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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

At the request of the City of Murrieta, BonTerra Consulting completed a Cultural Resources 
Assessment (records search and field survey) for the proposed Triangle Specific Plan Project 
Area (Project Area) located at the junction of Interstates 15 and 215 in the City of Murrieta, 
Riverside County, California. The assessment was conducted under the supervision of Brian K. 
Glenn, M.A., Registered Professional Archaeologist (RPA) in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

The Project Area encompasses a total of 64.3 acres in a roughly triangular shaped area, 
approximately ½-mile east to west and ½-mile north to south. The Project Area is geologically 
comprised of gentle hills and drainages; geographically, it overlooks Murrieta Creek located to 
the south and west of the Project Area.  

The entirety of the Project Area was subjected to an intensive cultural resources field survey. In 
accordance with the requirements of CEQA, this study was conducted to identify cultural 
resources that may be eligible for inclusion on either the California Register of Historical 
Resources or National Register of Historic Places.  This study also recommends further actions 
to evaluate these resources with the ultimate goal of reducing any impacts to unique or 
historical resources within the Project Area to a level of less than significant. 

A cultural resources records search was conducted by the Eastern Information Center (EIC) at 
the University of California, Riverside to cover the Project Area and a one-mile radius around 
the site. The results indicated that the entirety of the Project Area had been previously surveyed 
and no archaeological or built-environment resources have been previously recorded.  

Field assessment was conducted on August 1, 2007, by a qualified Archaeologist under the 
supervision of Brian K. Glenn, M.A., RPA. The survey confirmed the absence of archaeological 
materials visible on the surface of the Project Area. Minor traces of historic period use of the 
property were visible, specifically well heads associated with a previously mapped windmill.  

BonTerra Consulting recommends that no further evaluation with regard to archaeological 
and/or architectural resources is necessary prior to project approval, though recommendations 
for archaeological monitoring and evaluation or treatment of discoveries made during 
development are included in Section 6.2, Recommendations.  

The presence of significant subsurface archaeological resources is always a possibility in areas 
where only surface inspection has taken place. If potentially significant cultural resources are 
discovered during ground disturbances, work in that location should be diverted and a qualified 
Archaeologist should be contacted immediately to evaluate the find. The Archaeologist may 
recommend further study to evaluate the resource for significance.  

If human remains are discovered, the County Coroner’s office must be notified immediately 
under State law (California Health and Safety Code §7050.5) and all activities in the immediate 
area of the find must cease until appropriate and lawful measures have been implemented. If 
the Coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the Coroner shall contact the 
North American Heritage Commission (NAHC) (California Public Resources Code §5097.98). 
The NAHC will designate a Most Likely Descendent who will make recommendations 
concerning the disposition of the remains in consultation with the lead agency and Project 
Archaeologist.  
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The results of the paleontological records search indicate that excavation within the boundaries 
of the proposed project has the potential to impact significant nonrenewable paleontological 
resources. Excavation into undisturbed Pauba Formation deposits, both at the surface and 
subsurface, will require that a qualified Vertebrate Paleontologist develop a monitoring program 
to mitigate the impacts to nonrenewable paleontological resources. The monitoring program 
should include: full- or part-time monitoring of initial grading activities, as well as recovery, 
preparation (to a point of identification), reporting, and cataloguing of fossil materials.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

BonTerra Consulting was retained by the City of Murrieta to conduct a Phase I Cultural 
Resources Assessment (records search and field survey) for the proposed The Triangle 
Specific Plan Project Area (Project Area) (Exhibit 1, Regional Location). The Project Area is 
situated at the junction of Interstates 15 and 215 in the City of Murrieta, Riverside County, as 
depicted on the Murrieta USGS 7.5′ quadrangle (Exhibit 2, Local Vicinity). The Phase I 
assessment has been conducted in compliance with CEQA. The Phase I assessment is an 
inventory of cultural resources without consideration of their status as unique or historical 
resources as defined in CEQA statutes and guidelines (see Section 6.1.1, below).  

All aspects of the Phase I assessment were conducted under the supervision of Brian K. Glenn, 
M.A., RPA, of BonTerra Consulting. Mr. Glenn is a RPA qualified under both CEQA and 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards, and listed on the County of 
Riverside list of approved cultural resources consultants (Appendix A). 

2.0 LOCATION AND SETTING 

The Triangle Specific Plan Area encompasses a total of 64.3 acres in a roughly triangular 
shaped area approximately ½-mile east to west and ½-mile north to south (Exhibit 2). The 
Project Area is geologically comprised of gentle hills and drainages; geographically it overlooks 
Murrieta Creek located to the south and west of the Project Area. The proposed development 
encompasses the entirety of the Project Area (Exhibit 3, Proposed Specific Plan Development).  

The Project Area’s elevations range from 1100 feet to 1150 feet above mean sea level (msl) 
and are an incidental part of the Peninsular Range physiographic province (Moratto 1984:18-
19). The foothills and greater Peninsular Range are predominantly comprised of Mesozoic basic 
intrusive and granitic rocks, and contain aspects of Upper Jurassic Marine formations 
(Rogers 1965). The mountains and foothills surrounding the Project Area are well known for a 
variety of mineral deposits. 

3.0 CULTURAL BACKGROUND 

3.1 PREHISTORIC BACKGROUND 

The prehistory of much of southern California is best described by a general chronology 
originally developed for the coastal region by William Wallace (1955) but applicable to many 
near-coastal and interior areas. Supported by radiocarbon dates from key archaeological sites, 
Wallace (1955, 1978) established a 4-stage sequence that, after nearly 50 years, remains 
widely applicable today. He identified four archaeological horizons based on types of artifacts 
and features diagnostic of broad periods in the prehistory of southern California: 

• Horizon I: Early Man (before 7,000 years ago)  
• Horizon II: Millingstone (7,000−3,500 years ago)  
• Horizon III: Intermediate (3,500−1,500 years ago)  
• Horizon IV: Late Prehistoric (1,500-historic contact, ca. 200 years ago)  

Horizon I, Early Man, included a speculated, but at the time unsubstantiated, late Pleistocene 
occupation. Since Wallace formulated his chronology, sites on the central coast and at Buena 
Vista Lake, for example, have yielded radiocarbon ages between 9,500 and 8,000 years ago 
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(Greenwood 1972; Fredrickson and Grossman 1977; Glassow 1997). Clovis-style fluted 
projectile points at least 11,000 years old have been found in the southern San Joaquin Valley, 
Mojave Desert, and Tehachapi Mountains (Moratto 1984:81, 87); these discoveries 
substantiating Wallace’s belief in a late Pleistocene period of occupation.  

The Early Man Horizon is usually thought to have been characterized by small, highly mobile 
bands of hunters who were drawn to Late Ice Age resources such as broad inland lakes and 
marshes, and large game. Now known to correspond to the better-defined Western Pluvial 
Lakes Tradition (WPLT) of interior deserts or Paleo-Coastal Tradition (PCT) of the Pacific littoral 
zone (both 11,000−8,000 years ago), sites from this period show a greater diversity of 
ecological settings and approaches to subsistence (Moratto 1984:104). Sophisticated lithic 
technology of the WPLT/PCT featured finely crafted projectile points, crescents, scrapers, and 
knives.  

Horizon II, Millingstone, represents a long period of time characterized by small but less 
nomadic groups that probably relied on a seasonal round of settlement that may have begun 
during earlier millennia (Moratto 1984:109). In many areas, the seasonal round likely included 
both inland and coastal residential bases. Millingstone sites are marked by the appearance of 
seed-grinding tools (such as manos, metates, and hammerstones), usually in large numbers. 
These often occur in association with shell middens in coastal locations. Seeds from sage, 
buckwheat, and various grasses provided staple foods, and less emphasis appears to have 
been placed on hunting. Coarse-grained, durable, lithic materials (such as quartzite, rhyolite, 
and other volcanic materials) are more common in flaked stone tools from this period than fine-
grained, silicious materials such as chert and jasper.  

During Horizon III, Intermediate, the first evidence of acorn processing appeared, indicated by 
the presence of mortars and pestles. As a high-calorie, storable food, acorns contributed to 
increasing sedentism and more complex social organization (Johnson and Earle 1987). The 
absence of small projectile points indicates that the bow and arrow—a hallmark of the Late 
Prehistoric period—had not yet been introduced, but elaborate dart points are a common artifact 
of the Intermediate Period. Along the coast, the Intermediate Period saw the use of more 
diverse marine resources, evident in bone and shell fishhooks, harpoon points, and net weights. 
It was during this time that the introduction of plank canoes is postulated. Shell and steatite 
beads and ornaments were produced in larger quantities and in a greater variety of styles. 
Regional exchange intensified with non-local materials such as steatite, serpentine, fused shale, 
and obsidian obtained through trade (McIntyre 1990:5).  

The Horizon IV, Late Prehistoric, exhibits larger populations and a wider variety of material 
culture and social institutions. Storable surplus foods (such as acorns and dried meats, 
especially fish and shellfish) allowed populations to increase and social mechanisms to 
diversify. New artifact classes, such as small triangular projectile points and steatite shaft 
straighteners (indicating bow and arrow technology), some types of shell beads, and ceramics 
(in some areas) are diagnostic of the Late Prehistoric. The production of pictographs 
(rock paintings) is also thought to be a hallmark of this period. It is during the Late Prehistoric 
that the Uto-Aztecan speaking emigrants from the Great Basin appeared in the Los Angeles, 
Orange, Riverside and northern San Diego County areas. 

Late Prehistoric archaeology is generally better understood because the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth century descendants of these groups provided additional information to early 
anthropologists. Unfortunately, introduction of foreign diseases, displacement, and absorption 
into other groups caused by the arrival of the Spanish, Mexican, and American populations 
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decimated native populations to such low numbers that, by the mid to late 1800s, they were a 
minor portion of the overall population. For this reason, very little interest in native inhabitants 
and their prehistory was initially generated. By the turn of the Twentieth Century anthropologists 
began to collect data about traditional native lifeways in California.  

The Late Prehistoric in this portion of Riverside County is archaeologically represented by 
peoples antecedent to the Luiseño. Delbert True (1966) determined that the San Luis Rey 
Complex represents the beginnings of Luiseño culture in Riverside and San Diego Counties, 
which is distinct from that of the Diegueño (Ipai and Tipai) Yuman-speakers to the south. 
Kroeber (1925) hypothesized a division line between the two linguistically distinct peoples south 
of the current Project Area in San Diego County. The Project Area is, therefore, firmly within the 
historic boundaries of the Takic-speaking Luiseño. Prehistorically, the San Luis Rey Complex is 
believed to have been derived from “Shoshonean” antecedents (Takic speakers within the Uto-
Aztecan language family). Our understanding of the population dynamics involved in the 
Millingstone/Yuman/Shoshonean transition is limited. 

Horizon IV is the best documented time period of the Riverside region, due in part to the large 
number of sites and the abundance of ethnographic and ethnohistoric data. Clement Meighan 
(1954) postulated the San Luis Rey Complex subsequent to excavations on Frey Creek, west of 
Pala in north-inland San Diego County in 1953. He identified two phases within the complex: 
San Luis Rey I (tentatively dating from circa A.D. 1400−1750) and San Luis Rey II (dating from 
A.D. 1750−1850). The San Luis Rey I assemblage includes: cremations, bedrock mortars, 
millingstones, triangular projectile points, bone awls, and stone ornaments. San Luis Rey II (the 
later phase of the same complex) includes the above artifacts with the addition of pottery, red 
and black pictographs, and contact period trade items (e.g., glass beads, metal knives). 

Meighan (1954:221) suggests pottery may not have been introduced to the region until after 
A.D. 1500, perhaps as late as A.D. 1600 or 1700. The use of pottery and the importation of 
Obsidian Butte obsidian (volcanic glass) are attributed to contact with the Yuman-speaking Ipai 
to the south, whereas Coso obsidian (sourced in Inyo County) was a trade item from Uto-
Aztecan speakers to the northeast. 

As with other peoples of the Late Prehistoric, the historic Luiseño and their San Luis Rey 
antecedents practiced exploitation of a variety of seasonally available plant and animal 
resources throughout the region. This resulted in the seasonal reoccupation of many “village 
sites,” as well as many temporary, resource-specific camps throughout the region. However, 
year-round occupation of coastal sites that focused on the exploitation of marine resources has 
been documented. 

3.2 ETHNOGRAPHIC BACKGROUND 

Historically, the Luiseño represent peoples associated with the Misión San Luis Rey de Francia 
and the Asistencia de San Antonio de Pala. “Twenty miles inland from Mission San Luis Rey, 
the sub-station San Antonio de Pala was founded probably on June 13, 1816. It is known 
generally as Pala Mission” (Heilbron 1936). Soon after Mission San Luis Rey began to flourish, 
Fr. Peyri became aware of the necessity for this sub-station at or near Pala because it was the 
natural congregating place of large numbers of mountain Indians. Before 1819, more than a 
thousand had been baptized and enrolled as Luiseño (Heilbron 1936). The historic village of 
Paiahche is located on the eastern shore of Lake Elsinore, approximately 11 miles northwest of 
the Project Area, and the village of Temeku is approximately 4.5 miles to the southeast. No 
ethnographic villages exist within or directly adjacent to the Project Area.  
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Sources indicate sedentary and autonomous Luiseño villages within a diverse range of 
ecological zones (Bean and Shipek 1978). The Luiseño recognized ownership rights with regard 
to resources by individuals, families, the village chief, or collectively (by group). Groups had 
seasonal rights in the mountains for acorn gathering and access to the seashore for fishing 
when these resources were abundant. Rights to access were formalized and indiscretions a 
major cause of war. The Luiseño used a variety of locally available resources for food, with 
six varieties of acorn providing the single largest source. Varieties of flora as well as fauna 
supplemented acorns to varying degrees throughout the year. Deer and rabbit provided most of 
the protein outside the coastal zone. The animals were acquired through hunting, snares, and 
periodic drives using fire to flush the game.  

3.3 HISTORIC BACKGROUND 

The major historic periods for southern California are defined by key events documented by 
participants, witnesses, historians, and cartographers: 

• Spanish Period (1769–1821) 
• Mexican Period (1821–1848) 
• American Period (1848–Present) 

The Spanish era encompasses the period of occupation by European descendants. This period 
marked a time of disease, exploitation, and deculturation of the native peoples beginning 
circa 1769 with the founding of the Misión San Diego de Alcalá. Spanish occupation and control 
was passed on to Mexico after the latter gained its independence in 1821. The Mexican period, 
in turn, gave way to United States control subsequent to the Mexican-American War and the 
treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848.  

The Spanish Period represents exploration, establishment of the San Diego Presidio, and the 
Misión San Diego de Alcalá, and Misión San Luis Rey de Francia. Mission life introduced 
agriculture (the cultivation of corn, wheat, olive, and other crops), as well as horses and herds of 
grazing cattle. The Spanish period witnessed the introduction of adobe architecture to the area 
and the establishment of the Pueblo de San Diego in the location now known as Old Town. 
Despite the transition to the Mexican period, the structure of the Spanish Period was retained 
for a time and the missions continued to operate as they had in the past. 

Mexico’s independence from Spain in 1821 ushered in the Mexican Period in Alta California. 
Mexico secularized the missions and continued the Spanish practice of granting large tracts of 
ranch lands to prominent soldiers, civil servants, and other settlers. Little visible evidence of the 
transition of power from Spain to Mexico was immediately evident in the frontiers of Alta 
California. Laws and practices of the earlier government remained in place until shortly before 
the 1834 secularization of the missions (a decade after Mexican rule began). Secularization 
freed vast tracts of land for redistribution. Although several grants of land were made prior 
to 1834, this date marks the beginning of the era of the rancho. Agriculture was overshadowed 
by the trade in cattle hides and tallow. It is the trade in hides along the California coast that 
William Henry Dana writes about in his epoch Two Years Before the Mast. The hide trade made 
the harbor at San Diego, and other coastal stops such as San Juan Capistrano, favorite ports-
of-call for the sailing ships of the era. With this trade came a degree of prosperity to the region. 
The Pueblo de San Diego and the ranchos grew, but this era was short-lived. The Mexican-
American War of 1846–1848 was to bring the era of Hispanic rule to a close. The Treaty of 
Guadalupe-Hidalgo would cede Alta California (along with Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas) to 
the United States. 
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The American Period began with the cession of California by Mexico in 1848. However, prior to 
this time, Americans were already well-established; a number of them elected Mexican 
citizenship and married into the local families. The Mexican-American War tested the loyalty of 
the American emigrants to their adopted country, some of which to aided the American forces, 
while others maintained their allegiance to Mexico and, more relevantly, to California.  

A Lands Commission was created in response to the Act of 1851, which provided a means of 
validating land ownership throughout the state by settlement of land claims. Few Mexican 
ranchos remained intact because of legal costs and a lack of what Americans considered to be 
sufficient evidence to provide title claims. Much of the land that once constituted rancho 
holdings became public land, available for settlement by emigrants to California. The influx of 
people to California and the Lake Elsinore region was the result of various factors, including: the 
discovery of gold in the state; conclusion of the Civil War and subsequent availability of free 
land through passage of the Homestead Act; and the importance of the country as an 
agricultural area supported by the construction of connecting railways. The growth and decline 
of towns occurred in response to increased population and the economic “boom and bust” 
period of the late 1880s. 

As more Americans ventured into southern California and Riverside County at the end of the 
nineteenth century, the old Spanish land grants were gradually broken up and the land changed 
hands many times. Agriculture and ranching were prime activities of the newcomers to the 
county and, by the turn of the twentieth century, small towns had been created with all the 
facilities necessary for future growth including post offices, schools, churches, small commercial 
establishments, and growing residential sections.  

4.0 METHODOLOGY 

4.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

4.1.1 Records Search 

A cultural resources records search for The Triangle Specific Plan Project Area and surrounding 
vicinity was completed by staff of the EIC at the University of California, Riverside on July 23, 
2007 (Appendix B). The EIC is the designated branch of the California Historical Resources 
Information System (CHRIS) and house records concerning archaeological and historic 
resources in Riverside County. The records search provided data on known archaeological and 
built environment resources as well as previous studies within one mile of the Project Area. 
Data sources consulted by the EIC included archaeological records, Archaeological 
Determinations of Eligibility (DOE), historic maps, and the Historic Property Data File (HPDF) 
maintained by the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP). The HPDF contains listings 
for the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and/or National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), California Historical Landmarks (CHL), and California Points of Historical 
Interest (CPHI). 

4.1.2 Sacred Lands Database Review and Senate Bill 18 Consultation 

Two separate inquiries were made of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The 
first requested a review of the Sacred Lands File database regarding the possibility of Native 
American cultural resources in the project vicinity that are not documented on other databases. 
The NAHC also provides a list of Native American groups and individuals who may have 
knowledge regarding Native American cultural resources not formally listed on any database. 
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The second request was for the NAHC list of Native American groups for which Senate Bill 18 
(SB 18) consultation is mandated. SB 18 (Government Code §65352.3) requires government-to-
government consultation between the lead agency and State-listed Native American groups for 
specific plan and general plan amendments. Information regarding the results of the Native 
American coordination/consultation is provided in Section 5.1.2.  

4.1.3 Archaeological Field Survey 

A systematic archaeological survey of the entire Project Area was conducted by Albert Knight 
under the supervision of Brian K. Glenn, M.A., RPA of BonTerra Consulting on August 1, 2007.  
The entirety of the Project Area was surveyed using a combination of parallel and 
contour-based transects spaced no greater than 15 meters apart, as well as focused surveys on 
areas of high possibility. Special emphasis was given to exposed cuts and soil storage areas 
located within the Project Area. 

A Magellan Meridian Global Positioning System (GPS) unit, corrected by the Wide Area 
Augmentation System (WAAS), was used to accurately map the locations of resources as well 
as project boundaries. Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) measurements were taken in 
relation to the North American Datum of 1927 (NAD27-CONUS). Photographs were taken with a 
Kodak Max 35mm camera. The survey required approximately eight hours to complete.  

4.2 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

A paleontological resources records search and scientific literature review for the Project Area 
was conducted in an effort to identify deposits and formations where significant resources might 
be located. The records search was conducted by the Vertebrate Paleontology Section of the 
Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County (NHMLAC). The records search documents 
mapped formations, fossil localities, and references to publications regarding fossil resources 
previously identified within and adjacent to the Project Area. 

5.0 RESULTS 

5.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

5.1.1 Records Search Results 

Previous Research 

The EIC reported that 74 previous cultural resource studies, including 4 general-area studies, 
have been conducted within 1 mile of the project area (Table 1; Appendix B); 3 of these cultural 
resources studies included portions of the Project Area.  

The three previously conducted studies included two surveys (Chace and Laylander 1979; 
Crownover and Holz 1990) and one records search (Tang 2006). Both of the surveys appear to 
have covered the entirety of the Project Area with the Chace and Laylander (1979) survey 
covering additional acreage as well. Neither of the surveys nor the records search identified 
cultural resources within the Project Area. 
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TABLE 1 
PREVIOUS STUDIES CONDUCTED WITHIN 

ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT
 

SCIC Report 
No. Author(s) and Year Coverage/Type of Study 

RI-00004 McGown 1948 Unknown acreage, Archaeological Survey Report, four 
resources recorded 

RI-00036 Bettinger 1972 3000 acres, Phase I assessment, 10 resources recorded 

RI-00037 Drover 1988 No acreage surveyed, Cultural Resource assessment for 
Murrieta Hot Springs Specific Plan, nine resources  

RI-00421 Lando 1978 30 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-00457 San Bernardino County Museum 

Association 1978 
120 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 

RI-00479 Swenson 1978 10 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-00565 Bowles 1979 10 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-00588* Chace and Laylander 1979 108 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-00718 Singer 1979 Three acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded
RI-00730 Swenson 1979 2 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-00768 Bowles and Salpas 1980 10 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-00896 Moore 1980 Nine acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-01029 Archaeological Planning 

Collaborative 1980 
800 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 

RI-01048 White 1980 7500 acres, Phase I assessment, five resources recorded
RI-01226 Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc. 

1981 
10 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources 

RI-01327 Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc. 
1981 

1790 acres, Phase I assessment, seven resources 
recorded 

RI-01640 Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc. 
1983 

560 acres, Phase I assessment, three resources 
recorded 

RI-01641 Wilke 1987 No acreage surveyed, Letter Report of Grading 
Monitoring, no resources recorded 

RI-01854 Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc. 
1984 

80 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources 

RI-02015 McDonald 1986 Three acres, Phase I assessment, no resources 
RI-02059 Oxendine 1983 No acreage surveyed, Research Paper “The Luiseno 

Village During the Late Prehistoric Era”,  no resources 
recorded 

RI-02120 De Munck 1987 8 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-02122 Swope 1987 120 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-02344 Drover and McCarthy 1988 No acreage surveyed, Cultural Resources Overview for 

Rancho California Master Plan, no resources recorded  
RI-02359 Drover 1988 145 acres, Phase I assessment, one resource recorded 
RI-02361 Carbone, Gilmore and Peter 1987 310 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-02363 Keller 1988 17 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-02364 Keller 1988 62 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-02365 Keller 1988 10 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-02389 Keller 1988 27 acres, Phase I  assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-02426 McCarthy 1989 Nine acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-02427 McCarthy 1989 Seven acres, Phase I assessment, no resources 

recorded 
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SCIC Report 
No. Author(s) and Year Coverage/Type of Study 

RI-02428 Brewer 1989  Eight acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded  
RI-02432 Gallegos, Carrico and Kyle 1988 10 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-02657 Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc. 

1989 
Five acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded  

RI-02799 Keller 1990 Unknown acreage, Phase I assessment, no resources 
recorded 

RI-02849 Swope 1990 One acre, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-02877* Crownover and Holz 1990 67 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-02926 Keller 1989 17 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-02993 Love 1990 Three acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded
RI-02994 Love 1990 Six acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded  
RI-03189 Peak and Associates, Inc. 1990 Linear survey-unknown acreage, Phase I assessment, no 

resources recorded 
RI-03229 Keller 1991 15 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-03230 Lerch 1999 Six acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-03376 Wade and Hector 1989 Linear survey-unknown acreage, Phase I assessment, 

three resources recorded  
RI-03492 Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc. 

1989 
20 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 

RI-03604 Carleton 1992 No acreage surveyed, Research paper-“The 
Development of Complexity among the Luiseno”, no 
resources recorded  

RI-03896 Keller 1995 288 acres, Phase I assessment, three resources 
recorded 

RI-03911 Sturm 1993 Linear survey-unknown acreage, Phase I assessment, no 
resources recorded  

RI-04272 White and White 2000 Five  acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-04296 Love, Tang, Hogan, Ballester and 

Bouscaren 2000 
142 acres, Phase I assessment, one resource recorded 

RI-04352 Keller 1999 17 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded  
RI-04599 Shepard 2002 26 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-04642 Keller 2003 15 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-04643 Keller 2001 Eight acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-04646 Keller 2002 27 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-04664 Love, Tang, Ballester and 

Hernandez 2001 
720 acres, Phase I assessment, 10 resources recorded 

RI-04853 Demcak 2004 62 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-04877 Peak and Associates, Inc. 2003 62 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-05142 Harris and Gallegos 1998 170 acres, Phase I assessment, one resource recorded 
RI-05212 Hoover, Wagner and Dailey 2005 Four acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-5612 White and White 2004 Three acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded
RI-05673 Shepard 2003 No acreage surveyed, Letter Report, no resources  
RI-05888 Love 2002 10 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 
RI-05968 Hogan, Tang, Dahdul and 

Ballester 2003 
Linear survey-unknown acreage, Phase I assessment, no 
resources recorded  
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SCIC Report 
No. Author(s) and Year Coverage/Type of Study 

RI-06028 Keller 2005 No survey,  Phase II assessment, one resource recorded 
RI-06443 Tang, Hogan, Tibbet and 

Smallwood 2004 
Linear survey-unknown acreage, Phase I assessment, 
two resources recorded  

RI-06446 Tang, Hogan, Tibbet and 
Smallwood 2005 

27 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 

RI-06457 Tang, Hogan, Tibbet and 
Ballester 2004 

One acre, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 

RI-06557 Tang, Hogan, Shackford, Hruby, 
Jacquemain and Hearth 2006 

25 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources recorded 

RI-06691* Tang 2006 No acreage surveyed, Letter Report of Records Search 
results,  no resources recorded 

RI-06737 Austermann 2006 25 acres, Phase I assessment, one  resource recorded 
RI-06877 Onken, Cato and Stoll 2006 Unknown acreage surveyed, Geoarchaeological 

Evaluation, one resource recorded 
RI-06896 Alexandrowicz 2007 Three acres, Phase I assessment, no resources 
RI-07040 Keller 2006 23 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources 
RI-07043 Hogan and Tang 2007 37 acres, Phase I assessment, one resource 
RI-07047 Hogan and Tang 2007 3 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources 
RI-07048 Keller 2006 10 acres, Phase I assessment, no resources  

* - Studies partially or fully within the Project Area  

 
Previously Recorded Resources 

The EIC reports that 27 cultural resource sites are located within a 1-mile search radius of the 
Project Area. None of these cultural resources are located within the Project Area. In addition, 
no sites listed on or eligible for the NRHP, the CRHR, or HPDF are located within the Project 
Area. A summary of sites within the search radius, their cultural constituents, and proximity to 
the Project Area, are provided in Table 2. 

TABLE 2 
PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED CULTURAL RESOURCES 

WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT AREA
 

Site Number 

SHPO 
Reference 
Number Description Distance & Direction 

CA-RIV- 238 – Described as a prehistoric site with ground stone, 
flaked stone, and shell artifacts in 1952. Site was 
not relocated in 1983 and was presumed destroyed.

~0.25 miles north-northeast 

CA-RIV- 1003 – Prehistoric temporary camp site with 6 manos, 5 
metates and “donut stone.” 

~0.50 miles southwest 

CA-RIV- 1004 – Described as a prehistoric site with ground and 
flaked stone artifacts in 1976. Only one isolated 
mano fragment was found in 2001. 

~0.90 miles south 

CA-RIV- 1010 – Described as a surface scatter of prehistoric 
grinding stones and scraper planes in 1972. Site 
was not relocated in 1983 and was presumed 

~0.90 miles northeast 
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Site Number 

SHPO 
Reference 
Number Description Distance & Direction 

destroyed by agricultural activity. 
CA-RIV- 5517H 33-005785 Historic barbed-wire and wood post fence line. ~0.50 miles west 
CA-RIV- 5518H 33-005786 Historic barbed-wire and wood post fence line.  ~0.10 miles southwest 
CA-RIV- 5519H 33-005787 Small historic building made of rough concrete 

available stones. 
~0.80 miles west 

CA-RIV- – 33-007151 Historic residence built in 1938. ~0.50 miles north 
CA-RIV- – 33-007431 Historic residence built in 1885. ~0.85 miles southwest 
CA-RIV- – 33-007445 Historic residence built circa 1900 with barn, garage 

and tank house. 
~0.65 miles southwest 

CA-RIV- – 33-007446 Historic residence built circa 1910-12. ~0.65 miles southwest  
CA-RIV- – 33-007452 Historic residence built circa 1916 ~0.80 miles west-northwest 
CA-RIV- 6466H 33-007455 Site of Temecula Hot Springs Resort, built between 

1931 and 1938. Monitoring during demolition in 
2001 revealed additional prehistoric component 
with ground and flaked stone artifacts below old 
buildings. 

~0.70 miles east 

CA-RIV- – 33-008756 Isolated volcanic scraper/core tool ~0.90 miles southwest 
CA-RIV- 6240 33-008757 Prehistoric site with ground and flaked stone 

artifacts 
~0.86 miles east 

CA-RIV- 6672 33-011084 Probable prehistoric food processing area with six 
metates, six manos and fire-affected-rock. 

~0.65 miles south 

CA-RIV- 6673 33-011085 Probable prehistoric food processing area with one 
metate, one mano, one core, and fire-affected-rock. 

~0.66 miles south 

CA-RIV- 6674 33-011086 Probable prehistoric food processing area with one 
metate, one mano, and fire-affected-rock. 

~0.67 miles south 

CA-RIV- – 33-012524 Well pumphouse constructed of corrugated tin 
siding, built circa 1953 

~0.85 miles west 

CA-RIV- – 33-013925 Historic residence built in1954 ~0.75 miles west 
CA-RIV- – 33-015787 Commercial building (gas station and café) 

constructed in 1926 
~0.90 miles west 

CA-RIV- – 33-015788 Commercial building (originally built as a gas station 
and currently in use as a garden center) 
constructed circa 1930 

~0.95 miles southwest 

CA-RIV- – 33-014906 Isolated granitic mano  ~0.60 miles east 
CA-RIV- – 33-015805 Historic residence built in 1954 ~0.80 miles west 
CA-RIV- – 33-015889 Historic residence built circa 1900 ~0.30 miles north 
CA-RIV- – 33-016007 Historic residence built circa 1930 ~0.30 miles southeast 
CA-RIV- – 33-016008 Historic residence built circa 1930 ~0.65 miles northwest 

 
Review of the 1901 Elsinore 30-minute quadrangle indicates the Project Area was undeveloped 
at that time, with the town being located to the southwest of the Project Area. The 1953 Murrieta 
7.5-minute topographic quadrangle illustrates a windmill adjacent to Webster Avenue 
(now Murrieta Hot Springs Road). The 1979 photo-revision illustrates a trailer park constructed 
after the original 1953 map date. Neither of these features is extant, though evidence of well 
heads was noted during reconnaissance survey. 
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5.1.2 Sacred Lands Database Review and Senate Bill 18 Consultation Results 

The NAHC Search of the Sacred Lands File on July 19, 2007, indicates Native American 
cultural resources are recorded within the immediate vicinity of the Project Area (Appendix C). 
Details of locations are restricted to members of the Native American community. In addition, 
the NAHC provided a list of Native American groups and individuals “who may have knowledge 
as to whether or not the known cultural resources identified may be at risk by the proposed 
project.” This list contains groups and individuals that may be contacted, whereas the SB 18 
(Government Code §65352.3) consultation list provides contact information for groups that must 
be contacted in order to comply with the legislation. The NAHC listed five groups (Appendix C). 

The SB 18 consultation requests to the five NAHC-listed Native American groups were prepared 
and distributed by BonTerra Consulting on September 10, 2007, via certified letter (return 
receipt requested) under the seal and signature of the City of Murrieta. All letters were received 
between September 11 and 20, 2007. The SB 18 consultation requests informed the recipients 
of the nature of the project; known Native American resources on and adjacent to the project 
area; the status of prehistoric cultural resources within the project area; and steps to be 
undertaken in order to reduce impacts to a level considered less than significant 
(Attachment C).  

On behalf of the City of Murrieta, BonTerra Consulting attempted to contact each recipient via 
telephone on November 1, 2007. All subsequent communications were conducted directly with 
the City. A separate letter report has been prepared which documents the SB 18 consultation 
process. 

5.1.3 Archaeological Field Survey Results 

A survey of the Project Area was completed by Albert Knight of BonTerra Consulting on 
August 1, 2007. Mr. Knight examined the entire Project Area with special attention to areas of 
surface exposure, cut banks, and stockpiles where cultural resources might be visible. 
Mr. Knight observed that the entire Project Area had been previously disturbed by grading and 
excavation. He noted some native species of vegetation, but most of the Project Area was 
devoid of vegetation. Visibility was, therefore, excellent. 

Mr. Knight observed a single large pile of modern rubble, postulated to be related to the trailer 
park that once occupied a portion of the Project Area. Other evidence of the previous 
development included traces of an asphalt roadway and several well heads identified at the 
location of a windmill, both mapped by the USGS on the Murrieta 7.5-minute quadrangle 
(Exhibit 2).  

5.2 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

5.2.1 Records Search and Literature Review Results 

A paleontological resources records search and scientific literature review for the Project Area 
and surrounding region was conducted on July 17, 2007, by Samuel McLeod, Vertebrate 
Paleontology Section of the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County (Appendix D).  

The review indicates that the entire Project Area and surrounding region has “surficial deposits 
of the terrestrial Late Pleistocene Pauba Formation.” Dr. McLeod reports numerous fossil 
localities from the deposits in proximity to, but not within the Project Area. Fossils previously 
located within the Pauba Formation include those of horse (Equus), rabbit (Leporidae), tree frog 
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(Hyla), lizard (Anniella) garter snake (Thamnophis), pocket gopher (Thomomys), and pocket 
mouse (Peromyscus). Due to the presence of both large and small vertebrate fossils within the 
Pauba Formation, the Project Area is considered paleontologically sensitive. 

6.0 PROJECT SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK 

The cultural resources analysis has been prepared to meet the requirements of CEQA. Under 
CEQA, any property listed on or determined to be eligible for listing on the CRHR is considered 
a historical resource. Eligibility for the CRHR is determined in a formal process of review in 
which a resource is proposed for listing and the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) 
determines eligibility. The CRHR is an authoritative guide to California’s significant historical and 
archaeological resources to be used by State and local agencies, private groups, and citizens in 
the identification of existing historical State resources and to indicate which resources deserve 
to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change. The CRHR 
is maintained by the OHP under the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). 

The fact that a resource is not listed in either the CRHR, NRHR, or a local register of historical 
resources (pursuant to Public Resources Code [PRC] §5020.1[d]) and the fact that a resource is 
not identified in a historical resources survey that meets the criteria of PRC §5024.1(g) does not 
preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be a historical resource, as 
defined by PRC §§5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 

CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(b) state “A project with an effect that may cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment.” The criteria below are used to determine eligibility and 
significant effects. 

6.1.1 Cultural Resources 

A significant impact on an archaeological resource would occur if grading and construction 
activities would result in a substantial adverse change to archaeological resources determined 
to be “unique” or “historical.” “Unique” resources are defined in Public Resources Code 
§21083.2(g) which states: 

As used in this section, ‘unique archaeological resource’ means an archaeological 
artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely 
adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of 
the following criteria: 

(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and 
that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information. 

(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best 
available example of its type. 

(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic 
event or person. 
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CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 states “Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead 
agency to be ‘historically significant’ if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California 
Register of Historical Resources (Public Resources Code §5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) 
including if it: 

1. “Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage; 

2. Is associated with lives of persons important in our past; 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses 
high artistic values; or 

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.” 

Using the information outlined above, the first level of evaluation is used to determine whether a 
site within a development area is considered eligible for the CRHR and, therefore, is significant. 

Historical resources are defined in Public Resources Code §21084.1:  

A project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment. For purposes of this section, an historical resource is a resource 
listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of 
Historical Resources. Historical resources included in a local register of historical 
resources, as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1, or deemed significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (g) of Section 5024.1, are presumed 
to be historically or culturally significant for purposes of this section, unless the 
preponderance of the evidence demonstrates that the resource is not historically 
or culturally significant. The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to 
be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources, not 
included in a local register of historical resources, or not deemed significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (g) of Section 5024.1 shall not 
preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may be an 
historical resource for purposes of this section. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15064.5: 

(b) A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant 
effect on the environment. 

(1) Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical 
resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or 
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired. 

(2) The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when 
a project: 
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(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those 
physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its 
historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility 
for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources; 
or 

(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those 
physical characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local 
register of historical resources...unless the public agency 
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a 
preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically 
or culturally significant; or 

(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those 
physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its 
historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in 
the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by 
a lead agency for purposes of CEQA. 

A “Unique” resource is defined in Public Resources Code §21083.2 as noted above. 

If a cultural (archaeological or architectural) resource is determined not to represent a 
historically significant or unique resource according to CEQA criteria, both the resource and the 
effect on it shall be noted in the Initial Study or EIR, but need not be considered further in the 
CEQA process. Where not readily determined through initial examination, the importance of 
cultural resource sites is determined through a formal evaluation process that may include 
subsurface testing for archaeological resources and, for standing structures, an architectural 
evaluation.  

6.1.2 Paleontological Resources 

Appendix G (part V) of the CEQA Guidelines provides guidance relative to significant impacts 
on paleontological resources. Further, Section 5097.5 of the California Public Resources Code 
specifies that any unauthorized removal of paleontological remains is a misdemeanor. An 
impact to paleontological materials would be considered significant if the project results in the 
direct or indirect destruction or disturbance of a unique or important paleontological resource or 
site. The following criteria are used to determine if a resource is unique or important: the past 
record of fossil recovery from the geologic unit(s); the recorded fossil localities in the Project 
Area; observation of fossil material on site; and type of fossil materials previously recovered 
from the geologic unit (vertebrate, invertebrate, etc.). 

6.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.2.1 Cultural Resources 

Recommendations regarding treatment of resources discovered during development are 
provided as guidance given the possibility of encountering previously undiscovered and 
unevaluated and/or historically significant or unique resources during project development. For 
the proposed project, recommendations for treatment present 3 elements to ensure proper 
evaluation of cultural resources and mitigation of impacts to historically significant and/or unique 
resources that might be identified during construction within the Project Area under 
investigation: (1) Native American Observer; (2) evaluation of previously unidentified cultural 
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resources; and (3) mitigation of impacts to significant or unique cultural resources. These 
recommendations are further discussed below. 

Native American Observer  

It is recommended that a Native American Observer be present during any earthmoving 
construction activities. An agreement that includes all parties concerned regarding prehistoric 
cultural resources should be prepared to identify any monitoring requirements and treatment of 
cultural resources so as to meet both the requirements of CEQA and those of the Native 
American community. 

Despite the absence of known prehistoric and historic period cultural resource sites within the 
Project Area; there is a potential to discover previously unidentified resources during 
construction activities. However, the potential is not so great as to justify the presence of an 
archaeological monitor during construction.   

In the event prehistoric or historic period archaeological materials are unearthed during 
construction, work in the immediate area of the find should be halted until such time as a 
qualified archaeologist (in consultation with the city and the Native American community) can 
formulate and implement and evaluation plan to assess the significance of the resource(s) using 
criteria set forth in the CRHR (see below). 

Cultural Resources Evaluation  

If any newly identified cultural resources are located during construction and preservation is not 
feasible, the lead agency is obliged to evaluate these resources to determine eligibility for the 
CRHR prior to permitting impacts associated with development. Those CRHR-eligible cultural 
resources are considered “historically significant.” A project that may cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment.  

The evaluation plan should be developed and implemented upon lead agency approval and 
contain, at minimum, a research design and field methodology designed to recover data 
amenable to testing the site’s ability to yield answers to questions of interest to the public and/or 
scientific community. Consultation with members of the Native American community should be a 
part of the evaluation process to insure their concerns regarding prehistoric cultural resources 
are addressed. Evaluation shall be supervised by an individual or individuals that meet either 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards as a qualified Prehistoric 
Archaeologist and/or as a Historic Archaeologist (as applicable) and/or a Registered 
Professional Archaeologist(s) with similar qualifications. Participation of members of the Native 
American community is recommended for all aspects of evaluation and data recovery efforts 
concerning prehistoric sites, features and/or artifacts. 

The level of evaluation for historic period sites is directly correlated with the complexity of the 
resource; that is, those cultural resources containing a single or few features (such as cisterns 
or wells fully visible on the surface) may be amenable to evaluation through simple recording. In 
most cases these resources would not meet CRHR-eligibility criteria and would not be 
considered historically significant. Historic period sites containing structural remains and/or trash 
deposits would require more substantive levels of analysis to determine CRHR eligibility or 
significance by the lead agency.  
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The CRHR-eligibility evaluation of prehistoric period cultural resources is, likewise, directly 
correlated with the complexity of the site. Based on surface data, sites dominated by bedrock 
milling (the most common type of prehistoric site in the region) would be amenable to 
evaluations that include a detailed recording of those features and limited testing to determine 
whether a subsurface component is present and, if so, the data contained therein. In general, 
bedrock milling without substantive surface artifact assemblages, other feature types, or 
subsurface components are rarely determined to be either eligible for the CRHR, considered 
unique, and/or determined to be significant by the lead agency. 

Mitigation of Impacts through Site Preservation or Data Recovery 

As identified in CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(b)(3)(A), where feasible, preservation is the 
preferred option for cultural resources. For site preservation, it is recommended that the site 
areas delineated as a result of survey and/or monitoring, along with a sufficient buffer, be used 
to establish restrictive areas for the protection of these CRHR-eligible cultural resources. A 
ten-meter buffer outside the outer-most feature, surface artifact or positive subsurface test 
should suffice to encompass the delineated site area and any associated subsurface 
components. In addition, enclosure within protective fencing during construction should 
minimize inadvertent direct impacts associated with development. This action should fully 
protect identified cultural resource sites within the Project Area that are to be preserved as a 
part of the project design. Future measures will be necessary to protect the site subsequent to 
construction activities. Construction monitoring in proximity to resources by a qualified 
Archaeologist is warranted to ensure previously undiscovered buried deposits are not impacted. 

Indirect impacts as a result of unauthorized collecting of surface artifacts (and subsurface 
artifacts should they be present) is a concern. It is recommended that all surface artifacts within 
defined site boundaries and isolates be collected, analyzed, and reported. Regardless of the 
final degree of preservation, evaluation and treatment undertaken, recovered artifacts should be 
housed at a curatorial facility in compliance with federal regulations (36 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] 79). 

Long-term preservation of the sites determined and/or assumed to be historically significant may 
be accomplished through the various methods (such as capping, planting or fencing) that 
restrict the use and development of the cultural resources site area. Bedrock milling, should it 
be present, would remain an indicator of subsurface archaeological deposits (should they exist). 

Where preservation is not feasible, the development and implementation of a data recovery plan 
is mandated, so as to mitigate impacts to a level of less than significant. The data recovery plan 
would include a research design developed from data gathered during the evaluation phase. 
The size of the sample should be sufficiently large to recover data in quantities amenable to 
statistical analysis. The approved data recovery plan should be developed in consultation with 
members of the Native American community and implemented with their participation.   

Standard Conditions 

The presence of significant subsurface archaeological resources is always a possibility in areas 
where only surface inspection has taken place. If potentially significant cultural resources 
(e.g., stone artifacts, dark soils, burned rocks or old glass, metal, or ceramic artifacts) are 
discovered during ground disturbances, work in that location should be diverted and a qualified 
Archaeologist contacted immediately to evaluate the find. The Archaeologist may recommend 
further study to evaluate the resource for significance.  
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If human remains are discovered, the County Coroner’s office must be notified immediately 
under State law (California Health and Safety Code §7050.5) and all activities in the immediate 
area of the find must cease until appropriate and lawful measures have been implemented. If 
the Coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the Coroner shall contact the 
NAHC (California Public Resources Code §5097.98). The NAHC will designate a Most Likely 
Descendent who will make recommendations concerning the re-assignment of the remains in 
consultation with the lead agency and Project Archaeologist.  

6.2.2 Paleontological Resources 

The results of the paleontological records search indicate that excavation within the boundaries 
of the proposed project has the potential to impact significant nonrenewable paleontological 
resources. Excavation into undisturbed Pauba Formation deposits, both at the surface and 
subsurface, will require that a qualified Vertebrate Paleontologist develop a monitoring program 
to mitigate the impacts to nonrenewable paleontological resources. The monitoring program 
should include full- or part-time monitoring of initial grading activities as well as recovery, 
preparation (to a point of identification), reporting, and cataloguing of fossil materials.  

A preconstruction meeting should be conducted in which the Project Paleontologist shall explain 
the procedures necessary to protect and safely remove potentially significant fossil materials for 
study and curation. The methods employed during monitoring and/or recovery of fossil 
specimens should be documented in a report of findings. Any fossils that are collected should 
be inventoried and placed in an accredited scientific institution for curation.  

7.0 CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits present the 
data and information required for this archaeological report, and that the facts, statements, and 
information presented are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

DATE: July 16, 2008   SIGNED:     
      Brian K. Glenn, RPA 

 Cultural Resources Manager 
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