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INTRODUCTION
1.1

Overview

UltraSystems Environmental, Inc. (UltraSystems) conducted a Phase I cultural resources survey on
behalf of National Community Renaissance, in support of an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration document for their proposed Adams Avenue Affordable Housing Multifamily
Development (herein referred to as project) in the City of Murrieta, California. The project proposes
a 100% affordable multi-family apartment complex composed of three buildings, two of which would
be multi-family housing buildings and one of which would be a senior housing building.
The project proposes 200 units (including Manager's units). The multi-family housing component of
the project is comprised of a mix of one-bedroom, two bedroom, and three-bedroom units totaling
119 units, including one Manager's unit. The senior housing component of the project proposes a
total of 81 units mixed between one-bedroom and two-bedroom units. The project proposes the
following on-site amenities: an outdoor pool & spa, children's playground, community center,
community garden, half basketball court, outdoor fitness station & conversation areas, pet-friendly
green space, BBQ area with tables, Boys & Girls Club and a senior center. Additionally, the project
includes the preservation of the existing old oak tree on site, and the integration of pedestrian paseos.
The project proposes two primary access points on Adams Avenue with connections to the proposed
pedestrian paseos to the northwest and northeast.
The project site is located on approximately 6.2 acres northeast of the intersection of Adams Avenue
and Ivy Street at 24960 Adams Avenue in the city of Murrieta, Riverside County, California
(Attachment A, Figure 7 and Figure 8). The archival study area includes a 0.5-mile radius buffer
surrounding the project boundary, which is situated with recently developed residences to the
northwest, an undeveloped space to the north and northeast, and older homes, and commercial
properties to the southwest and southeast. The site’s parcel is itself mostly open land with a historicperiod barn located in the east-central portion of the property. This project is mapped on the
Murrieta, Calif., USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle map, Township 07 South, Range 03 West, in the SE ¼ of
the SE ¼ of Section 17 (Attachment A, Figure 9).
A cultural resources record search, Native American consultations, and an intensive pedestrian
cultural resources survey were undertaken by Stephen O’Neil, M.A., RPA, who qualifies as a Principal
Prehistoric Archaeologist and Historic Archaeologist per United States Secretary of the Interior
Standards (see Attachment B). The purpose of the records search was to identify previously
recorded cultural resources (prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, historic buildings,
structures, objects, or districts) within the project area and a half-mile radius. The records search
included a review of previously recorded prehistoric and historic archaeological sites within the
proposed project area and a .5-mile buffer, and a review of listed cultural resource surveys and/or
excavation reports within that same geographical area. The research was conducted at the Eastern
Information Center (EIC) at the University of California at Riverside, which is the local California
Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS) Information Center.
Consultations took place between Mr. O’Neil and the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
and local tribal organizations. This consultation supports the requirements of the oversight agency
regarding consultations with Native American tribal organizations.
In addition to the records search and NAHC consultation, an intensive pedestrian survey was
conducted by Mr. O’Neil of the entire study area in accordance with Office of Historic Preservation
(OHP) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines.
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SETTINGS
2.1

Natural Setting

The project site is located in the City of Murrieta, which is shown on the Murrieta, Calif., 1953
(photorevised 1979) USGS quadrangle map. Murrieta is bordered by the cities of Wildomar to the
northwest, Temecula to the southeast, Menifee to the north, and Riverside County jurisdiction lands
to the east and southwest, all within in Riverside County (City of Murrieta, 2021). The project site is
at an elevation ranging from 1100 to 1125 feet, sloping to the south, with a knoll at the parcel’s southcentral edge. According to the United States Census Bureau the city had a population of 103,466 in
2010; the City of Murrieta has an area of approximately 33.6 square miles (87 square kilometers).
The city is served by Interstate 15 and US 215. Murrieta Creek flows through the town on the west
side.
Northeast-southwest trending granitic ridges, with intervening alluvium-filled valleys, dominate the
project area’s surrounding rugged terrain. Ravines and canyons here drain to Murrieta Creek
approximately 2,500 feet to the southwest, which flows through Temecula Valley to the southeast.
The contemporary climate is Mediterranean, generally characterized by cool, relatively moist winters
and warm, dry summers. Most rain falls between October and April. Summer temperatures can
exceed 80-° Fahrenheit in the afternoon, though this is moderated by ocean breezes. Due to the
prevailing climate and granite-derived soils, vegetation cover is naturally sage scrub, chaparral, and
trees including oak species and sycamore in the valleys. If aboriginal peoples used controlled burning
for management of the landscape (King 1993:296-298; Timbrook et al 1993:129-134), native (now
mostly extirpated) grasses may have been dominate in the valleys or more abundant in oak-savanna
environments, and the lower hill slopes may have supported a sage scrub-chaparral community
(Bean and Lawton 1993:37-42). Animal species during recent aboriginal times included those
known to be present today and such large mammals as mountain lion, black bear, grizzly bear, and
antelope.

2.2

Cultural Setting
Prehistoric Context

The term "prehistoric period" refers to the period of pre-contact Native California lifeways and
traditions prior to the arrival of Euroamericans.
It is widely acknowledged that human occupation in the Americas began only about 13,000 or more
years ago (all dates presented here are calibrated radiocarbon ages or calendar dates). However,
recent discoveries in areas outside of California have pushed that age back several thousand years
more to about 15,000 or even perhaps up to nearly 20,000 years ago (Smith and Barker, 2017).
To describe and understand the cultural processes that occurred during prehistory, archaeologists
have routinely developed a number of chronological frameworks to correlate technological and
cultural changes recognized in the archaeological record. These summaries bracket certain time
spans into distinct archaeological horizons, traditions, complexes, and phases.
There are many such models even for the various sub-regions of Southern California (cf. Grayson,
2011; Warren, 1984; Jones and Klar, 2007). Given the variety of environments and the mosaic of
diverse cultures within California, prehistory is typically divided into specific sub-regions that
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include: the Interior of Southeastern California and the Mojave Desert (Warren and Crabtree 1986)
and San Diego and the Colorado Desert (Meighan, 1954; True 1958, 1970).
Many archaeologists tend to follow the regional syntheses adapted from a scheme developed by
William J. Wallace in 1955 and modified by others (Wallace, 1978; Warren, 1968; Chartkoff and
Chartkoff, 1984; Moratto, 1984; Sutton et al., 2007 and others). Although the beginning and ending
dates vary, the general framework of prehistory in the area consists of the following four periods:
•

Paleoindian and Lake Mojave Periods [Pleistocene and Early Holocene] (ca. 11000 B.C. to
6000 B.C.). This time period is characterized by highly mobile foraging strategies and a
broad-spectrum subsistence pursuits. These earliest expressions of aboriginal occupation in
America were marked by the use of large dart or spear points (Fluted and Concave Base
Points) that are an element of the Western Clovis expression. Following the earliest portions
of this time span there was a change in climate coincident with the retreat of the glaciers.
Large bodies of water existed and lakeside aboriginal adaptations were common. Large
stemmed points (Western Stemmed – Lake Mojave and Silver Lake) accompanied by a wide
variety of formalized stone tools were employed with the aid of atlatls and are representative
of an adaptation that was in part focused on lacustrine environments.

•

Millingstone Horizon [Middle Holocene] (ca. 6000 B.C. to A.D. 1000), during which mobile
hunter-gatherers became more sedentary and plant foods and small game animals came to
the forefront of indigenous subsistence strategies. This prehistoric cultural expression is
often characterized by a large number of millingstones, with especially well-made, deepbasin metates and formalized, portable handstones (manos). Additionally, the cultural
assemblage is dominated by an abundance of scraping tools (including scraper planes and
pounding/pulping implements), and only a slight representation of dart tipped - projectile
points (Pinto, Elko and Gypsum types).

•

Late Prehistoric Period (ca. A.D. 1000 to 1500), during which a more complex social
organization, more diversified subsistence base and an extensive use of the bow and arrow
is evidenced. Small, light arrow points (Rose Spring Series), expedient millingstones and,
later, pottery mark this period along with the full development of regional Native cultures
and tribal territories;

•

Protohistoric Period (ca. A.D. 1500 to 1700s) ushered in long-distance contacts with
Europeans, and thereby led to the Historic Period (ca. A.D. 1700 to contemporary times).
Small arrow points are recognized as Desert Side-notched and Cottonwood forms and are a
hallmark of this time period.
Ethnohistoric Context

The project area lies within a region that was occupied by people whose language belongs to the
Takic group of the Uto-Aztecan linguistic stock, and who became known historically as the Luiseño,
or Juaneño depending on which the nearby Spanish Franciscan missions, San Luis Rey or San Juan
Capistrano, they were associated with. Some investigators (Kroeber, 1925, Sparkman, 1908, Strong,
1929:275) recognized dialect differences between the Luiseño and the Juaneño, while others (White,
1963:91, Bean and Shipek, 1978:550) stress the social relatedness and consider them a single ethnic
nation. In traditional times the Juaneño (Acjachemen) and coastal Luiseño considered themselves
together as the Payomkawichum, or “Western People” Harrington 1933). The current preferred term
is ‘Ataaxum (the People) which will be used here. To the east were the culturally related Cahuilla,
7080/Adams Avenue Affordable Housing Multifamily Development
Phase I Cultural Resources Survey

Page 2-2
June 2021

❖ SETTINGS ❖
whose language also belongs to the Cupan subgroup of the Takic family. The culturally somewhat
similar but Yuman-speaking Kumeyaay were to the south. The study area is situated in the northcentral part of the classical ‘Ataaxum domain.
According to the recent research of several prehistorians, Takic-speaking groups were not the first
inhabitants of the region. Archaeologists suggest that their in-migration may have occurred as early
as the Middle Holocene, replacing or, more likely, intermarrying with indigenous Hokan speakers
(Howard and Raab, 1993; Porcasi, 1998). The ‘Ataaxum occupied a section of coastline extending
between the San Joaquin Hills in Orange County at the northwest and Agua Hedionda estuary in San
Diego County to the southeast. The territory extended inland to include the Palomar Mountains to
the southeast and much of the Santa Ana Mountains to the northwest and out into the San Jacinto
Valley, encompassing some 1,500 square miles that incorporate the entire San Luis Rey River
watershed, most of the Santa Margarita River watershed, and Temescal Creek north of Lake Elsinore
in Riverside County.
The ‘Ataaxum resided in permanent, well-defined villages and associated seasonal camps. Each
village contains 35 to 300 persons; these consisted of a single lineage in the smaller villages, and of a
dominant clan joined with other families in the larger towns. As Boscana said of the Acjachemen
branch, “all the rancherias were composed of a single relationship” (Harrington, 1934:32). Each
clan/village had its own resource territory and was politically independent, yet maintained ties to
others through economic, religious and social networks in the immediate region. There were three
hierarchic al social classes: the elite class consisting of chiefly families, lineage heads and other
ceremonial specialists; middle class of established and successful families; and finally, there were
people of disconnected or wandering families and captives of war (Bean, 1976:109-111). Native
leadership consisted of the Nota, or clan chief, who conducted community rites and regulated
ceremonial life in conjunction with the council of elders, or puuplem, which was made up of lineage
heads and ceremonial specialists in their own right. This body discussed and decided upon matters
of the community, which were then carried out by the Nota and his staff.
The hereditary village chief held an administrative position that combined and controlled religious,
economical and warfare powers. While the placement of residential huts of a village as not regulated,
the ceremonial enclosure (vanquish) and the chief’s home could generally be found near the center.
Boscana (1933:37) states:
The temples . . . were invariably erected in the center of their towns, and
contiguous to the dwelling-place of the captain, or chief; notwithstanding their
houses were scattered about without any particular regard to order [actually a
contemporary census study would likely have shown family groupings], still,
they manage to have the location of his house as near the middle as possible.
The Nota had an assistant who acted as messenger and who had important religious duties as well.
There was an advisory council known as the puuplem, which consisted of ritual specialists and
shamans, each with his own social area of knowledge about the environment or ritual magic. These
positions were hereditary with each man training a successor from his own lineage or family who
shows the proper innate abilities.
As a strongly patrilineal society, residence had been regarded as patrilocal, but use of the Family
Reconstruction methodology with the Mission San Juan Capistrano sacramental registers has
indicated a number of births at the mother’s village as well as at third villages (O’Neil, 2002). But
patrilocality does dominate. Polygyny was practiced, but primarily by chiefs and puuls with
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ceremonial positions who had larger economic roles within the community (Boscana, 1933:44).
Sororal polygamy is also seen in the Capistrano records. Divorce was not easy, but possible.
Divorcees and widows could re-marry; the latter preferably to a classificatory “brother” of her
deceased husband. Marriage was used as a mechanism of politics, ecology and economics. Important
lineages were allied through marriage and reciprocally useful alliances were arranged between
groups if differing ecological niches.
A characteristic of being socially differentiated from neighboring social groups is seen in their
external relations, which Bean and Shipek (1978:551) depicts as follows:
The Luiseño tended toward an isolationist policy except when expanding, which
they did through warfare and marriage. They were considered by their
neighbors to be dangerous and warlike expansionists, and opinion supported by
their more highly developed warfare structure incorporating war leadership
duties in the hands of the nó·t, or chief, and an initiated warrior class.
Plant foods were by far the largest part of the traditional diet. The following description is taken
from the summary by Bean and Shipek (1978:552). Acorns were the most important single food
source; two species were used locally. Villages were located near water sources necessary for the
leaching of acorns, which was a daily occurrence. As an almost daily staple, the acorn mush, or
weewish, could be prepared in various ways and was served as gruel, cakes, or fried. It could be
sweetened with honey or sugar-laden berries or could be made into a stew with greens and meat.
Grass seeds were the next most abundant plant food used. Other important seeds were manzanita,
sunflower, sage, chia, lemonade berry, wild rose, holly-leaf cherry, prickly pear, lamb’s quarter, and
pine nuts. Seeds were parched, ground, and cooked much in the same manner as weewish. Greens
such as thistle, lamb’s-quarters, mincer’s lettuce, white sage, and clover were eaten raw or cooked or
sometimes dried for storage. Cactus pads and fruit were used. Thimbleberries, elderberries and wild
grapes were eaten raw or dried for later preparation. Cooked yucca buds, blossoms, and pods
provided a sizable addition to a community’s food resources. Bulbs, roots, and tubers were dug in
the spring and summer and usually eaten fresh. Mushrooms and tree fungus provided significant
food supplement and were prized as delicacies. Various teas were made from flowers, fruits, stems
and roots for medicinal cures as well as beverages.
The principal game animals were deer, rabbit, jackrabbit, wood rats, mice antelope and ground
squirrels and quail, dove, ducks, migratory birds and other fowl. Most predators were avoided as
food as were tree squirrels and most reptiles. Trout and other fish were caught in the streams, while
salmon were available as they ran in the larger creeks. They were also a coastal people, and made
extensive use of marine foods in their diet – sea mammals, fish and crustaceans were hunted and
gathered from both the shoreline and the open ocean used reed and dugout canoes. Shell fish were
the most heavily used marine resource, including abalone, mussels and others from the rocky shores,
clams and Donax from the sandy beaches, while Chione and scallops were gathered from the
estuaries.
White (1963) proposed that for the inland ‘Ataaxum terrestrial game accounted for 15-25% of the
diet, while fish and marine animals provided 0-5%. Plant foods accounted for the remaining 60-85%
of the diet broken down by acorns 25-30%, seeds 15-25%, greens 10-15% and bulbs, roots and fruits
10-15%. These percentages would have varied according to actual placement of the village and
variations of the weather from year to year.
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Bean and Shipek (1978:550) describe the ‘Ataaxum as having had greater population densities and a
more rigid social structure than other Takic-speakers, noting these differences most clearly in
1) extensive proliferation of social statuses; 2) clearly defined ruling families that interlocked various
rancherias within the ethnic nationality; 3) a sophisticated philosophical structure associated with
the taking of hallucinogens (Datura wrightii); and 4) elaborate ritual paraphernalia including sand
paintings. The population of the Payomkawichum as the start of the Contact Period would have been
12,500 at a minimum.
The project area lies in the Murrieta Highlands, and the Murrieta Creek region, extending from Lake
Elsinore in the north to its confluence with Temecula Creek in the south was the location of several
‘Ataaxum villages. At Lake Elsinore was Paiahche (Kroeber, 1925:Plate 57), and in Murrieta, CA-RIV1139 and CA-RIV-1291 have been tentatively associated with the village of ‘Avaa’ax (Keller and
McCarthy, 1989:90). On the Santa Rosa Plateau, at a higher elevation and just west of Murrieta, was
Meha (Kroeber, 1925:Plate 57), and the village of Jololla has been tentatively located in the Santa
Rosa Mountains area by Johnson and O’Neil (2001:27). Another Late Prehistoric /Contact Period
‘Ataaxum village site, CA-RIV-2769, was reported on for Wildomar just north of Murrieta (McCarthy
1987:35), but it had not been tied to a place name. To the south at Temecula was the village of
Temeku, which is discussed below. There is also an abundance of topographic place names for the
Murrieta Creek region, affixed to springs, resource gathering localities and places of spiritual power
often harkening back to events that took place there in mythic times. These village and topographic
associations, combined with the several excavated village sites, demonstrate that the Murrieta area
was extensively used and heavily populated by the Payomkawichum people during the Late
Prehistoric.
Murrieta Hot Springs is located approximately three miles to the east of the project site. Termed
Tcurúukunuknu: Hakí'wuna (Harrington, 1933: 114, 119), as a hot spring this was a sacred site to the
‘Ataaxum and was one of the several hot springs in the region visited by Wuyóot, the ‘Ataaxum culture
hero-god when he was attempting to cure himself (DuBois 1908). The place name is spelled variously
by different ethnographers, including Cherukanukna Jaquiwuna (Oxendine dissertation); Cheruka,
“Large rock near Temecula; a few miles the other side of the railroad station near Murrieta”
(Sparkman in DuBois 1908: 134); and Paasa Shaqqiwuna, Murrieta hot springs, meaning hot water
(Harrington, 1933: 114, 119).
Prehistoric roots for the ‘Ataaxum culture are seen archaeologically in phases of the San Luis Rey
Complex. By about A.D. 1400, San Luis Rey I had appeared as a distinct regional tradition against the
more generalized Late Prehistoric pattern with the addition of mortar-and-pestle technology to a
continuing mano-and-metate technology. This added technological component suggests a greater
reliance on acorns as a food staple, facilitating the support of larger populations and denser, more
permanent population aggregates. There are also some indications that portable metates, used in
earlier periods, were largely abandoned in favor of bedrock milling slabs and basins (O’Connell et al.
1973). Both metates and bedrock slabs/basins are thought to have been associated with the
processing of small seeds, but a change toward the latter and use of freestanding and/or bedrock
mortars would suggest an emphasis upon acorn processing. San Luis Rey I people practiced
cremations, as opposed to the earlier practice of inhumation, and the presence of smaller projectile
points argues for introduction of the bow and arrow. Beginning by about A.D. 1700, San Luis Rey II
emerged with the addition of ceramic use and manufacture to an otherwise stable San Luis Rey I
assemblage. This crucial technological change significantly increased food storage capabilities, in
part accounting for the relatively large size and number of permanent settlements noted for the
‘Ataaxum by early Spanish explorers and missionaries.
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The first Franciscan establishment in Payomkawichum territory and the broader region was Mission
San Juan Capistrano, founded in 1776. Priests from here proselytized the immediately surrounding
Acjachemen as well as the main body of ‘Ataaxum south to the San Luis Rey River region and out into
the San Jacinto Valley. With the 1792 founding of Mission San Luis Rey to the south, conversion of
the main body of ‘Ataaxum began in earnest, including assistencias and ranchos at Pala, Temecula,
Soboba and Las Flores. As early as 1542, however, the ‘Ataaxum had been in contact with the Spanish
during the historic coastal expedition of Juan Rodríguez Cabrillo. But it was not until A.D. 1769 that
the Spaniards took steps to colonize ‘Ataaxum lands territory. Shortly afterwards, most of the
‘Ataaxum were incorporated into the two missions (Engelhardt, 1922). Due to introduced diseases,
dietary deficiencies, and forceful reduccion (removal of non-agrarian Native populations to the
mission compound), the population dwindled rapidly from these impacts. Due to a variation on the
settlement plan, however, at San Luis Rey, wherein a large portion of the aboriginal population was
allowed to live in the three districts mentioned, a large body of ‘Ataaxum -proper survived in the
Palomar Mountains. During the late 19th century several of these communities were given
reservation lands that remain to this day. The Pechanga Band of Mission Indians and the Pala Band
of Mission Indians are the two reservations closest to the project site. The Acjachemen group,
however, who had intermarried with numerous ‘Ataaxum and other Takic languages-speaking tribal
members brought to Mission San Juan Capistrano as neophytes, also faced extensive population loss
and near-cultural genocide, and did not receive lands or compensation from the government.
Historic Context
2.2.3.1 Spanish / Mexican Era
The first Europeans to explore the area that would become the state of California were members of
the A.D. 1542 expedition of Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo. Cabrillo sailed along the coast of California, but
did not explore the interior. Europeans did not attempt inland exploration until 1769, when
Lieutenant Colonel Gaspar de Portolá led an overland expedition from San Diego to Monterey. This
expedition of 62 people in August 1769 passed through ‘Ataaxum lands but west of the current study
area (Brown, 2001). Portolá’s Expedition marked the beginning of the sustained effort by the Spanish
government to colonize Alta California, apparently under perceived threat to Spanish holdings in
California from the presence of Russian settlements in Alaska (Beck and Williams, 1972).
Development of the Franciscan Order’s chain of missions, beginning with the establishment of San
Diego de Alcala in 1769, led ultimately to substantial ‘Ataaxum depopulation as a result if imported
diseases, human concentration at Mission San Luis Rey, and the replacement of a hunting-gathering
economy by European farming and especially livestock herding land use practices. In 1797, Juan
Norberto de Santiago, a Franciscan priest, with Captain Pedro Lisalde, seven soldiers and five natives
left Mission San Juan Capistrano and visited the village of Temeku in Temecula Valley while seeking
a suitable site to establish another mission (City of Temecula, 2000). At that time, ‘Ataaxum villages
filled the Temecula and Temescal valleys, while Cahuilla settlements were located on the east side of
the San Jacinto Valley (Johnson and O’Neil, 2001). The traditional ‘Ataaxum village of Exva Temeku,
situated at the confluence of Temecula and Murrieta Creeks, was both a major settlement and the
location of highly significant events in the tribe’s sacred narratives. Mission San Luis Rey de Franca
was established in 1798 approximately 20 miles southwest of Temeku village. Temecula Valley was
included in the mission’s administrative jurisdiction and by 1818 had become a major grain producer
for the region, as signified by the construction of a granary, chapel, and residence for the majordomo
at the village (Hudson, 1981).
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Mexico rebelled against Spain in 1810, and by 1821, Mexico, including California, achieved
independence. The Mexican Republic began to grant private land to citizens to encourage emigration
to California. Huge land grant ranchos took up large sections of land in California. Ranchos
surrounded the mission lands in all directions. The mission lands had been held in trust for Native
peoples by the Franciscan missionaries for eventual redistribution. Following secularization of the
missions under Mexican rule in 1832, however, former Mission lands were opened up for settlement
by Mexican colonists.
Local ‘Ataaxum were responsible for establishing the second Temecula, on the south bank of
Temecula Creek, about this time (Drover, Cerreto and O’Neil, 1990). As a byproduct of secularization,
the Little Temecula Rancho was granted to ex-Mission San Luis Rey neophyte Pablo Apis who
founded the new village of Temecula for fellow displaced ‘Ataaxum tribal members. After California
achieved statehood in 1850, U.S. Deputy Surveyor Henry Washington called this second settlement
on the south ban of Temecula Creek the “Indian Village of Tomaculo” in 1853 (Gunther, 1984:526).
This became a stop for the Butterfield Overland Mal Route along the southern edge of the migrant
Trail prior to the United States’ Civil War. Following the 1846 war, settlers arrived in the valley in
large numbers, purchasing land to graze sheep and cattle in the scrublands and raise wheat and other
crops in the fertile valleys.
2.2.3.2 American Era
The Mexican-American War of 1846 saw the invasion of California from both land and sea. Following
several skirmishes in the San Diego and Los Angeles areas, and the capture of the territorial capital
in Monterey, the United States rule was firmly established. California became a United States
territory in 1846, per the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo that ended the Mexican-American War.
Following the rapid influx of population to the north because of the Gold Rush of 1849, California was
made a state in 1850. The economic and social order was slow to change in the southern portion of
the state, however, and rancheros were left in control of their vast estates through the 1860s.
Riverside (originally part of Los Angeles and San Diego counties) was a part of the “Cow Counties”
and had little representation in the state legislature because of the sparse population. This allowed
the predominantly Anglo population of the north to pass laws aimed at breaking up the ranches for
settlement by Eastern farmers and, coupled with devastating droughts that crippled many livestock
raisers, their dismemberment soon came (Cleland, 1951).
In 1873, Domingo Pujol, Francisco Sanjurjo, and Juan and Ezequiel Murrieta acquired two Mexicanera land grants -- the Rancho Pauba and Rancho Temecula, comprising a combined 52,000 acres.
Ezequiel returned to Spain and left the land to his younger brother, Juan Murrieta (1844–1936), who
brought 7,000 sheep to the valley in 1873, using the meadows to graze his sheep. Subsequently, the
partnership dissolved in 1876, and Ezequiel and Juan Murrieta retained 15,000 acres of the northern
half of the Temecula Rancho. Ezequiel and Juan Murrieta convened awarded a one-hundred-foot
wide to the California Southern Railroad through the Temecula Rancho on April 28, 1882 (Roberts,
2006). The Southern California Railroad laid tracks that linked the valley to the southern
transcontinental route. In 1884, the Temecula Land and Water Company purchased 14,500 acres
from Juan Murrieta; the Land and Water Company then mapped a townsite along the California
Southern Railroad, which allowed others to settle the valley following construction of the train depot
in 1887 which connected Murrieta to the Southern California Railroad's transcontinental route
(Roberts, 2006).
In 1890 it was estimated that 800 people lived in Murrieta. In 1935 the train ended its stop here and
tourists — who provided a significant portion of the town’s economy — were hard to come by, and
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the economic boom was gone. The calm lasted for 50 years until a new community began a period of
exponential growth. Inadvertently, the extension of Interstate 15, which was built in 1980 through
the valley, was the impetus for another economic boom -- building affordable housing (Roberts,
2006). Murrieta had experienced the boom due to the train and the hot springs gradually dying,
leaving Murrieta as a small country town (City of Murrieta, 2021). During the late 1980s, suburban
areas were constructed, and people began moving to Murrieta area from cities and towns in San
Diego and Orange Counties, and other parts of Riverside County as the population grew.
In 1990, residents campaigned for city status and incorporated the City of Murrieta on July 1, 1991.
When Murrieta officially became a city, it was already home to more than 24,000 residents. By 2005,
more than 85,000 people had moved to the community, making it one of the five largest in Riverside
County. This rapid growth is seen in that merely two years later, 2007, the city's population further
increased to an estimated 97,257 residents, and at the 2010 United States Census was 103,466,
making it the largest city in southwestern Riverside County at that time.
2.2.3.3 Project Site Land Use History
Use of the project site during the early 20th century to present was determined using historic aerial
photos and USGS topographic maps (NETROnline, 2021). The aerial photo from 1938 indicates that
the project site and surrounding region was open farm land with a farm house and barn in the project
parcel. Trees and shrubs are located around the house as well as a single drive way to the farm house
from the main road, Adams Avenue, still dirt at this time. The next available aerial photograph is from
1967 and shows the surrounding area continuing to be used as farmland and a now larger house and
barn at the end of a tree-lined drive in the project site. The surrounding area is comprised of
agriculture, but there are more buildings in the area. In the 1978 aerial photograph, the property
appears generally the same though there are several small buildings in front of the house within
trees, but the area surrounding the project area has changed; a large building is on the southwest
corner (currently a feed and grain store), and some buildings to the south east (a lot known to have
been given as payment to a laborer). The 1996 aerial photo shows no changes on the project site, but
there is now a row of homes across Adams Avenue. By the time the 2005 aerial photograph was
taken the surrounding area was no longer being used for agriculture. A residential neighborhood to
the northwest is present along with the residences to the southwest. Several smaller structures
appear and disappear throughout the project area between 2009 and 2016; these may represent
movable trailers.
United State Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps prepared from 1943 through 1971 do not
indicate any change in land use or improvements over the years (USGS, 1943, 1955, 1962, 1971). All
of the maps show a single structure in the project site in the farmhouse location with the current
surrounding road configuration present. The 1975 topographic map shows two structures (likely
representing the house and the barn which had always been there), a large building on the southwest
corner of the block (in a lot that had been sold; now a feed and grain store), as well as two structures
to the northwest on the block (in a lot that had been sold) (USGS, 1975). This depiction of roads and
buildings remains the same through the next two topo map iterations (USGS, 1979, 1986). The 1962
topographic map indicates multiple water ways around the project site coming from higher
elevations to the north and branching to the west and east sides of the block, but not through it (USGS,
1962), all entering Murrieta Creek to the southwest, one about 0.5 mile to the northwest and another
stream 0.25 mile to the southeast. The 2015 and 2018 USGS maps are a new style that do not indicate
structures, but new roads to the north portion of the block indicate that more intensive housing had
been built nearby the project parcel (USGS, 2015, 2018).
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During the pedestrian survey on March 4, 2021, archaeologist Stephen O’Neil met Mr. Calvin Sykes,
past owner of the parcel (born in Murrieta in 1950). Mr. Sykes (personal communication, 2021)
provided a history of the farm which had belong to and been used by his family for almost 90 years.
The following information comes from this interview:.
The farm, a full 20 acres at the beginning, was purchased by Mr. Sykes’ grandfather Amos J. Sykes in
1929 from the County for $10.00 – what was owed on the property for back taxes. At the time the
land extended north/south from Juniper Street on the west and Ivy Street on the east; and the same
depth as now half way to Jefferson Avenue to the north with the same south boundary along Adams
Avenue as today. In 1943 the farm was given to his father as a wedding present by his grandfather.
Calvin’s parents were Howard H. (born in Murrieta in 1906) and Nina Sykes.
The original house and the current barn where were already on the property when his grandfather
purchased it; he believes the house was built in 1896. The family replaced the original house in 1962
with another house they brought from Van Buren Street in Riverside. While that house was being
prepared on the location of the original house, the original house was moved to the edge of Adams
Avenue a little to the west (near the water pump by the road) and the family lived in it until the “new”
house was ready. Then the old house was demolished. Mr. Sykes believes the barn was built around
1917.
Howard Sykes conducted “dry-land” hay farming on the parcel – without use of irrigation. Hay was
the only crop he mentioned. The last crop was planted in the 1980s. His father died 2005. Calvin
never conducted farming on his own.
The main house had a windmill and a water tank. Later they had a well and pump installed next to
the edge of Adams Avenue. The man his father hired to do this work was paid with a piece of the
parcel on the northeast corner (there are now several homes on this lot). This was regarded as a fair
trade back then for the labor and equipment. The pump mechanism is still in place a few feet from
the sidewalk – Inscribed on the pump’s concrete platform is the date “12-3-62” which fits the time
period Calvin gave.
Mr. Sykes pointed out a marking in the Adams Avenue concrete sidewalk directly in the driveway
entrance to the property. This is an “S” with a curve beneath it; the “Rocking S,” he explained, was
his family’s cattle brand. Calvin himself inscribed this in the sidewalk when it was poured.
At the time the Sykes purchased the Adams Avenue parcel, the extended family already had other
farms and ranches in the Murrieta area. Mr. Sykes’ grandfather Amos raised black Angus cattle near
Hayes and Tenaja roads a couple miles away from the project site. The only cows here had been
brought from his grandmother’s (Dovie Sykes; born in Murrieta in 1888) farm. They only had cats
and dogs themselves, no livestock. A small wooden house of their grandmothers from her
farm/ranch was moved from her original place to this farm property for her to live in. This building
was located down a path and immediately north from the main house. This small house burned down
not too long ago, after Mr. Sykes sold the property to the City of Murrieta along with an adjacent
wood-working shed between the grandmother’s house and the barn.
The Sykes family also had a “Lower Ranch” in Murrieta along the Santa Gertrudis River, near Cherry
Street; they did use flood irrigation there from the river to raise alfalfa. Calvin said they sold some of
this land for use in the freeway (I-15).
Mr. Sykes’ father died in 2005; Calvin and his siblings, Amos C., Dudley A. and Thaylea (Port) Sykes,
inherited the property, which they sold to the City of Murrieta in 2009.
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RESEARCH METHODS
This cultural resources inventory and related archival research included a background
archaeological records check (archival research) at the EIC, University of California at Riverside, a
Sacred Lands File search request to the NAHC, and the list of local Native American entities to contact
from the NAHC. A pedestrian cultural resource survey of the entire project area was conducted. This
report presents the results of all of these cultural resource tasks including cultural resource
management recommendations.

3.1

Records Search

A cultural resource records search by EIC staff was requested March 3, 2021, the local CHRIS facility
for Riverside County. Due to restrictive access protocols resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic
there have been delays in the records search process. (Communication from Eulices Lopez,
Administrative / Coordinator Assistant of the EIC on April 2, 2021.) The records search was
completed May 7, 2021. That research was conducted to identify cultural resources on or near the
project site. The EIC material was reviewed to identify resources that have been previously evaluated
for historic significance and to identify any previous completed cultural resources survey reports.
The California State Historic Resources Inventory for Riverside County was reviewed to identify local
cultural resources that have been previously evaluated for historic significance, as well as survey
reports. The following were also searched and reviewed: the official records and maps for
archaeological sites and surveys in National Register of Historic Places; Listed Properties and
Determined Eligible Properties (2012), California Register of Historical Resources (2012), California
Points of Historical Interest (2012), California Inventory of Historic Resources (1976), California
Historical Landmarks (2012), Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, California (1978), and
Historic Spots in California (2002). The scope of the records search included a 0.5-mile radius buffer
zone of the project’s APE (see Attachment A, Figure 3) to assess the sensitivity of the project site for
subsurface archaeological resources and to assist in determining the potential to encounter such
resources, especially prehistoric—i.e., Native American—cultural remains, during earth-moving
activities associated with the undertaking.

3.2

Field Survey

On March 4, 2021, Archaeologist Stephen O’Neil, M.A., RPA, visited the project area to conduct a
pedestrian survey. During the survey, the project site was carefully inspected for any indication of
human activities dating to the prehistoric or historic periods (i.e., 50 years or older). The project site
is an undeveloped former farm with a barn and patches of debris from three former structures.
Therefore, there were no restrictions to observation of the surface aside from vegetation growth,
which was extensive.

3.3

Native American Outreach

On March 2, 2021, Mr. O’Neil sent a request to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) via
email notifying them of the proposed project activities and describing its location. The NAHC was
requested to conduct a search of its Sacred Lands File (SLF) (Attachment C), as well as to make
recommendations as to the local Native American tribes and organizations that should be contacted
regarding knowledge they may have on local traditional cultural properties and possible concerns
they may have about potential impacts to cultural resources resulting from implementation of the
proposed project. The Commission’s SLF results were received by email on March 11, 2021. The 18
tribes and Native American individuals recommended by the NAHC were contacted by mail and email
on March 12, 2021.
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FINDINGS
4.1

Records Search
Recorded Archaeological Sites

Based on the EIC cultural resources records search, it was determined that there are no prehistoric
or historic cultural resource previously recorded within the project site boundary. Within the
half-mile buffer zone, there have been 61 recorded prehistoric (seven) and historic-era (54)
resources. Table 4.1-1 summarizes these resources.
The 54 historic-era resources break down to 40 residences, 12 commercial and civic buildings, and
two linear features (see Table 4.1-1). The project site is situated just to the south of the original old
town of Murrieta and the great majority of these resources are situated to the north and northwest
from the farmstead, some within a couple blocks, but none adjacent to the project site. There appears
to have been a city-wide inventory of historic structures undertaken in 1983, and another in
2004/2005 (for example P-33-007471), which recorded the vast majority of these structures. (There
is no apparently related report associated with these efforts provided by the EIC.) The 40 residences
range in construction date from 1885 through 1954, with the majority built from 1914 through 1935.
They range in period popular styles of Craftsman and Bungalow to Ranch and Vernacular. There are
12 commercial and civic buildings recorded, including gas stations, a commercial block, a Women’s
Club, elementary school and post offices, among others. The two linear features are an historic road,
Los Alamos Road that runs from French Valley to Murrieta, and an historic fence line. (The Sykes’
later farm home that was transported there in the early 1960s would have been present during the
1983 historic properties survey, but the original residence dating to the mid-1890s had already been
demolished by this time. Similar to the 1917 barn still present at the Sykes farm, one of the historic
sites, P-33-007469, did have a barn recorded, but only as an element with the 1918 residence.)
The three prehistoric sites (CA-RIV-1086, -13107, and -13977), three prehistoric isolates (P-33012344, -012345, -028178) and the one historic isolate (P-33-028179), are consistently located to
the south-southwest of the project boundary. The large midden site of CA-RIV-1086 lies
approximately 735 meters to the south-southwest of the project’s southern corner along Ivy Street.
First recorded in 1963 by Chace, based on local resident Mr. Tarwater’s description as “a low known
and surrounding flat from which artifacts are reported” throughout a 40-acre parcel, approximately
150 meters northeast of Murrieta Creek, and possibly pot hunted (Chase 1963:1). As a result of
subsequent surveys and cultural resource management projects it was eventually described by
Aislin-Kay, Gillean and Sanka-Atkins in 2010 as being some 495 meters by 210 meters along the east
side of Ivy Street from Washington Avenue on the north to New Clay Street on the south containing
a flake, a mortar bowl fragment, a metate, and two manos recovered during monitoring. There is also
an historic component of a domestic refuse deposit including a variety of ceramics, flatware, cans,
metal fragments and glass bottles including items with manufacturing dates ranging from the 1910s
through the 1950s (Atkins-Kay et al. 2010:5). In 2005 Shaver recording two fire-affected rock
features here during monitoring. Resulting from survey work in this area along the east edge of Ivy
Street, Shepard (2003a and 2003b) recorded two isolate prehistoric artifacts -- groundstone
(possibly a bifacial mano fragment [P-33-12344]) and a metavolcanic flake (P-33-012345) -approximately 670 meters south-southwest of the current project boundary, which are within the
area Aislin-Kay et al. later associated with RIV-1086, which would extend the site boundary. The
location of CA-RIV-13107 is approximately 795 meters to the south-southwest of the project
boundary’s southern corner. RIV-13107 consists of a scatter of artifacts including a broken metate,
one lithic flake and one quartz core over an area that stretches 25.5 meters east to west. Thus site
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33-13107 and isolates 33-12344, 33-12345, 33-2817 and 33-28179 are all components of site CALAN-1086.
CA-RIV-13977 located approximately 150 meters to the west of the project boundary, consists of a
large scatter of prehistoric artifacts and ecofacts over an area that “measures 50 meters northwestsoutheast and 30 meters northeast-southwest, covering an area of 1,288 [square] meters” (Ash
2004:1). The surface scatter consists of one andesite domed core/scraper, two fragments of fire
effected cobble, and a fire effected mano fragment. There is also an historic component consisting of
a glass bottle fragment (a Latchford Glass Co. bottle dating between 1925 – 1970), six ceramic sherds
from a plate, a bowl, and two unidentified wares along with seeds pits and a rabbit and a large
mammal bone (Ash 2004:1). This site is located within the boundary of the Sykes farm as purchased
in the 1920s, in the southwest corner of the original property. It was discovered during monitoring
of grading, presumably for construction of the housing development that covers the western third of
the farm; an aerial photo from 2002 shows this parcel occupied by three homes with rows of trees
and open land, while in 2005 construction of the current housing development was well underway
with all streets in place and the northern set of homes built.
Table 4.1-1
KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCES WITHIN A 0.5-MILE RADIUS OF THE APE
Site Number

P-33-001086

Author(s)

Date

Paul Chace & Mr.
Tarwater, n/a

1963

L. Burgess, n/a

1976

L. Burgess, Curator-Intern,
San Bernardino County
Museum

1977

C. Shaver, EDAW, Inc.

2005

M. Aislin-Kay/J.M Sanka,
Atkins

2010

P-33-005785

Jean Keller, Consulting
Archeologists

1995

P-33-005787

Jean Keller, Consulting
Archeologists

1995

P-33-007427

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

Description

This prehistoric site consists of an
extensive midden measuring 800m by
800m with flakes, mano and metates, and
pottery fragments. Some historic glass
bottles were also present.

This historic fence line is comprised of a
variety of fence posts, including sticks,
fragments of railroad ties, and
miscellaneous pieces of scrap wood as
well as a two-strand wire with two-point
wire barb (Glidden's Barb).
This irregular shaped historic building
was built in 1936 as a rough concrete
'cooler' embedded with locally available
rock and used for storing water from the
adjacent well, as well as a cold house for
stored food.
This single-story Bungalow style residence
was constructed pre-1914 with a
composition shingle gable roof, clapboard
siding with latticework and wood shingle
siding, a recessed corner porch. Originally
used as a parsonage for the minister of the
Gothic Revival style Methodist Church
next door.
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Site Number

Author(s)

Date

P-33-007432

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

P-33-007433

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

P-33-007434

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

P-33-007439

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

P-33-007442

R. Wickerd, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

R. Alter, K. Crawford, S.
Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

P-33-007443

P-33-007448

J. Warner, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

P-33-007449

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

P-33-007452

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

P-33-007456

R. Wickerd, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

Description
This single-story Vernacular Ranch style
residence was constructed in 1894 with a
composition shingle gable roof, shiplap
siding, and a hip and shed roofed porch
across the front of the house.
This single-story board and batten style
wood framed residence was constructed
in 1920 with a composition shingle gable
roof, and board and batten clapboard
siding.
This two-story Vernacular Wood Frame
residence with Victorian elements was
constructed in 1898 with a composition
shingle gable and shed roof, clapboard
siding, and a small porch with gable roof.
This single-story bungalow style residence
was constricted in 1910 with a
composition shingle gable roof, central
chimney, exposed eaves, clapboard siding,
a partially enclosed porch.
The single-story bungalow style residence
was constructed in 1920 with a
composition shingle gable roof, exposed
eaves, a gable-roofed, stucco and shingle
siding, and an enclosed porch.
This two-story Vernacular Ranch style
residence was constructed in 1900 with a
wood shingle gable and hip roofs, corbeled
brick chimneys, shiplap siding, and two
porches.
This two-story Vernacular Ranch style
residence was constructed in 1885 with a
wood shingle high-pitched gable roof,
shiplap siding, and a wood floor porch.
This single-story Vernacular Wood Frame
residence was constructed between 1913
and 1914 with a composition gable roof,
exposed rafters, stucco siding, and an
enclosed porch with four square porch
posts.
This single-story Vernacular Wood Frame
residence was constructed in 1916 with a
composition shingle hip roof, clapboard
siding, with a gable-roofed overdoor.
This single-story Vernacular Ranch style
residence was constructed in 1888 with a
composition shingle gable and hip roof,
shiplap siding, two front doors, and a hiproofed veranda with eight square porch
posts.
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Site Number

P-33-007462

Author(s)

Date

Oxendine, J., Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

Smallwood, Josh, CRM
Tech

2004

P-33-007463

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

P-33-007464

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

P-33-007465

P-33-007467

P-33-007468

P-33-007469

P-33-007470

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm

1983

Jeanette A McKenna,
McKenna et al.

2016

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1982

R. Alter, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

J. Warner, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

Jeanette A McKenna,
McKenna et al.

2016

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

R. Alter, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

Jean A Keller, Cultural
Resources Consultant

2015

Description
This single-story Vernacular Wood Frame
residence was constructed in 1920 with
composition shingle gable and shed roof,
board and batten siding, exposed eaves,
and a simple porch with two square porch
posts. The property also includes a second
small wood frame house, a garage, and a
tankhouse.
This single-story Vernacular Wood Frame
residence was constructed in 1920 with a
composition shingle gable roof, clapboard
siding, exposed eaves, and a simple porch
with three porch posts.
This single-story Colonial Revival
commercial building was constructed in
1900 and used as a restaurant and ice
cream parlor. The building has a
composition low gable roof and false front,
clapboard siding and original front, an
eyelid gable roof, a cornice with dentils,
and six Tuscan Order columns.
This single-story Vernacular Ranch style
residence was constructed in 1900 with
wood shingle gable roof, clapboard,
shiplap and wood shingle siding, and a
shed- roofed front porch.
This two-story Dutch Colonial residence
was constructed in 1925 with a wood
shingle gambrel and mansard roof, a
corbeled brick chimney, stucco siding over
hollow tile bricks, canvas awnings over
each front window, a “Palladian” front
door with sidelights, and a porch with
gable roof with curvilinear inner surface.
This one and one-half story Provincial
Eclectic residence was constructed in
1930 with a wood shingle high -pitched
gable roof, stucco siding, exposed eaves,
end wall chimney, and front porch with
front facing stucco gable and stucco
square porch columns.
This single-story Bungalow style residence
was constructed between 1917 and 1918
with a single gable roof, clapboard siding,
exposed rafters, a partially enclosed porch
with four square columns. There is a barn
on the property.
This one and two-story Colonial Revival
style residence was constructed in 1885
with a wood shingle gable roof, shiplap
siding, and a long porch with wood shingle
shed roof.
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Site Number
P-33-007471

P-33-007473

P-33-007474

P-33-007475

P-33-007476

P-33-007477

P-33-007478

P-33-007479

Author(s)

Date

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

R. Alter, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

R. Alter, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

R. Alter, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

J. Warner, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

R. Alter, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

R. Alter, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

R. Alter, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

R. Alter, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2005

Jeanette A McKenna,
McKenna, et al.

2016

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

R. Alter, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

R. Alter, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

Description
This one- and two-story Folk Victorian
style residence was constructed in 1885
with a corrugated metal roof, shiplap
siding, and a shed-roofed porch with two
sliding glass doors.
This one- and two-story Folk Victorian
style residence was constructed before
1900 with a composition shingle gable
roof, shiplap siding, double-hung
windows, and a pergola with a narrow
corrugated metal roof over part of it
forming a very simple porch.
This one- and two-story Folk Vernacular
style residence was constructed in 1890 a
composition shingle gable roof, shiplap
siding, a bay window, and a shed-roofed
porch along the front of the house with
square porch posts.
This single-story Craftsman style
residence was constructed between 1913
and 1914 with a composition gable roof,
clapboard siding, exposed eaves, a
centered front door, and a small porch
with gable roof.
This single-story Modern Contemporary
style residence was constructed in the
1930’s with stucco walls and a side gable
roof with a wide eave overhang, boxed
rafters, and an asphalt shingle roof, and a
centered porch. Demolished in 2005.

This single-story Bungalow style residence
was constructed in 1920 with a
composition gable roof, clapboard siding,
and a shed-roofed porch with square
porch posts.

The former Murrieta Elementary School
was constructed in 1920 in a Vernacular
school style. It is C-shaped in plan with a
composition gable roof, stucco siding,
double-hung windows, shed roofed and
arched hallways, brick chimneys, and a
partially enclosed central yard area. This
building was demolished after 1982.
This single-story Craftsman style
residence was constructed in 1910 with a
composition shingle gable roof, clapboard
siding, purlins, exposed eaves, a stuccoed
front porch with flat roof, four horizontal
rafters on two projecting beams on each
side, and two central piers with a short
wall enclosing the porch.
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Site Number

Author(s)

Date

J. Oxendine, Riverside
County Historical Comm.

1983

R. Alter, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

P-33-012344

Richard S. Shepard,
BonTerra Consulting

2003

P-33-012345

Richard S. Shepard,
BonTerra Consulting

P-33-007480

P-33-013107

P-33-013925

2003

2003
John J. Eddy, CRM TECH

Goodwin, Riordan, LSA
Associates, Inc.

2004

Ash, Ed, CRM Tech

2004

P-33-015786

Alter, R.C., K.A. Crawford,
& S.A. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

P-33-015787

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

P-33-013977

Description
This single-story Craftsman style
residence was constructed between 1922
and 1923 with a composition shingle gable
roof, colonial elements with a corbeled
brick chimney, clapboard siding, a pergola
on each side of the centered front door,
and a porch with front facing gable with
interior curvilinear surface.
This isolated prehistoric artifact is a fireaffected groundstone or bifacial mano
fragment of dense granitic material.
Possible association with RIV-1086 to the
south.
This isolated prehistoric artifact is an
angular metavolcanic aphanitic flake,
missing distal tip. Possible association
with RIV-1086 to the east.
This prehistoric archaeological site
measures 25.5 m east to west and includes
a schist metate broken into four pieces,
one flake and one quartz core.
This single-story California Ranch style
residence was constructed in 1954 with a
low-pitched composition shingle roof,
stucco and board and batten siding, and a
rock chimney and concrete foundation.
This prehistoric and historic site measures
50 meters northwest-southeast and 30
meters northeast-southwest, covering an
area of 1,288 sq. meters. The prehistoric
artifacts include one andesite domed
core/scraper, two pieces of heavily fireaffected basalt cobbles, and one heavily
burned and bifacially ground basalt mane
fragment. The historic period items
consist of a large seed pit, a glass bottle
fragment, a rabbit bone, a large mammal
bone, six ceramic sherds from a plate, a
bowl, and two unidentifiable ceramic
wares.
This residence was Murrieta’s first fire
station constructed in 1948 with wood
frame and stucco and shed and front
gabled roof. The gabled portion houses
two wide metal lift up garage doors.
This single-story nondescript commercial
building was used as a Shell gas station
and restaurant and was constructed in
1926 with a wood frame, moderately
pitched roof planes covered with
composition shingles, a post-supported
covered porch running along the south
and east facades.
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P-33-015788

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

P-33-015881

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

P-33-015883

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

P-33-015884

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

P-33-015885

Alter, R., K. Crawford, S.
Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

P-33-015890

Alter, R., K. Crawford, S.
Moomjian, Archaeos

2005

P-33-016000

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2004

Description
This single-story commercial building was
constructed in 1930 as the Murrieta Gas
Station. The building is rectangular with a
concrete foundation, vertical wood shiplap
siding, and a side gable roof with asphalt
shingles.
This single-story utility structure was
constructed in 1950 with a wood
foundation, corrugated metal walls, a front
gable roof and wood framed.
This single-story Folk Vernacular style
commercial building was constructed in
the turn of the 20th century and was used
as the first post office, court house and
general store for the area. It has a concrete
foundation and stucco siding and vertical
wood facing on the front façade, horizontal
wood siding is present on the north
facade. The roof is flat with a parapet front
in two sections. The building has four bays
for commercial use.
This single-story, asymmetrical,
rectangular shaped, Modern Minimal
Traditional style former commercial
building was constructed in 1940 and
served as the Murrieta Post Office till the
1980’s. The building has a concrete
foundation, stucco exterior and a hipped
roof with asphalt shingles, a narrow eave
overhang, and stucco covered brick
chimney.
This single-story One -Part Commercial
Block style building was constructed in
1935. This style is typified by single story,
simple box construction. The building has
a concrete foundation and corrugated
metal walls, a side gable roof which ends
in a sloping shed style roof with
corrugated metal roofing.
This single-story Craftsman style single
family residence was constructed in 1920
with a concrete foundation, wood
horizontal shiplap siding walls, and a
mixed roof style.
This single-story building was constructed
in 1934 and used as a Women’s Club, with
an auditorium and kitchen. The frame and
stucco building has a moderately pitched,
open rake, cross gabled roof covered with
asphalt shingles and a shouldered brick
chimney is located on the north side of the
building.

7080/Adams Avenue Affordable Housing Multifamily Development
Phase I Cultural Resources Survey

Page 4-7
June 2021

❖ FINDINGS ❖

Site Number

Author(s)

Date

P-33-016001

Alter. R, K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2005

P-33-016002

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2005

P-33-016003

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2005

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2005

Jeanette A. McKenna,
McKenna et al.

2016

P-33-016005

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2005

P-33-016011

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2005

P-33-016012

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2005

P-33-016004

Description
This single-story Craftsman residence was
constructed in 1921 with a concrete
foundation, clad in board-and-batten,
moderately pitched roof, front-gabled with
open, medium eave overhang, and
asphalt/composition shingle roofing
material, and enclosed front porch.
This single-story Craftsman residence was
constructed in 1922 with a concrete
foundation, wood clapboard, steeply
pitched roof and front-gabled with open,
medium eave overhang, exposed roof
rafters, and asphalt/composition shingle
roofing material, a brick chimney is
located along the north wall, and a partial
front porch.
This single-story "L"-shaped Modern
residence was constructed in 1950 with a
concrete foundation and is clad in
combination of stucco, wood clapboard,
and board-and-batten, moderately pitched
with open, narrow eave overhang, and
asphalt/composition shingle roofing
material, and a partial front porch.
This single-story asymmetrical,
irregularly-shaped Craftsman residence
constructed in 1912 with a concrete
foundation with wood piers and is clad
with wood clapboard, a moderately
pitched and front-gabled roof with narrow
eave overhang, exposed roof rafters, and
asphalt/composition shingle roofing
material
This single-story rectangular-shaped
Vernacular commercial building with a
symmetrical front façade was constructed
circa 1940 and rests on wood piers, clad
with board and batten siding, flat at the
front, and with a shed at the rear.
This single story symmetrical rectangularshaped, Vernacular multifamily residence
was constructed in 1978 with a concrete
foundation, wood clapboard, moderately
pitched and front-gabled roof of
asphalt/composition shingle roofing
material.
This single story, L-shaped Vernacular
residence was constructed in 1930 with an
asymmetrical front façade, a concrete
foundation, wood clapboard clad, medium
pitched cross gabled roof with boxed and
clipped eaves and is covered with
composition shingles, and a slightly raised
porch.
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P-33-016013

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2005

P-33-016014

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2005

P-33-016015

Alter, R., K. Crawford, and
S. Moomjian, Archaeos

2005

Smallwood, Josh, CRM
TECH

2008

Jeanette A. McKenna,
McKenna et al.

2016

Josh Smallwood and Bai
"Tom" Tang, CRM TECH

2005

Josh Smallwood, Applied
Earth Works, Inc.

2014

Wilson, Stacie and Jill
Gibson, AECOM

2015

Jean A. Keller

2015

John J. Eddy, CRM TECH

2003

John J. Eddy, CRM TECH

2003

P-33-017013

P-33-017350

P-33-023953

P-33-024204

P-33-028178

P-33-028179

Description
This single story, irregular shaped
Vernacular residence was constructed in
1930 with wood shingles and vertical
board siding, a medium pitched front
gabled roof with projecting eaves and
exposed rafters, covered with composition
shingles and a shed roofed entry porch.
This single story, rectangular shaped
Vernacular residence was constructed in
1930 with clapboard siding, a moderately
pitched roof with front-gabled with open,
medium eave overhang, exposed roof
rafters, and asphalt/composition shingle
roofing material.
This single story, rectangular shaped
Vernacular residence was constructed in
1920 with clapboard siding, a moderately
pitched roof that is side-gabled, open
eaves, with a narrow eave overhang,
asphalt/composition shingle roofing
material and a brick chimney.
This one and a half story, rectangular
shaped Ranch style residence was
constructed in 1937 with a mediumpitched side-gable roof covered with red
ceramic tiles and ending in wide eaves,
stucco exterior.
This single story, Craftsman Bungalowstyle residence was constructed between
1908 and 1939 with a combination of
wide clapboard siding and aluminum
siding, medium-pitched and front gabled
main roof.
This historic road, Los Alamos Road, is a
two-lane paved roadway that stretches
6.33 miles between French Valley and
Murrieta.
This single-story Ranch style residence
was constructed between the 1940s and
1950s with a moderate pitched roof and
clad in cedar shingles.
This prehistoric archaeological isolate
consists of a schist metate broken into
four pieces, and one flake.
This historic archaeological isolate
consists of a single historic-era suncolored amethyst glass fragment found on
the surface

Previous Archaeological Investigations
According to the records at the EIC, there have been 53 previous cultural resource studies within the
one-half-mile buffer of the project (Table 4.1-2) (see Attachment D). None of these surveys
intersects the current project boundary. However, four of these surveys were of linear features that
touch along the southern edge of the project site along Adams Avenue, and another six of the reports
concern surveys or monitoring of parcels that touch on the project boundary to the west or the north.
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A survey reported on by Wade and Hector (1989a and 1989b; RI-02502 and RI-03376) consisted of
a water pipeline that included Adams Avenue along the south edge of the current project site.
Another water line survey that included Adams Avenue along the south edge of the current projects
was conducted in 2003 (RI-04877). Also, a sanitary sewer line survey of 13,000 – 18,000 linear feet
throughout Murrieta, including Adams Avenue between Juniper and Ivy Streets, was conducted in
2004 (RI-06457). None of these surveys encountered prehistoric or historic resources adjacent to
the current project area.
Development of Tract 30315 on the northeast corner of Juniper Street and Adams Avenue, abutting
the current project boundary on its west side, resulted in a site assessment in 2003 (Keller 2003; RI04645) which reported negative findings for cultural resources on the parcel. Monitoring of the
subsequent subsurface construction activities at this site was described by Hogan, Tang, Tibbet and
Ballester (2004; RI-06457), which resulted in the recording of both a prehistoric and an historic-era
artifact scatter CA-RIV-13977 described above (see Section 4.1.1). There was a cultural resources
assessment of a small parcel touching on the current project parcel at its northwest corner (RI06446) with negative results. Finally, there was a cultural resources assessment of the parcel along
the current project’s north boundary for the Jefferson and Ivy Ranch Apartment Homes Project in
2017 (RI-1000), followed by a construction m monitoring plan for the same project in 2018 (RI10460). Both of these reports noted the presence of two historic properties at the northwest corner
of Jefferson and Ivy (P-33-015787 and P-33-01578) which were described commercial buildings, a
restaurant and then gas station built in 1926 and a gas station and then nursery center built circa
1930 respectively (RI-1000; Smith and Garrison 2017:10). While P-33-015787 was added to the City
of Murrieta’s historic resource inventory associated with the “Commercial Development” historic
theme, while P-33-015787 was determined to not be historically or architecturally significant (Smith
and Garrison 2017:10). Both structures are intended to be demolished when the Jefferson & Ivy
Project is constructed (RI-10460; Sanka 2018:14), which has yet to be built.
Table 4.1-2
KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES WITHIN A 0.5-MILE RADIUS OF THE APE
Report
Number

Author(s)

Date

RI-00510

Wilmoth, Stan

1978

RI-01854

Scientific Resource
Surveys, Inc.

1984

RI-01990

McCarthy, Daniel F.

1985

RI-02120

De Munck, Victor C.

1987

RI-02243

Drover, C.E.

1988

RI-02321

Rhodes, Keith D. and
N.A. Rhodes

1987

RI-02389

Keller, Jean Salpas

1988

Title
Environmental Impact Evaluation:
Archaeological Assessment of Tentative
Parcel Map 12196, Murrieta Area of
Riverside County, California.
Archaeological Assessment - Ca. 80 Acres
Near Murrieta.
An Archaeological Assessment of 0.93
Acre of Land in Murrieta, Riverside
County, California.
Archaeological Assessment of 7.61 Acres
of Land Located in The Murrieta Area of
Riverside County, California.
An Archaeological Assessment of Tm
Change of Zone 5056, Riverside County,
California.
An Archaeological Assessment of El
Rancho Murrieta Thoroughbred Ranch,
Riverside County, California.
An Archaeological Assessment of COZ
5165 and Plot Plan 10.517, Riverside
County, California.
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Number

Author(s)

Date

RI-02502

Wade, Sue A. and
Susan M. Hector

1989

RI-02799

Keller, Jean A.

1990

RI-02849

Swope, Karen K.

1990

RI-02993

Love, Bruce

1990

RI-02994

Love, Bruce

1990

RI-03189

Peak and Associates
and Brian F. Mooney
Associates

1990

RI-03376

Wade, Sue A. and
Susan M. Hector

1989

RI-03636

White, Robert S.

1993

RI-03896

Keller, Jean A.

1995

RI-03911

Sturm, Bradley L.

1993

RI-04352

Keller, Jean A.

1999

Title

Resources

An Archival and Limited Field
Archaeological Survey of the Temescal
Wash and Rice Canyon Pipeline
Alternatives for the Regional Water
Reclamation Facility at Rancho California.

33-000050,
33-000116,
33-000270,
33-000365,
33-000523,
33-001003,
33-001004,
33-001071,
33-001086,
33-001382,
33-001384,
33-001727,
33-001860,
33-001861,
33-002134,
33-002765,
33-002798,
33-003330

An Archaeological Assessment of Plot Plan
11,816 Riverside County, California.
An Archaeological Assessment of
Conditional Use Permit 3086, Located in
the Murrieta Area of Riverside County,
California.
Cultural Resources Assessment:
Conditional Use Permit #2803 R #1
Murrieta, Riverside County, California.
Cultural Resources Assessment: Plot Plan
12080, Murrieta, Riverside County,
California.
Cultural Resources Assessment of AT&T's
Proposed San Bernardino to San Diego
Fiber Optic Cable, San Bernardino,
Riverside and San Diego Counties,
California.
A Cultural Resource Survey of the
Proposed Rancho Temecula Effluent
Pipeline from Temecula to Warm Springs
in the Elsinore Valley with Additional
Consideration of the Surface Water
Discharge into Temescal Wash.
An Archaeological Assessment of the 2+
Mile Murrieta Lines "F" & "F-1" Flood
Control Channel in Murrieta, Riverside
County.
A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment
of Murrieta Hot Springs Road - Madison
Avenue Corridor Master Development
Plan, 288.0 Acres of Land in Murrieta,
Riverside County, California.
Negative Archaeological Survey Report:
Route I-215, Post Mile 10.6
A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment
Of Plot Plan 99-027, +17.3 Acres of Land
in the City of Murrieta, Riverside County,
California.
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33-000659,
33-001086,
33-002798,
33-006998,
33-007200
NA
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NA
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Number

Author(s)

Date

RI-04643

Keller, Jean A.

2001

RI-04644

Keller, Jean A.

2003

RI-04645

Keller, Jean A.

2003

RI-04852

White, Robert S. and
Laura S. White

2005

RI-04877

Peak & Associates,
Inc.

2003

RI-05142

Harris, Nina And
Dennis R. Gallegos

1998

RI-05209

Goodwin, Riordan
and Robert
Reynolds

2002

RI-05211

White, Laurie

2000

RI-05675

Shepard, Richard S.

2003

RI-05966

Hogan, Michael

2002

RI-05977

Hogan, Michael, Bai
Tang, and John Eddy

2003

RI-06028

Keller, Jean A.

2005

RI-06406

Hogan, Michael, Bai
Tang and Josh
Smallwood

2005

RI-06446

Tang, Bai, Michael
Hogan, Casey Tibbet
and Josh Smallwood

2005

Title
A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment
of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 31324, 7.9
Acres of Land in the City of Murrieta,
Riverside County, California.
A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment
of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 29820,
12.72 Acres of Land in the City of
Murrieta, Riverside County, California.
A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment
of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 30315,
9.11 Acres of Land in the City of Murrieta,
Riverside County, California.
A Cultural Resources Assessment of a
1.88-Acre Parcel Located East of the
Intersection of Kalmia Street and
Washington Avenue, City of Murrieta,
Riverside County.
Cultural Resources Assessment of the
Proposed Temecula Valley Regional Water
Reclamation Facility Effluent Pipeline,
Riverside County, California.
Cultural Resources Survey Report for
Murrieta Lines D and D-1 Riverside
County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District Riverside County,
California.
Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Assessment: Murrieta Senior Center, City
of Murrieta, Riverside County, California.
Records Search Results for Sprint PCS
Facility Rv54xc453a (Butler Ranch), City
of Murrieta, Riverside County, California.
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment:
Assessor Parcel No. 909-08-02, Murrieta,
Riverside County, California.
Caltrans Negative Historical Property
Survey Report for I-15/California Oaks
Road Diamond Interchange Project, In the
City of Murrieta, Riverside County,
California.
Archaeological Monitoring Report,
Assessor's Parcel Number 909-080-002,
42180 Ivy Street, City of Murrieta,
Riverside County, California.
A Phase Ii Historical Resources
Investigation of Ca-Riv-5519-H Located
Within Tentative Parcel Map 31078, +/9.55 Acres of Land in Murrieta, Riverside
County, California.
Archaeological Monitoring Report, Tract
No. 30315, in the City of Murrieta,
Riverside County, California.
Historical/Archaeological Resources
Survey Report: Assessor's Parcel Numbers
906-080-003, and -012 Through -015, in
the City of Murrieta, Riverside County,
California.
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NA

NA

NA
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NA

NA
NA
33-001086,
33-012344,
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NA
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NA
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Author(s)

Date

RI-06457

Hogan, Michael, Bai
Tang, Casey Tibbet
and Daniel Ballester

2004

RI-06658

Tang, B. Tom

2006

RI-06896

Alexandrowicz, John
Stephen

2007

RI-07023

Keller, Jean A.

2006

RI-07050

Strauss, Monica

2006

RI-07602

Smallwood, Josh and
Clarence Bodner

2008

RI-07678

Smallwood, Josh and
Terri Jacquemain

2008

RI-07890

Robbins-Wade,
Mary

2006

RI-08162

Reynolds, Robert

2002

RI-08305

Alexandrowicz, John

2009

RI-08389

McCorkle Apple,
Rebecca,
Christopher L.
Shaver and Monica
Strauss

2010

RI-09065

Stropes, Tracy A.,
and Brian F. Smith

2012

RI-09089

Sanka Jennifer M.

2011

RI-09596

McKenna, Jeanette
A.,

2016

RI-09949

Smith, Brian F.

2017

Title
Historical/Archaeological Resources
Survey Report, Murrieta Wastewater
Planning and Construction Project, in the
City of Murrieta, Riverside County,
California.
Photo Recordation of Historic Building,
the Cora Stollar House, 42036 D Street,
City of Murrieta, Riverside County,
California.
An Historical Resources Identification
Investigation for the Heritage Village
Apartments Project, 24865 Jefferson
Avenue, City of Murrieta, Riverside
County, California.
A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment
of Murrieta Commons, DP 004-51, +/12.22 Acres of Land in the City of
Murrieta, Riverside County, California.
Historic Property Survey Report for the
Ivy Street Bridge Project, City of Murrieta,
County of Riverside, California.
Photo-Recordation of Historic Buildings
24629 Washington Avenue Murrieta,
Riverside County, California.
Historic Building Evaluation 24570
Washington Avenue City of Murrieta,
Riverside County, California.
Cultural Resources Inventory, 25071
Adams Avenue Murrieta, Riverside
County, California VTM 33893.
Letter Report: Results of the Cultural and
Paleontological Resource Assessment for
the New Clay Street Parcel (P.M. 30299),
Murrieta, Riverside County, California.
An Historical Resources Identification for
the Monte Vista II Apartments Project, NE
Corner of the Jefferson Avenue and
Juniper Street, City of Murrieta, Riverside
County, California.
Archaeological Survey Report for the Los
Alamos / Interstate 15 Overcrossing, City
of Murrieta, County of Riverside,
California.
Phase I Cultural Resources, Assessment
for the Washington Avenue Project, City of
Murrieta, APN 909-080-043.
Monitoring Report Ivy Street Bridge
Project City of Murrieta, Riverside County,
California.
An Updated Cultural Resources
Investigation for the Mighty Development,
Inc., Project Area, 11.35 Acres of Land in
the City of Murrieta, Riverside County,
California.
A Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey for
the FMC Murrieta Project.
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NA

33-002362,
33-015312
33-001085,
33-001086
NA
33-017013
33-007432

NA

NA

NA

33-007471
33-001085,
33-001086,
33-019856
NA

NA
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Number

Author(s)

Date

RI-10000

Smith, Brian F.

2017

RI-10082

Bell, Heather

2002

RI-10460

Jennifer M. Sanka

2018

RI-10612

Strauss, Monica,
Christopher L.
Shaver, Kurt
Heidelberg, and
David Bricker

2006

RI-10613

Strauss, Monica,
Kurt Heidelbert, and
David Bricker

2006

RI-10688

Montgomery,
Courtney

2018

4.2

Title
A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey for
The Jefferson and Ivy Project.
NEPA Screening for Wireless
Telecommunication Site - Los Alamos
24950 Madison Avenue, Murrieta,
Riverside County, California.
Archaeological Monitoring Plan for the
Jefferson and Ivy Ranch Apartment Homes
Project 11.44 Acres in the City of Murrieta,
Riverside County, California.
Extended Phase I Archaeological
Investigation Between CA-RIV-1085 and
CA-RIV-1086 for the Ivy Street Bridge
Project, City of Murrieta, County of
Riverside, California. Ivy Street Bridge
Project between New Clay Street and
Hayes Avenue, Caltrans District 8.
Archaeological Survey Report for the Ivy
Street Bridge Project, City of Murrieta,
County of Riverside, California, Ivy Street
Bridge Project between New Clay Street
and Hayes Avenue, Caltrans District 8.
Phase I Archaeological Survey for
Wilhelm-Sauls Investments, LLC Murrieta
Properties.

Resources
NA
NA

NA

33-001085,
33-001086

NA

NA

Native American Outreach

On March 2, 2021, Mr. O’Neil submitted a request to the NAHC via email for a Sacred Lands File (SLF)
search within the 0.5-mile project buffer. The results of the search request were received March 11,
2021, at the office of UltraSystems from Mr. Andrew Green, Cultural Resources Analyst. The NAHC
letter stated that “A record search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands
File (SLF) was completed for the information you have submitted for the above referenced project.
The results were positive. Please contact the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians on the attached list
for more information. Other sources of cultural resources should also be contacted for information
regarding known and recorded sites.” (See Attachment C.)
UltraSystems prepared letters to each of the 18 tribal contacts representing 11 tribes and bands
named by the NAHC (Attachment C). On March 12, 2021, Ms. Doukakis mailed letters with
accompanying maps to all 18 tribal contacts, and emailed the letters and maps to each of the 16 tribal
contacts for which email addresses were known, with the contact letter and map describing the
project and showing the project's location, requesting a reply if they have knowledge of cultural
resources in the area that they wished to share, and asking if they had any questions or concerns
regarding the project. Emails were also sent to two staff members of the Pechanga Cultural
Resources Department who, though not on the Commission’s contact list, had been “cc’d” by Mr.
Green to his response to Mr. O’Neil.
Jill McCormick, Historic Preservation Officer for the Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation
replied by email on March 15, 2021 indicating that the tribe has no comments on this project and will
defer to the more local Tribes and support their decisions on the project. Arysa Gonzales Romero,
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the Historic Preservation Technician for the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, replied by email
on March 23, 2021, stating that the project is not located within the Tribe’s Traditional Use Area and
will defer to the other tribes in the area. Lacy Padilla, archaeologist for the Agua Caliente Band of
Cahuilla Indians, replied by email on April 1, 2021, also stated that the project is not located within
the Tribe’s Traditional Use Area and will defer to the other tribes in the area.
Cheryl Madrigal, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer of the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians replied
by email on March 24, 2021, including a letter indicating that the project is “within the Territory of
the Luiseño people, and is also within Rincon’s specific area of Historic interest. We do not have
knowledge of cultural resources within the proposed project area.” They also requested records
search material collected at the (Eastern) Information Center for this project. Mr. O’Neil responded
that records and site location details are required to be confidential per agreements with the
California Historical Resources Inventory System and suggested that they request a copy of the
project’s resulting cultural resources report from the City of Murrieta Planning Department following
its completion. Ms. Madrigal agreed that they would make this request. Copies of these replies are
located in Attachment C.
Following up on the initial letter and email contacts, telephone calls were conducted by
Archaeological Technician Megan B. Doukakis on April 13, 2021 to those tribes who had not
previously replied by email or letter and had provided telephone numbers. These calls were to the
eight tribal contacts who had not already responded to UEI mailing and email. Six of the telephone
calls were placed with no answer and so messages were left describing the project and requesting a
response. These were to Joyce Perry and Chairperson Matias Belardes with the Juaneño Band of
Mission Indians - Acjachemen Nation; Shasta Gaughan, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer with the
Pala Band of Mission Indians; Paul Macarro of the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians; Isaiah Vivanco,
Chairperson; and Joseph Ontiveros, Cultural Resources Department, with the Soboba Band of Luiseño
Indians.
A call to Norma Contreras, Chairperson of the La Jolla Band of Luiseño Indians, was answered by a
receptionist to transferred Doukakis to the Chairperson’s voicemail where a message was left. A call
to Chairperson Temet Aguilar of the Pauma Band of Luiseño Indians was not answered but a voice
mail was left; calling again a receptionist answered who transferred Doukakis to the Chairperson’s
extension where the Chairperson’s assistant who said that, in their absence, UEI should email
Yolanda Espinoza with the Band’s Cultural Committee, which Doukakis did that day. A call to
Chairperson Mark Macarro with the Pechanga Band of Mission Indians was transferred to his
assistant who did not answer; a message was left. A call to the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians
reached a receptionist who suggested calling Cami Mojado; Ms. Mojado answered, stating that she
was currently preparing a written responded to UEI’s letter of March 12, 2021 but that now she
would simply state the Band “would like to defer to Pechanga or Soboba.” During the phone call to
the Lovina Redner, Chairperson of the Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indians, the receptionist replied
that Chairperson Redner was on leave and to contact Mr. Steven Estrada, who was also not in and so
the receptionist took the message; an email address for Mr. Estrada was provided, and Doukakis
forwarded the original March 12, 2021 email and letter to him at that time. (See Attachment C).
In the initial email to Paul Macarro, Pechanga Cultural Resources Coordinator at Pechanga by O’Neil
on March 15, 2021, staff members Tina Mendoza, Ebru Ozdil and Juan Ochoa, who had been included
in the NAHC response of March 11, 2021, were cc’d. Because of the potential significance of a SLF
traditional site reported by the NAHC and their recommendation to contact Pechanga for further
information, a second email with letter and map was sent to Paul Macarro on April 13, 2021, with
Mendoza, Ozdil and Ochoa also cc’d. Doukakis also resent the outreach email with letter and map to
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Pechanga Chairperson Mark Macarro in April 13, 2021. Mr. Ochoa replied to O’Neil’s email the same
day, stating that Pechanga was preparing a reply which would be sent to UltraSystems by the end of
that week. Doukakis sent Mr. Ochoa a follow-up email on April 19, 2021.
There have been no further responses to date (see contact record table in Attachment C).

4.3

Pedestrian Survey Results

On March 4, 2021, Mr. O’Neil conducted a Phase I pedestrian cultural resources survey using
standard archaeological procedures and techniques that meet the Secretary of Interior’s standards
and guidelines for cultural resources inventory.
When Mr. O’Neil arrived at the project site a gentleman approached him and said that he was the
former owner of this property and sold it to the City of Murrieta. Mr. Calvin Sykes explained that his
grandfather bought the parcel from the county in 1929. The original house (ca. 1898) and the current
barn (ca 1917) were already present on the property and he grew up on the property while farming
occurred. Mr. O’Neil asked him if he had ever seen any archaeological artifacts and he indicated that
he had not. (See Section 2.2.3.3 above for further details of the land use and history.)
Systematic transects of the parcel were conducted. These were started in the southeast corner,
where photos in three directions, to the east, across the parcel and then to the north, to record the
surface conditions and presence of any features (Figure 4.3-1). From there proceeded to the
presence east property boundary at the northeast corner, taking photos in the three directions. At
this point proceeded to walk ten meter transects east to west and back again every ten meters
working to the north. At the northwest corner took another set of photos (Figure 4.3-2), and finished
at the northwest corner. The surface was generally covered with dense grass and some volunteer
weeds that allowed approximately 20% surface visibility overall; there were several extensive
patches of gopher or squirrel tunnel entrances and burrow mounds scattered throughout the parcel
that brought soil to the surface that could be observed. There was also exposed soil around the
foundations of burned and demolished structures. There was no rock or stone on the ground.
The present historic features were then observed and recorded.
The farm house residence had been on the top of a small rise at the south-central edge of the parcel;
the approximate southwest corner of the house was indicated by Mr. Sykes. There is still a driveway
from Adams Avenue up to the west edge of the residence. There was light scattered debris remaining
from the house being demolished, scattered on the surface in about the configuration of the house,
consisting of brick, concrete, multiple-colors of brick, pale turquoise stucco on concrete, etc. (Figure
4.3-3). The house outline is approximately 71 feet by 33 feet.
From the projected front of the house facing north one can see across west a pathway to what Mr.
Sykes described as his grandmother’s house, and northwest to the barn. A wood working shed was
described as being between the small house and the barn. between the two. Both the small house
and shed have burned to the ground within the past 5-10 years (Sykes 2021), with the debris still in
place. There is considerable burnt wood present, bottles, window pane glass, concrete blocks (cinder
block). Immediately east was the burnt where along with similar debris were pale yellow painted
wall boards. An asphalt path remains that goes from the main driveway, ending at line with an inset
wooden beam to grandmother’s small house, suggesting the configuring of the farm complex’s
buildings (Figure 4.3-4).
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The barn was observed and recorded. The barn is situated in the south-central portion of the parcel,
just at the edge of the low rise that held the house, and is set just north of the house. The barn is
intact, with the concrete foundations and the wooden framing and walls in place (Figure 4.3-5). The
concrete foundation outlines the buildings, with the framing sitting on the concrete that is 6 inches
to 8 inches wide, but with the width uniform from side to side. The height of the concrete foundation
is also variable side to side and somewhat dependent on the slope the floor is set into. The roof has
wooden shingles and then corrugated metal sheets over that; half or more of the metal sheets have
blown off and lay scattered on the ground to the east and south and northwest. (The metal sheets
can be gathered and put back on.)
The barn is approximately 53 feet long by 32.3 feet wide, and 21.3 feet high at the center of the peaked
roof, with the long axis oriented to the east. The main door is situated in the center of the south side,
door 58 inches wide and 15 feet high (Figure 4.3-6). The ends of the barn are 81 inches high. The
interior is divided into three rooms, with the center room having a concrete floor and the west and
east room open dirt floors. The east room has its own openings on the south and north walls; the
south wall door is 47 inches high and 99 inches wide, and its counterpart on the north is
approximately the same. Interior framing splits the barn’s interior into three rooms; the south and
north rooms have dirt floors, while the central room has a concrete slab floor.
A water pump is located a few feet east of the Adams Avenue curb to the north set in a concrete base.
This has the date “12-3-62“ (December 3, 1962) inscribed on the base. On the Adams Avenue
sidewalk, where the driveway starts, is inscribed an “S” with a curve beneath it; this was the cattle
brand of the Sykes family and was used here to indicate this was their property (Sykes, 2021).
There are trees throughout the set of buildings. There is an apparently old, large coast live oak
directly in front of the barn’s main side (this is visible as a medium size tree in the 1938 aerial photo).
Other ornamental trees are scattered among where the residential buildings had been, including a
large palm tree, several eucalyptus, and a row of junipers along the entry drive. There is a large
elderberry bush at the west edge of the barn.
The only signs of animal observed during the survey were of rabbit – three trail runs in the northeast
quarter and one set of paw prints. Numerous burrow tunnels were observed, but unsure if of rabbits
or ground squirrels/gophers.
The result of the pedestrian survey was negative for both prehistoric sites and isolates. With the
recent winter rains at the time of the survey, the vegetation was relatively dense throughout the
parcel and there was an average of 20% surface visibility. The one remaining historic resource, the
barn, has been described above. Mr. Sykes was asked directly eucalypti about the potential for
finding Native American prehistoric artifacts on the project site. He described finding a large number
of artifacts in the Lower Farm – small carved round stones, grinding stones, and many other artifacts
were observed and collected from there. That location was in the river bank, he said. He had also
found artifacts in the nearby Santa Margarita River canyon. He has no recollection of finding any
artifacts at the project site. (The author’s thoughts are that, given Mr. Sykes was raised on this farm
and would have spent his youth walking the plowed fields, and as a child would have wandered
throughout the property; also, that he did know what prehistoric artifacts looked like and collected
them from the other family farm; and that he did not hesitate to state that he had collected them on
the other farm; that if there were near-surface prehistoric artifacts on the Adams Avenue farm, he
would have seen them and spoken of them.)
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Figure 4.1-1
VIEW FROM SOUTHWEST CORNER; VIEW TO NORTHEAST
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Figure 4.1-2
VIEW FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER; VIEW TO THE SOUTHWEST
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Figure 4.1-3
VIEW OF THE RESIDENCE STRUCURE DEBRIS; VIEW TO THE NORTHEAST
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Figure 4.1-4
VIEW OF PATH TO “GRANDMOTHER’S HOUSE”; VIEW TO THE NORTH
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Figure 4.1-5
VIEW OF BARN, SOUTH CORNER AND MAIN SOUTHEAST FACE; VIEW TO THE NORTH
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Figure 4.1-6
VIEW OF BARN MAIN SOUTHEWAST FACE; VIEW TO THE NORTHWEST
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MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS
5.1

Site Evaluation Criteria

Evaluation of significance under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) uses criteria found
in eligibility statements for the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). Generally, a
resource is to be considered historically significant if it meets the criteria for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources in the state historic preservation law [Public Resources Code
§ 5024.1; California Code of Regulations § 15064.5(a)(3)]. These criteria provide that a resource may
be listed as a potentially significant historical resource if it:
•

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

•

Is associated with the lives of person important in our past.

•

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 value.

•

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

No prehistoric cultural resources were identified during this investigation. There is an historic-era
barn, which was recorded. Information from the City and client indicate that this barn is recognized
as important to the history of the community and will be preserved. This barn will be removed from
the project site by the City of Murrieta prior to commencement of project construction - this is
separate action by the City and is not a part of the proposed Adams Avenue project (Stiehl 2021a).
Therefore, an evaluation of significance under CEQA was not required for this study.

5.2

Potential Effects

No known, potentially significant cultural resources will be adversely impacted by the proposed
project. The historic barn will be removed and preserved by the City of Murrieta prior to the start of
project construction work (Stiehl, 2021). However, the presence of buried cultural (historic and/or
pre historic archaeological) resources cannot be ruled out given the long-term presence of the farm
residence, barn and associated agricultural out-buildings. There is also the potential for prehistoric
resources sites in the immediate area of the project site given the presence of CA-RIV-13977
approximately 170 meters to the west of the current project boundary (see Section 4.1.1 above).
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Past experience in the Murrieta region leads one to expect the strong likelihood of prehistoric sites
in the immediate area of the project site, and the result of the Eastern Information Center’s record
search results bears this out. Research into local Native American history indicates that the Murrieta
region was heavily occupied in the past with numerous villages and an abundance of supporting
camps. The results of the pedestrian assessment indicate there is the potential that historic
properties will be adversely affected by construction of the project.
Of the 11 Luiseño, Acjachemen, Cahuilla and Quechan tribes who were contacted, there have been no
responses to date describing known traditional cultural resources in the project area, nor statements
of specific concerns. However, the results of the NAHC’s SLF records search did indicate the presence
of a traditional cultural resource at some point within a half-mile the project boundary.
The single remaining historic feature on the project site is a barn-built ca. 1917. It was used by the
Sykes’ family farming operation from the late 1920s up through the end of active farming in the
1980s. The City of Murrieta will preserve the barn by moving it to an off-site location (Stiehl 2021a).
The Barn is planned to be catalogued and selectively preserved. It is too fragile to
attempt to move in one piece and not all of the structure is to be preserved. . . . the
Barn [was reviewed] with a historic architect from Spectra more than a year ago to
get a better perspective on what [the City] needed to do with it. The City plans to
issue an RFP for the Barn soon and to selectively preserve it as a separate City project
that [the City] has budgeted for this year with it being removed in advance of National
CORE starting construction on the project. The Barn is historic in itself, but there is
no longer agriculture in the area or on the property, nor has it been used as a Barn
related to agriculture in decades. So it is a historic resource that’s being preserved,
but there is no longer an agricultural historic context to the site that ties it to the site
or immediate area. (Stiehl, 2021b.)
The elements of the barn to be preserved will be disassembled and selectively preserved in a storage
container, later to be reconstructed in the City of Murrieta’s planned Heritage Park. This would
mitigate removal of the barn from the project site. However, there should be a site record prepared
and placed on file with the Eastern Information Center using California Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) 523 forms of the barn prior to its dismantling and removal.
With regard to the proposed project, during project construction, an archaeological monitor should
be present to recover any remaining subsurface material associated with the previous barn and the
surrounding farm complex that might still be present following the barn’s removal.
The cultural resource study findings suggest that there is a moderate potential for finding subsurface
prehistoric cultural resources and a high potential for finding subsurface historic resources. The
presence of prehistoric artifact scatter, CA-RIV-13997 just 150 meters to the west of the project
boundary on what had been a part of the original Sykes Farm, as well as a large scatter of artifacts
(CA-RIV-1086) approximately 670 meters to the south between the project site and Murrieta Creek
indicate the presence of Native American material throughout the area. It is recommended that there
be archaeological and tribal monitors present during any ground disturbing construction work. If
prehistoric and/or historic items are observed during subsurface activities, work should be stopped
in that area and a qualified archaeologist should be called to assess the findings and retrieve the
material.
If human remains are encountered during excavations associated with this project, work will halt
and the Riverside County Coroner will be notified (§ 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code). The
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Coroner will determine whether the remains are recent human origin or older Native American
ancestry. If the coroner, with the aid of the supervising archaeologist, determines that the remains
are prehistoric, they will contact the NAHC. The NAHC will be responsible for designating the most
likely descendant (MLD), who will be responsible for the ultimate disposition of the remains, as
required by § 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code. The MLD will make recommendations
within 24 hours of his or her notification by the NAHC. These recommendations may include
scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of human remains and items associated with Native
American burials (§ 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code).
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Figure 7
Project Regional Location Map
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Figure 8
Project Study Area
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Figure 19
Project Study Topographic Map
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Stephen O’Neil, M.A., RPA
Cultural Resources Manager, Cultural Anthropology/Archaeology
Education
▪
▪

M.A., Anthropology (Ethnography emphasis), California State University, Fullerton, CA, 2002
B.A., Anthropology, California State University, Long Beach, CA, 1979

Professional and Institutional Affiliations
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

California Mission Studies Association
City of Laguna Beach Environmental Sustainability Committee, appointed 2012
Orange County Natural History Museum; Board Member
Pacific Coast Archaeological Society; Board Member and Past President
Society of California Archaeology

Professional Registrations and Licenses
▪
▪
▪
▪

Register of Professional Archaeologists (No. 16104) (current)
Riverside County, CA, Cultural Resource Consultant (No. 259) (current)
Cultural Resource Field Director, BLM Permit (CA-13-19) – California, 2013
NEPA and CEQ Consultation for Environmental Professionals; course by the National Association of
Environmental Professionals, 2013

Professional Experience
Mr. O'Neil has 30 years of experience as a cultural anthropologist in California. He has researched
and written on archaeology, ethnography, and history. Mr. O'Neil has archaeological experience in
excavation, survey, monitoring, and lab work. Most of this has been on Native American prehistoric
sites, but also includes Spanish, Mexican, and American period adobe sites. His supervisory
experience includes excavation and survey crew chief and project director of an adobe house
excavation. He has a wide range of expertise in Phase I & II Environmental Site Assessments,
archaeological resource assessment surveys, salvage operations, and cultural background studies for
various EIR projects. Mr. O'Neil has worked for cultural resource management firms as well as
government agencies and Native American entities. He has prepared technical reports as well as
published journal articles.

Select project experience
Inglewood Avenue Corridor Widening Project, City of Lawndale, Los Angeles County, CA: 20132014
Mr. O’Neil directed and conducted archaeological field survey, cultural resource records search,
Native American contacts and report writing for this project. The City of Lawndale is widening
Inglewood Avenue from Marine Avenue north. The project uses Caltrans funds and the cultural
resources report was prepared in Caltrans format. A separate historic properties report was
prepared as well. Prepared for Huitt-Zollars Engineering.
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Via Ballena Storm Drain Relocation, City of San Clemente, Orange County, CA: 2013
Mr. O’Neil directed and conducted archaeological field survey, cultural resource records search,
Native American contacts and report writing for this project. This residential area has a damaged
storm drain under Via Ballena that was causing earth movement and erosion. The meet
requirements for state funding, and cultural resources inventory report was required. Prepared for
the City of San Clemente
Pine Canyon Road – Three Points Road to Lake Hughes Road, Los Angeles County, CA: 2013
Mr. O’Neil directed and conducted archaeological field survey, cultural resource records search, Native
American contacts and report writing for this project. This nine-mile portion of Pine Canyon Road lies
partially within the Angeles National Forest. A series of widening and culvert repairs is planned by the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW). An assessment was made of possible
cultural resources, historic and prehistoric that may be affected by the construction, and four historic
sites were recorded. Prepared for LACDPW.
Alton Parkway Extension Project, Cities of Irvine and Lake Forest, Orange County, CA: 2012
Mr. O’Neil directed and conducted archaeological and paleontological monitoring, archaeological
excavation, cultural resource records search, Native American contacts and report writing for this
project. Alton Parkway was extended 2.1 miles between the cities of Irvine and Lake Forest. For the
portion within the City of Irvine, UltraSystems conducted monitoring and excavation services. One
prehistoric site was excavated and reported on; a series of living features were discovered and also
reported. The final monitoring report described the paleontological and archaeological findings. A
separate technical report on the archaeological excavations was also prepared. Mr. O’Neil directed
research into historic and prehistoric background, and prepared the final assessment of potential
impacts. Prepared for the Orange County Department of Public Works.
NEPA and CEQA Documentation, Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System
(LA-RICS), Los Angeles County, CA: 2011-2014
Mr. O’Neil is part of UltraSystems team currently preparing technical studies and NEPA and CEQA
documentation toward the construction of LA-RICS, an $800-million emergency communications system
due to be operational in 2016. LA-RICS will provide a highly coordinated emergency communications
system to all first-responders to natural and man-made disasters throughout Los Angeles County. Mr.
O’Neil is the cultural and historical resources studies team leader, directing five researchers. These
studies include coordination of field visits to all 260-plus locations for an archaeologist and/or an
architectural historian with agency escorts to observe and record any on-site prehistoric and historic
features, performing records and literature searches at archaeology information centers and local
archives, contacting local agencies for historically listed structures and districts, coordinate public
notices of the project throughout Los Angeles County, consultation with the Native American Heritage
Commission and all local tribal organizations, and direct consultation with the California State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO). This information was compiled by Mr. O’Neil and is used to prepare FCC
historical resource forms which were submitted to the SHPO for review.
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Megan B. Doukakis
Archaeological Technician
Education
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

M.A. Public Archaeology, California State University, Northridge, 2019
B.A., Anthropology, California State University, Long Beach, 2011
University of California, Los Angeles- Pimu Catalina Archaeological Field School, 2010
International Scholar Laureate Program: Delegation on Anthropology and Archaeology in China,
2009
Earthwatch Institute, “Unearthing Mallorca’s Past” archaeological excavation, Mallorca, Spain,
2005

Professional and Institutional Affiliations
▪
▪
▪

Phi Kappa Phi National Honor Society, 2011
Sigma Alpha Lambda, National Leadership and Honor Organization, 2010
Society for California Archaeology Membership 2012-2015

Professional Experience
Ms. Black has worked in the field of cultural resource management for five years at environmental
firms. Before this Ms. Black had participated in multiple field schools in Southern California and
abroad. She has experience in survey, excavation, laboratory work, and information searches.
Ms. Black holds the title of Archaeological Technician at UltraSystems Environmental. Prior to this,
she completed a CRM internship at UltraSystems. These positions have provided her with the
opportunity to contribute to proposals, final reports, project scheduling, archaeological record
searches and paleontological, archaeological and Native American monitor organizing for projects.

Select project experience
Results of the Condition Assessment, Site Monitoring, and Effects Treatment Plan (CASMET)
Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, San Diego County, CA
Client: Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, Duration: 5/11 to 9/11

Ms. Black conducted survey and excavation for the USMC Base Camp Pendleton condition assessment
project. Areas were tested around Camp Pendleton for the presence and condition of cultural
material previously recorded. She also conducted laboratory work and curation for the material
collected within excavations. Ms. Black contributed to the final report with background records
searches and prehistoric and historic background writing for the report.
Archaeological Excavation Results Report for the Alton Parkway Extension Project, Orange
County, CA
Client: Orange County Department of Public Works; Contract: $357,170, 10/10 to 6/12

Ms. Black participated in the Alton Parkway project, City of Irvine, Orange County, CA. She was
responsible for cleaning and cataloging the artifacts recovered from the excavation and surface
collections. She also contributed to the final report by compiling the historical background
information.
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Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties ADA Wheelchair Access Ramp Improvement
Project, City of Lake Forest, Orange County, CA
Client: City of Lake Forest/Penco, Contract: $2,981.62, Duration: 6/12 to 7/12

Ms. Black contributed to the cultural resource records search, field survey, Native American contacts
and report writing for this project. This residential area required wheelchair access ramps on every
corner in this neighborhood. An assessment of the possible cultural resources that may be affected
with this construction was made for the City of Lake Forest. Ms. Black contributed the historic and
prehistoric background, and the assessment of the possible resources in the area.
Tenaska Solar Projects Imperial Solar Energy Center–South; Imperial Solar Energy Center–
West; and Wistaria Ranch, Imperial County, CA
Client: Tenaska/CSOLAR Development, Contract: $3,441,809, 10/13 to 8/15.

Ms. Black conducted Native American contacts for field monitoring, coordinated with subcontractors
to initiate cultural and paleontological field surveys, for the several solar energy projects being
handled by UltraSystems Environmental in the El Centro area, Imperial County, CA. She contributed
different parts of the survey report and monitoring program documents, including historic and
prehistoric background, editorial review. At ISEC- West, Ms. Black was responsible for contacting and
organizing Tribal monitors for this project. She contacted tribal organizations and inquired about
their interest in providing tribal monitors for this project. Ms. Black directly organized with Native
American groups to sign agreements, and fill out tax paperwork. She was also responsible for
organizing and keeping track of and gathering field log from monitors from six tribal groups. She also
recovered previously recorded artifacts in the field before the start of the project.
NEPA and CEQA Documentation, Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Long Term Evolution, Los Angeles County, CA
Client: LARICS Joint Powers Authority, Contract: $3,051,312, 1/12 to 1/15.

UltraSystems’ team prepared technical studies and NEPA and CEQA documentation toward the
construction of LA-RICS-LTE, an $800-million emergency communications system that will provide
a highly coordinated emergency communications system to all first-responders to natural and manmade disasters throughout Los Angeles County. For this project Ms. Black conducted record searches
at the South Central Coastal Information Center for the Department of Commerce on over 300 project
sites throughout the County of Los Angeles. She helped prepare letters to the NAHC and tribal
organizations associated with the project area. Ms. Black contributed to contacting, organizing, and
scheduling architectural historians to conduct historical research around the project areas. Letters
were written for contact to local agencies and cities. A public notice was constructed and published
in three local newspapers. Ms. Black also constructed hundreds of Federal Communications
Commission 620 and 621 forms for submission to California State Historic Preservation Office.
Newton Canyon Monitoring Project, CA
Client: County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Contract: $2,930.00, Duration: 7/13 to 12/13

Ms. Black was an archaeological monitor for this project. She monitored all ground disturbing
activities as well as lightly surveying the area for cultural material. Ms. Black also conducted the
records center research at the South Central Coastal Information Center at CSUF. Through email,
letter, and telephone correspondence, Ms. Black contacted the NAHC and associated tribal groups.
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Native American Contact Log

Name

Tribe/Affiliation

Letter and
Fax
Contacts

E-mail
Contacts

Telephone
Contacts

Andrew Green,
Asst.
Government
Program
Analyst

Native American
Heritage
Commission

N/A

March 2,
2021

N/A

Patricia GarciaPlotkin,
Director

Agua Caliente
Band of Cahuilla
Indians

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

N/A

Jeff Grubbe,
Chairperson

Agua Caliente
Band of Cahuilla
Indians

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

No email
address
available

N/A
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Comments
Request for Sacred Lands
File search and local
Native American
representatives contact
information. Reply
received March11, 2021
from Andrew Green.
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. Email response
was received on March 23,
2021 from Arysa Gonzales
Romero, the Historic
Preservation Technician
indicating that this project
is not located within the
Tribe’s Traditional Use
Area and deferring to the
other tribes in the area. An
email was also received
from Lucy Padilla,
Archaeologist on April1,
2021 indicating the same
as above.
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. Email response
was received on March 23,
2021 from Arysa Gonzales
Romero, the Historic
Preservation Technician
indicating that this project
is not located within the
Tribe’s Traditional Use
Area and deferring to the
other tribes in the area. An
email was also received
from Lucy Padilla,
Archaeologist on April1,
2021 indicating the same
as above.
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Name

Tribe/Affiliation

Letter and
Fax
Contacts

E-mail
Contacts

Telephone
Contacts

Matias
Belardes,
Chairperson

Juaneño Band of
Mission Indians
Acjachemen
Nation -Belardes

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

April 13,
2021

Joyce Perry,
Tribal Manager

Juaneño Band of
Mission Indians
Acjachemen
Nation -Belardes

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

April 13,
2021

Norma
Contreras,
Chairperson

La Jolla Band of
Luiseño Indians

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

No email
address
available

April 13,
2021

Shasta
Gaughan,
Tribal Historic
Preservation
Officer

Temet Aguilar,
Chairperson

Pala Band of
Mission Indians

Pauma Band of
Luiseño IndiansPauma & Yuima
Reservation

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

April 13,
2021

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

April 13,
2021
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Comments
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. Phone call was
made April 13, 2021.
There was no answer; a
message was left. No
response to date.
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. Phone call was
made April 13, 2021.
There was no answer; a
message was left. No
response to date.
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. A phone call was
made April 13, 2021. The
number provided was for
the tribal offices. Doukakis
spoke to a receptionist
who said that Ms.
Contreras was on a call
and would not be available
until the afternoon. The
receptionist transferred
me to the Chairpersons
voicemail where a
message was left for her.
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. A phone call was
made April 13, 2021.
There was no answer; a
message was left. No
response to date.
Letter and email describing
project and requesting
input on concerns was sent
March 12, 2021. A phone
call was made April 13,
2021.
The number
Attachment C, Page 31
June 2021

❖ APPENDICES ❖

Name

Tribe/Affiliation

Letter and
Fax
Contacts

E-mail
Contacts

Telephone
Contacts

Paul Macarro,
Cultural
Resources
Manager

Pechanga Band of
Mission Indians

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

April 13,
2021

Mark Macarro,
Chairperson

Pechanga Band of
Mission Indians

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

April 13,
2021
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Comments
provided was for the tribal
offices. There was no
receptionist available to
answer the phone but there
was a voicemail setup. A
voicemail was left.
A few minutes later a call
was received while
Doukakis was on another
line; but no message was
left. Doukakis called the
number back and it
reached the Pauma Band
tribal offices. A
receptionist answered and
indicated that she did not
know who had placed the
call to Doukakis but was
able to provide the
Chairperson’s extension.
Doukakis called the
extension and reached the
Chairperson’s assistant.
She indicated that the
chairperson wasn’t there
and did not know who had
called Doukakis. She did
give an email address for
Yolanda Espinoza with the
Cultural Committee that
may be able to provide a
response for UEI. An email
was sent to the
Chairperson at 1:15pm
that same day.
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. A phone call was
made April 13, 2021.
There was no answer; a
message was left. No
response to date.
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. A phone call was
made April 13, 2021.
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Name

Tribe/Affiliation

Letter and
Fax
Contacts

E-mail
Contacts

Telephone
Contacts

Comments
The number provided was
for the tribal offices. The
receptionist transferred
the call to the
Chairperson’s assistant.
She did not answer so a
message was left.

Manfred Scott,
Acting
Chairman

Quechan Tribe of
the Fort Yuma
Reservation

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

N/A

Jill McCormick,
Historic
Preservation
Officer

Quechan Tribe of
the Fort Yuma
Reservation

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

N/A

Cheryl
Madrigal,
Tribal Historic
Preservation
Officer

Rincon Band of
Luiseño Indians

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

N/A
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Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. Email response
was received on March 15,
2021 indicating that they
have no comments on this
project defer to the more
local Tribes and support
their decisions on the
project.
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. Email response
was received on March 15,
2021 indicating that they
have no comments on this
project defer to the more
local Tribes and support
their decisions on the
project.
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. Email response
was received on March 24,
2021 indicating that the
project is “within the
Territory of the Luiseño
people, and is also within
Rincon’s specific area of
Historic interest.
We do not have knowledge
of cultural resources
within the proposed
project area.” They also
requested records search
material collected at the
information center.
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Name

Tribe/Affiliation

Letter and
Fax
Contacts

E-mail
Contacts

Telephone
Contacts

Bo Mazzetti,
Chairperson

Rincon Band of
Luiseño Indians

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

N/A

N/A

San Luis Rey Band
of Mission Indians

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

April 13,
2021

San Luis Rey,
Tribal Council

San Luis Rey Band
of Mission Indians

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

April 13,
2021
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Comments
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. Email response
was received on March 24,
2021 indicating that the
project is “within the
Territory of the Luiseño
people, and is also within
Rincon’s specific area of
Historic interest.
We do not have knowledge
of cultural resources
within the proposed
project area.” They also
requested records search
material collected at the
information center.
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. A phone call was
made April 13, 2021. The
number provided was for
the tribal offices. The
receptionist gave Doukakis
another number for Cami
Mojado who handles these
requests. Doukakis called
Ms. Mojado and she
indicated that she was
working on a letter
response but since UEI had
called she would just give a
response over the phone.
“San Luis Rey would like
the differ to Pechanga or
Soboba.”
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. A phone call was
made April 13, 2021. See
the response from the San
Luis Rey Band of Mission
Indians directly above.
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Name

Tribe/Affiliation

Letter and
Fax
Contacts

E-mail
Contacts

Telephone
Contacts

Lovina Redner,
Tribal Chair

Santa Rosa Band
of Mission Indians

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

April 13,
2021

Isaiah Vivanco,
Chairperson

Soboba Band of
Luiseño Indians

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

April 13,
2021

Joseph
Ontiveros,
Cultural
Resource
Department

Soboba Band of
Luiseño Indians

March 12,
2021
(Letter)

March
12, 2021

April 13,
2021
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Comments
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. A phone call was
made April 13, 2021. The
number provided was for
the tribal offices. Doukakis
was informed by the
receptionist that Ms.
Redner was on leave and
that Steven Estrada is the
Acting chairperson. Mr.
Estrada was not in the
office so the receptionist
took a message. She also
provided Mr. Estrada’s
email address. Doukakis
proceeded to forward the
email sent to Chair Redner
to Mr. Estrada 1:20pm
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. A phone call was
made April 13, 2021. See
the response from Joseph
Ontiveros for the Soboba
Band directly below.
Letter and email
describing project and
requesting input on
concerns was sent March
12, 2021. A phone call was
made April 13, 2021. Did
not answer telephone call;
message was left. No
response to date.
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