wall have collapsed.

Description of Exterior:

Dimensions: L 49'3" , W __19'4" , H 11’ (max.), _3 1/2' (min.)
(inside dimensions)

Structure Orientation:

S 4° W (of True North)
Foundation:

None apparent

Wall Construction, Finish, Color: The unpeeled wall logs are Lincoln-log notched.
They are not adzed and are chinked on the outside w/mud and occasionally poles and wood
wedges and on the inside w/poles, wood wedges, and old rags. The gables are also of
logs, but were covered with boards perhaps to fbeautify" the facade. When two logs are
spliced, it is with a half lap joint. The back of the feature was dug partially into
the uphill slope.

Chimneys:

Openings:
Doors and Doorways: There is a doorway in the front, facing south. There is
a piece of rubber tire nailed to the right jam that apparently served as the most
recent door latch.

Windows: There is an opening near the floor on the north wall that may have
been a window. Currently it is boarded over on the outside.

Roof Shape, Covering: The gable roof is made of 2 layers of boards. It has a
ridge pole and 12 purlins. The roof pitch was 8.3:12. 1In the center of the structure
on the inside there was a support thing to keep the roof from sagging (see sketch below).
Roof overhangs north wall by 11 in. and west wall by about 16 in.

Other Features (such as porches):

Feed boxes stood along east wall.



Description of Interior:

Interior Walls or Partitions - Construction, Covering:

Flooring:

Ceiling: None

Condition: Lone : , 40 % destroyed
Identify defects to both primary (walls, roof) and secondary (porch, doors,
windows) as slight, minor, major, critical, ruin. Specify deterioration.
The west wall has collapsed outward in its middle section and the roof is gone from
the west half of the building. No doors or windows are left, just the false jams.

Associated Artifacts: Milk glass fragments, bailing wire in various places throughout
the structure, non-identifiable cast iron fragment, lots of 1 1/2 in. holes drilled
into the walls perhaps once filled w/pegs that held tack, 4 sections of hydraulic
mining pipe, door on inside used to block north window, 3 feed boxes, oval tin pan,
modern cheap wine bottle fragment, crimped tin cans, and window frame.
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