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EXECUTIVE/MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

VCS Environmental (VCS) undertook this study to assess the potential impacts to Cultural 
Resources/Historic Properties that may result from the implementation of the Big Tujunga 
Reservoir Sediment Removal Project. This document has been prepared to satisfy the 
requirements of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s (USACE’s) compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and, due to the need for a 
Section 404 Clean Water Act Permit, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) of 1966 (36 CFR 800) and USACE’s implementing regulations at 33 CFR 325 Appendix 
C. The format of this report follows Archaeological Resource Management Reports (ARMR): 
Recommended Contents and Format (Office of Historic Preservation 1990). 

DATES OF INVESTIGATION 

Patrick Maxon, RPA conducted a cultural resources literature review on October 6, 2011, at the 
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton and 
Archaeologist Albert Knight conducted a literature review at the United States Department of 
Agriculture Forest Service (USFS) offices in the City of Arcadia on October 13, 2011 (Appendix 
A). A paleontological review request was received from Samuel McLeod of the Natural History 
Museum of Los Angeles County on October 27, 2011 (Appendix B). Native American consultation 
was initiated on September 26, 2011, with a letter to the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC). Letters were sent to Native American tribes and individuals on September 27, 2011. 
(Appendix C). A cultural resources survey of the property was conducted by Albert Knight on 
October 13, 2011 (refer to United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service Permit 
#LAR9040CRI in Appendix D). A Historic Resources Evaluation Report was completed by Pam 
Daly of Daly and Associates in October, 2017 (Appendix E). Mr. Maxon and Christopher Drover, 
Ph.D. prepared and completed a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) draft of this 
technical report in July 2012, and a second version for the U.S. Forest Service’s NEPA 
compliance in December 2012. This version of the report to meet USACE requirements, was 
completed in October 2017. Resumes of project staff are located in Appendix F. 

FINDINGS OF THE INVESTIGATION 

No previously unknown significant cultural resources were discovered within the Area of Potential 
Effects (APE)/Permit Area (PA) during the survey. Four recorded cultural resources are within the 
APE/PA. Big Tujunga Dam (USFS#05-01-55-221) has previously been evaluated and is 
considered eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The remaining 
three resources [SCE Transmission Line Road (P-19-186877; USFS#05-01-55-187), Verdugo 
Circuit (P-19-186860; USFS#05-01-51-138), and the Hansen’s Lodge location (USFS#05-01-55-
00017) were evaluated during this project. In summation, other than the Big Tujunga Dam itself, 
there are no built-environment historic-period resources located within the Project APE, that 
appear to meet National Register and California Register criteria to be considered eligible for 
listing in the registries as significant historic resources. 

INVESTIGATION CONSTRAINTS 

Dense vegetation and non-native grasses cover as much as 70 percent of the APE/PA. Both 
native and non-native vegetation remains on site. The APE/PA is developed with the dam and 
reservoir, access roads, and the debris previously placed in Maple Canyon Sediment Placement 
Site. 

EFFECTS ANALYSIS 
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This impact analysis is provided to assist the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) 
and USACE in fulfilling its compliance responsibilities under NEPA. Section 106 of NHPA and its 
implementing regulations at 36 CFR, 800 were used to identify historic properties within the 
APE/PA. The criteria of adverse effects codified at 36 CFR 800.5 were used to assess the effects 
of the proposed project on the four historic properties identified within the APE/PA. In summary, 
only the Big Tujunga Dam is eligible for listing on the California and National Registers. The 
remaining three are not deemed eligible. None of the four identified resources will be subject to 
adverse effects as a result of the project (Daly 2017). 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Retention of an Archaeologist prior to ground-disturbing activities in the APE/PA, or as a monitor 
during implementation, is at the discretion of LACFCD and its CEQA compliance responsibilities. 
However, if cultural resources or human remains are discovered during any ground disturbing 
activities, the USACE will be notified by either the project archaeologist or by LACFCD onsite 
personnel. All work in the vicinity of the discovery will cease until the USACE evaluates the nature 
and significance of the find, and determines the level of documentation necessary and potential 
consultation required with the NAHC, State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Native 
American tribes, and any others. In the case of an inadvertent discovery of Human Remains, the 
proponent will immediately notify the responsible Federal official and County Coroner, and once 
determined to be of Native American origin by the coroner, the Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and its implementing regulations at 43 CFR 10 will be followed 
to manage and resolve the discovery and determine the final disposition of the remains. 

DISPOSITION OF DATA 

This report will be filed with LACFCD; with the USACE; with Psomas; with VCS, and at the SCCIC. 
All field notes and other documentation related to the study are on file at VCS. 
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1.0 UNDERTAKING INFORMATION/INTRODUCTION 

1.1 CONTRACTING DATA 

Psomas retained VCS to conduct a Phase I Cultural Resources Study for the proposed Big 
Tujunga Reservoir Sediment Removal Project (Project). This report details the findings of the 
investigation and offers management recommendations and mitigation measures to reduce the 
impact of the project to a less than significant level. Survey activities were conducted under United 
States Department of Agriculture Forest Service Permit #LAR9040CRI. 

1.2 UNDERTAKING 

The Big Tujunga Reservoir (BTR) is located in the San Gabriel Mountains within the Angeles 
National Forest (ANF), which is located within the unincorporated County of Los Angeles on land 
owned by the U.S. Government and managed by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS). The BTR is 
located along Big Tujunga Canyon Road, approximately 4.5 miles north of La Crescenta-
Montrose and approximately 7 miles northeast of the community of Sunland. Maple Canyon 
Sediment Placement Site (Maple Canyon SPS) is located approximately 1.8 miles south of BTR 
and just east of Big Tujunga Canyon Road. 

The proposed Project involves the removal of sediment from the Big Tujunga Reservoir (BTR) 
and placement of the sediment in the adjacent Maple Canyon Sediment Placement Site (SPS), 
which is located approximately 1.8 miles (when traveling via existing access roads) from the 
plunge pool of BTR to the upper reach of Maple Canyon SPS. The Project does not involve new 
construction, expansion or alteration of the BTR, but only involves sediment removal to restore 
capacity to the BTR and to allow it to adequately perform its main functions of flood control, debris 
flow reduction, and water conservation.  

The Project has the potential to remove up to 4.4 million cubic yards (mcy) of sediment from BTR, 
which equates to the remaining capacity for sediment placement within Maple Canyon SPS. The 
actual amount of sediment removal would depend on the amount of rainfall and sediment 
deposition in coming years. It is anticipated that sediment removal could be accomplished within 
five years.  

Prior to the annual excavation of the accumulated sediment from BTR, the reservoir must be 
dewatered. All sediment removal operations that would occur within BTR—including dewatering, 
sediment removal activities, and equipment set-up and break-down—would be conducted 
annually from approximately April 16 to October 14 (i.e., the dry or non-storm season). Once the 
dewatering is complete, the excavation and transport of sediment from the BTR to Maple Canyon 
SPS via hauling trucks would commence. The LACFCD’s Contractor would pave approximately 2 
miles of currently unpaved haul routes (with the exception of existing access roads behind the Dam 
structure, which would be repaired to restore access to the reservoir bottom) to comply with South 
Coast Air Quality Management District thresholds for particulate matter (PM10).  

If encountered during sediment excavation, large rocks would be set aside and 
processed/crushed in the reservoir. Some material suitable for re-use would then be temporarily 
placed at an on-site stockpile for subsequent beneficial reuse within the Forest by the Los Angeles 
County Public Works’ Flood Maintenance (FMD) and Road Maintenance Divisions (RMD) for 
routine maintenance activities that are unrelated to the BTR Sediment Removal Project. During 
the storm season (i.e. October 15 to April 15), all sediment removal equipment/trucks would be 
removed from BTR, and normal operations would resume and the Dam would continue to perform 
its main functions of flood control, debris flow reduction, and water conservation. 
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The closure of Maple Canyon SPS is considered to be a part of the proposed Project, as sediment 
removal activities from BTR have the potential to fill the remaining capacity (i.e., 4.4 mcy) at Maple 
Canyon SPS. These closure activities are set forth in the Maple Canyon Sediment Placement Site 
Revegetation and Ultimate Completion Guidance Document and include a 5-year revegetation 
monitoring program; efforts to improve the visual aspects of the site upon closure of Maple 
Canyon SPS, including removal of irrigation and water tanks; and removal of the asphalt covering 
of the access road. 
 
1.3 AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS/PROJECT LIMITS 

Exhibit 1 depicts the Big Tujunga Reservoir Sediment Removal Project vicinity and specific 
location on a portion of the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Condor Peak 7.5-minute quadrangle. 
The Study Area Boundary includes the sediment removal area behind Big Tujunga Dam, the 
plunge pool downstream of the Dam, the access roads for trucking, and the Maple Canyon 
Sediment Placement Site. Exhibit 2 depicts the Area of Potential Effects (APE)/Permit Area (PA) 
on an aerial photograph. The APE/PA was determined by following the Waters of the United State 
(WOUS) determinations from the Jurisdictional Delineation, plus a 50-foot buffer. Exhibit 2 also 
depicts the locations of the four cultural resources present within the APE/PA: The Big Tujunga 
Dam (USFS#05-01-55-221); a portion of Southern California Edison’s Verdugo Circuit (P-19-
186860/USFS #05-01-51-138); a portion of the USFS Transmission Line Road Alignment (P-19-
186877/USFS# 05-01-55-187); and the location of the former Hansen’s Lodge (USFS#05-01-55-
00017). 

1.4 PROJECT PERSONNEL 

Albert Knight completed the USFS cultural resources literature review and background research 
for the project and performed the cultural resources survey. Patrick Maxon, M.A., RPA completed 
a literature review at the SCCIC, Pamela Daly of Daly and Associates completed the historic built 
environment evaluations, and Mr. Maxon and Christopher Drover, PhD., RPA authored this report. 
Refer to Appendix F for staff qualifications. 

2.0 REGULATORY SETTING 

This section contains a discussion of the applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards 
that govern cultural resources and must be adhered to both prior to and during project 
implementation. The report is intended to satisfy the requirements for a federal action under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and an analysis pursuant to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (16 United States Code [USC] 470f) and its implementing regulations 
listed in the Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR, 800, Protection of Historic Properties).  

2.1 FEDERAL 

Cultural resources are considered during federal undertakings chiefly under Section 106 of 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (as amended) through one of its implementing 
regulations (36 CFR 800, Protection of Historic Properties) and NEPA. Properties of traditional 
religious and cultural importance to Native Americans are considered under Section 101(d)(6)(A) 
of NHPA. Other federal laws include the Archaeological Data Preservation Act of 1974, the 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 1978, the Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act of 1979, and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1989, 
among others. 

Section 106 of NHPA (16 USC 470f) requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of 
their undertakings on any district, site, building, structure, or object that is included in or eligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and to afford the Advisory Council 
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on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings (36 
CFR 800.1). Under Section 106, the significance of any adversely affected cultural resource is 
assessed. If there is determined to be an effect, consultation to resolve the effect is undertaken 
per 36 CFR 800.6(b). Significant cultural resources are those resources that are listed or are 
eligible for listing in the NRHP per the criteria listed at 36 CFR 60.4 below: 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, 
engineering and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling and association and that: 
(a)  Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history; or 
(b) Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
(c) Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

installation, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction; or 

(d) Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 
or history. 

The USACE fulfills its Section 106 responsibilities through its implementing regulations at 33 CFR 
325 Appendix C. 

2.2 HUMAN REMAINS 

Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code provides for the disposition of 
accidentally discovered human remains. Section 7050.5 states that, if human remains are found, 
no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie 
adjacent remains shall occur until the County Coroner has determined the appropriate treatment 
and disposition of the human remains. 

Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code states that, if remains are determined by the 
Coroner to be of Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the NAHC within 24 hours which, 
in turn, must identify the person or persons it believes to be the most likely descended from the 
deceased Native American. Once determined to be of Native American origin, the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and its implementing regulations at 
43 CFR 10 will be followed to determine the final disposition of the remains. 
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3.0 SETTING 

3.1 NATURAL 

The area surrounding BTR is undeveloped and comprised of natural vegetation types, 
including several chaparral sub-types (e.g., chamise chaparral, scrub oak chaparral, and mixed 
chaparral). Much of the area surrounding BTR was burned in the 2009 Station Fire but is now 
recovering. Chamise chaparral, mixed chaparral, willow riparian forest, coast live oak stands, 
disturbed freshwater seep, and ornamental plantings are found along existing roads that would 
be used to haul material from BTR to Maple Canyon SPS. Scrub oak chaparral, chamise 
chaparral, California annual grassland, and unvegetated cliff faces are found within Maple Canyon 
SPS. Tributaries at the upper end of the Maple Canyon SPS contain small areas of burned riparian 
herb, sycamore woodland, and willow riparian scrub; however, these areas are beginning to 
resprout (BonTerra Consulting 2011). None of this vegetation would be disturbed as a part of the 
proposed project. 

Steep vertical walls border the majority of the BTR to the top of the 100 percent contour (i.e. the 
reservoir’s sediment capacity elevation contour), which is surrounded by mountains. The 
topography steeply slopes down into the canyon; elevations range from approximately 2,150 to 
3,400 feet above mean sea level (msl).  

3.2 CULTURAL  

3.2.1 Prehistoric 

The prehistory of coastal Southern California has been described by a number of authors who 
generally agree on at least four major prehistoric periods (Wallace 1955; Warren 1968; 
Koerper and Drover 1983). These four sequential periods of time, sometimes called Horizons and 
sometimes Traditions, are each characterized by time-sensitive artifacts. The periods then are 
not arbitrary, but likely reflect material/cultural changes at those times.  

The earliest occupations of the Southern California coast are debated to begin as early as 50,000 
years before present, or “B.P.” (Bada et al. 1974).1 The earliest radiocarbon dates, however, were 
derived from Los Angeles Man and Laguna Woman at 23,600 and 17,150 B.P. respectively 
(Berger et al. 1971). Unfortunately, little is known of the material culture of finds of this antiquity. 
The earliest archaeological culture known in any detail is that of San Dieguito, named after the 
drainage of the same name near Del Mar, California where implements dating to 8,000 B.P. were 
found. Although the subsistence strategy of this tradition is unknown, Warren (1968:2) has 
inferred a hunting economy (cf. Koerper and Drover 1983; Drover et al. 1983). Typical artifacts 
would include percussion flaked implements, elongated knives, domed scrapers, teshoa flakes, 
crescentics and an absence of millingstone tools. The San Dieguito culture is defined primarily 
from its single type site, the Harris Site of San Diego County, CA-SDi-149 (Warren 1966).  

After San Dieguito, the next prehistoric period for coastal Southern California is termed 
“Millingstone” and “Encinitas” by Wallace (1955) and Warren (1968), respectively. The 
Millingstone Horizon or Encinitas Tradition are very similar as described by each author and have 
a time span beginning about 7,000 to 8,000 B.P. and ending between 3,000 to 4,000 B.P. The 
onset of Holocene climatic conditions may have brought about the cultural changes associated 
with this period. Processing tools like manos and metates (millingstone) reflect an increased 
dependence on plant foods. Projectiles are rare, but, when found, suggest the use of the atlatl or 

                                                 
1  “Before Present” assumes that 1950 is “present”. 
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throwing stick. The material culture characteristic of this period is longer-lived the further one 
travels south of Santa Barbara.  

The third period following Encinitas, or Millingstone, is known as the “Intermediate Horizon” and 
“Campbell Tradition” by Wallace (1955) and Warren (1968), respectively. This period is strongly 
represented north of the Los Angeles area and is only suggested in the San Diego area. 
Numerous, smaller projectile points suggesting increased hunting and the introduction of the use 
of the bow and arrow characterize this period. It is during the Intermediate Horizon, or Campbell 
Tradition that true maritime exploitation and occupation of the Channel Islands flourishes 
(Meighan 1959). The duration of this period is roughly 3,000 to 1,000 B.P. In general, the 
emphasis seems to shift from the hard seed orientation of the Milling Stone Tradition to the 
growing practice of balanophagy (acorn consumption) and processing of other soft, pulpy seeds. 
While mortars and pestles become more common in comparison to manos and metates, the latter 
survive into European contact times attesting to the use of hard seeds in the diet. 

In the southern end of Los Angeles County, several traits make an appearance rather late in the 
Tradition; these include pottery and ground painting, which give rise to speculation that significant 
culture contact from the southeast was occurring (Meighan 1954). This complex is thought to owe 
its basic cultural orientations to the Southwestern United States. 

A general picture emerges through time of growing population pressure resulting in intensified 
land use patterns. Increases in population or siltation of coastal estuaries are examples of 
intensifying the local carrying capacity (e.g., Newport Bay during the Milling Stone Tradition). 
Occasionally, siltation may actually progress to the point of making an estuary less productive as 
in the case of northern Orange County (Newport Back Bay) resulting in local populations adapting 
to other environments such as acorn processing. 

Table 1 depicts an overview of Southern California Prehistory in relation to North America. 
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TABLE 1 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA PREHISTORY 

 

Time BP 
Newport 

Coast 
Los 

Angeles San Diego Deserts 
North 

America  

 Peterson 
et al. 1991 

Wallace 
1955 

Warren 
1968 

Moriarity 
1966 

M. Rogers 
1966 

Wallace 
1962 

Willey + 
Phillips 1955 Climate 

 LP 2 Historic 
Yuman-

Shoshonean 

Diegueno II Diegueno-
Luiseno Prehistoric 

Yuman-
Shoshonean 

Post 
Classic 

Medithermal 1,000 
LP 1 

Horizon IV-
Late 

Prehistoric 

Diegueno I 

Prehistoric 
Yuman-

Shoshonean 

Classic-
Urban 

 

Horizon III-
Intermediate 

 

Amargosa 
Formative-

food 
production 

2,000 
Intermediate 

Period 

La Jollan-
Amargosa II 

 

Pinto Little Pluvial 

3,000 

 

MS 3 
Horizon II-

Millingstone 

La Jolla III 

Archaic-
broad-based 

hunting, 
collecting-

emphasis on 
plant foods 

4,000 

La Jolla II 

 

Campbell 

5,000 

MS 2  

Haitus 

Altithermal 

6,000 

Horizon I-
Early Man 

 

MS 1 

7,000 

 

Encinitas La Jolla 

Lake Mojave 

Lithic-
hunting, 

collecting-
emphasis on 

hunting(?) 

8,000 

 

Anathermal 
9,000 

 
Paleo-
Coastal San Dieguito San Dieguito 

Haitus 

10,000 San Dieguito 
III 

LP: Late Prehistoric; MS: Millingstone; BP: Before Present  
Source: Christopher Drover 2012 

 
3.2.2 Ethnographic 

Gabrielino 

While of limited use to much of prehistory, data acquired in contact times is somewhat useful as 
an analogy to the Late Prehistoric Period. At the time of contact in 1769, the Gabrielino Native 
Americans occupied the area around the APE/PA. The Spanish named the Gabrielino after the 
Mission San Gabriel Archangel. The Gabrielino spoke Takic (Shoshonean) languages. 

Settlement 

According to Bean and Smith (1978:538), the Gabrielino is, in many ways, one of the least known 
groups of California’s native inhabitants. In addition to much of the Los Angeles Basin, they 
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occupied the offshore islands of Santa Catalina, San Nicolas, and San Clemente. Gabrielino 
populations are difficult to reconstruct. However, at any one time, as many as 50 to 100 villages 
were simultaneously occupied. Like the prehistoric culture before them, the Gabrielino were a 
hunter/gatherer group who lived in small sedentary or semi-sedentary groups of 50 to 100 
persons, termed rancherias. These rancherias were occupied by at least some of the people all 
of the time. Location of the encampment was determined by water availability. Houses were 
circular in form and constructed of sticks covered with thatch or mats. Each village had a sweat 
lodge as well as a sacred enclosure (Bean and Smith 1978). Although the earliest description of 
the Gabrielino dates back to the Cabrillo expedition of 1542, the most important and extensive 
accounts were those written by Father Geronimo Boscana about 1822 and Hugo Reid in 1852. 

Subsistence 

Gabrielino subsistence relied heavily on plant foods, but was supplemented with a variety of meat, 
especially from marine resources. Food procurement consisted of hunting and fishing by men and 
gathering of plant foods and shellfish by women. Hunting technology included use of bow and 
arrow for deer and smaller game, throwing sticks, snares, traps, and slings. Fishing was 
conducted with the use of shell fishhooks, bone harpoons, and nets. Seeds were gathered with 
beaters and baskets. Seeds and other foods were stored in baskets. Seeds were prepared with 
manos and metates and/or mortars and pestles. Food was cooked in baskets coated with 
asphaltum, in stone pots, on steatite frying pans, and by roasting in earthen ovens (Bean and 
Smith 1978). 

Trade 

Most trade between settlements was through reciprocity (barter), indicated by strings of Olivella 
shell beads used as a medium of exchange throughout Southern California (Ruby 1970). 
Gabrielino and Juaneño from the mainland probably traded trade beads, game, and plant foods 
in exchange for shell beads and steatite, and plant foods from the islanders. Steatite artifacts 
along with fish, shell money, and animal pelts were traded by the mainlander Gabrielino into the 
interior for seeds and deer skin. According to Bean (1972), the Gabrielino traded with the Serrano 
and the Cahuilla to the east. The Gabrielino traded goods such as shell beads, dried fish, sea 
otter pelts, asphaltum, and steatite for goods such as salt, obsidian, deer hides, furs, and acorns. 
There is evidence of trade between the Arizona Hohokam and the Gabrielino, probably with the 
Mojave people as middleman (Koerper in Mason 1997 et al.). Glycymeris shell bracelets, 
ceramics, and blankets may have been exchanged for Pacific shells and shell beads (Koerper in 
Mason 1997). 

Religion 

Aside from shamanistic curing rituals, principal religious activity is related to the Chinigchinich cult 
that emphasized correct behavior as promulgated by a mythical figure, Chinigchinich. The 
Chinigchinich religion developed in Gabrielino territory and spread southeast to the 
Juaneño/Luiseño, Cupeño, and Ipai. It is a cult that is tied into an older creation myth. 
Chinigchinich is said to give laws and punishment for those who are disobedient in which shamans 
were given responsibilities to oversee the cult. It was an extensive system of polar opposites 
(duality) that are united under higher principals (unity) (Applegate 1979). Male-Female dualism 
found in the creation myth is also present in the origin myth (Applegate 1979). Chinigchinich cult 
ceremonies included boys’ puberty ceremonies using toloache, a drug made from Jimson Weed 
(Datura stramonium). During the vision quest, a personal protector or totemic animal was 
acquired. Such totems could be bear, coyote, crow, or rattlesnake. Other ceremonies were to 
obtain vengeance on enemies, to express thanks for victory, and to commemorate the dead. The 
focus of the ceremonies was a circular sacred enclosure found in each village. The emphasis on 
male rites of passage and war may be a response to the increasing population and resultant 
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competition for territory and access to resources. Or it may be a response to the arrival of the 
Spanish since the Chinigchinich religion seems to be of recent (not prehistoric) origin.  

Both inhumation (burial in a grave) and cremation was practiced. During cremations, the goods 
of the deceased and his hut were often buried with him. Annual mourning ceremonies were held 
in the late summer for all who had died during the previous year. Clothes of the deceased and an 
image of the deceased were often burned at this time. Eagles were sacrificed for recently 
deceased chiefs (Applegate 1979). 

3.2.3 Local History 

In the 1770s, the California Mission systems were founded by Junipero Serra, who established a 
series of missions northward from San Diego to San Francisco, one day’s horse ride apart. 
Mission names were often adopted to refer to Native American groups (such as “Gabrielino” 
derived from Mission San Gabriel). The missions controlled large areas of land until 1824, when 
the Mexican government declared its independence from Spain. The majority of mission lands 
were then secularized and distributed by land grants to specific individuals. As stated by Yamada 
(2011): 

One of the earliest land grants was awarded to Jose Maria Verdugo a native of 
Loreto, in Baja California, was serving as a military guard at the mission at San 
Gabriel. In 1784 he received one of the first land grants made in Alta California by 
the King of Spain and one of the largest ever issued during the Spanish occupation. 
That land now incorporates a good part of present day Glendale, Burbank, Eagle 
Rock, Highland Park, the west part of Pasadena and the area in the triangle formed 
by the junction of the Arroyo Seco and the Los Angeles River, according to Carroll 
W. Parcher in his chronicle, Glendale Community Book.  

The general APE/PA is within the region historically occupied by Gabrielino Indians, likely the 
group known as Fernandeño (Bean and Smith 1978) or the Tongva. The unpublished notes of 
J.P. Harrington indicate the name Maqunga as the name for Big Tujunga Canyon (Singer 1985). 
Most of the Gabrielino villages were abandoned around 1805 due to rapid decline from European-
introduced diseases (Singer 1985). Baptismal records from Mission San Fernando and Mission 
San Gabriel indicate that the population of the village of Tujunga at the mouth of the canyon had 
a population of 92 people baptized between 1783 and 1811 (Merriam 1968:102, 120; Singer 
1985). 

The 20th Century development in the area included commerce, mining, and residential 
development often spurned by individuals seeking good health suffering from respiratory 
illnesses. Many health sanitoria dotted the area, which eventually attracted Dr. Homer Hansen, a 
prominent individual who came to develop land within the APE/PA (Hitt 2002:24). 

Please refer to the Historic Resources Evaluation Report (Daly 2017) in Appendix E for a more 
detailed historic context. 
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4.0 METHODS 

4.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES RECORDS SEARCH 

A literature review of documents on file at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) 
at California State University, Fullerton was completed by Patrick Maxon on October 6, 2011, and 
Albert Knight completed a second records search at the USFS offices in Arcadia on October 13, 
2011 with assistance from USFS Archaeologist Darrell Vance (Appendix A). The SCCIC review 
consisted of an examination of the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS) Condor Peak, California 7.5-
minute quadrangle to evaluate the APE/PA for any sites recorded or cultural resources studies 
conducted on the parcel and within a one-mile radius. The SCCIC is the designated branch of the 
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) and houses records concerning 
archaeological and historic resources in Los Angeles, Orange, and Ventura Counties. The records 
search provided data on known archaeological and built environment resources as well as 
previous studies within one mile of the APE/PA. Data sources consulted at the SCCIC included 
archaeological records, Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility (DOE), historic maps, and the 
Historic Property Data File (HPDF) maintained by the California Office of Historic Preservation 
(OHP). The HPDF contains listings for the CRHR and/or NRHP, California Historical Landmarks 
(CHL), and California Points of Historical Interest (CPHI). Additional research was undertaken by 
Pamela Daly of Daly and Associates during the historic evaluation of the built environment at the 
project site. 

4.2 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES RECORDS SEARCH 

A paleontological records search for the Project was requested on October 3, 2011, from the 
Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County. A response was received on October 28, 2011, 
by Samuel McLeod, Vertebrate Paleontologist (see Appendix B).  

4.3 NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

An inquiry was made of the NAHC located in Sacramento to request a review of its Sacred Lands 
File database regarding the possibility of Native American cultural resources and/or sacred places 
in the project vicinity that are not documented on other databases. On September 26, 2011, the 
NAHC also provided a list of Native American groups and individuals who may have knowledge 
regarding Native American cultural resources not formally listed on any database. Each of these 
groups and individuals were mailed an informational letter September 27, 2011, describing the 
project and requesting any information regarding resources that may exist on or near the APE/PA.  

Information regarding the results of the Native American coordination/consultation is provided in 
Appendix C.  

4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES FIELD SURVEY 

A systematic archaeological survey of the APE/PA was conducted by Archaeologist Albert Knight 
under the supervision of Patrick Maxon, RPA on October 13, 2011. The entirety of the APE/PA 
was surveyed via parallel transects spaced approximately five meters apart where possible and 
included focused surveys in areas of concentrated cultural material. A survey of the reservoir’s 
historic built environment was conducted by Pamela Daly on July 18, 2017. 
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5.0 RESULTS 

5.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES RECORDS SEARCH 

Sixteen archaeological surveys have been conducted within a one-mile radius of the APE/PA. Five of 
the surveys included at least a portion of the APE/PA.  

Table 2 identifies the previous cultural resources studies that include at least a portion of the 
APE/PA. 

 TABLE 2 
CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE APE/PA 

 
Report Number Author(s) (Year) Type of Study/Comments 

LA1477 Clay Singer (1985) Survey and Impact Assessment for the Proposed Maple Canyon 
Relief Drain. 

LA3053 LSA Associates 
(1994) 

Cultural Assessment of Angeles Forest Highway at Mile Marker 
23.00. 

LA7155 Bartoy (2003) Survey for Los Angeles County Flood Control Tanks. 

LA9746 Schmidt and Schmidt 
(2003) 

Phase I Investigation; Southern California Edison, Verdugo 
Distribution Line Circuit. Recordation of sites 186860+186877. 

LA10175 Applied Earthworks 
(2009) 

Cultural Resources Report for the Tehachapi Transmission Project. 
22 different USGS quadrangles. 

USGS: U.S. Geological Survey 

 
Twelve previously recorded resources are located within one mile of the APE/PA. Three of these are 
located within the APE/PA (P-19-186860, P-19-186877, and USFS#05-01-55-221), including the Big 
Tujunga Dam itself; and a fourth (Hansen’s Lodge - USFS#05-01-55-00017) is recorded there, but 
has been destroyed, leaving few surface remnants. 

Table 3 describes the known cultural resources within one mile of the APE/PA. As indicated, four 
are within the APE/PA of the proposed project. 

TABLE 3 
CULTURAL RESOURCES ON OR WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE APE/PA 

 

Site Number Recorder (Year) Comment 

Resource 
Within 

APE/PA? 
USFS#05-01-55-221 FEMA (1999) Big Tujunga Dam Yes 
USFS#05-01-55-
00017 

Knight and 
Maxon (2011) Extrapolated location of Hansen’s Lodge (USFS) Yes 

P-19-003104 
Cotterman, 

Peterson and 
Sander (2003) 

4 structural foundations No 

P-19-003471 Panlagua (2003) 6 structural features (possibly early Clear Creek School 
Camp facilities) No 

P-19-003386 Brasket and 
Wallace (2004) Concrete structural foundation No 

P-19-003986 Lichtenstein 
(2009) Various cement slab features; former scenic overlook No 

P-19-100796 Norton (2009) Plumb Bolo knife No 
P-19-186535 Arbuckle (1979) The Angeles National Forest No 
P-19-186860 
USFS#05-01-51-138 Schmidt (2003) Wooden power poles/insulators. Verdugo Circuit Yes 
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P-19-186877 
USFS#05-01-55-187 

Schmidt and 
Schmidt (2003) 

26 miles of USFS road alignment; shown on USGS 1926 
and 1931 maps.  Yes 

P-19-186923 Vance (2001) Mt. Lukens Road (2N76) No 

P-19-187713 Sander (2003) Angeles Forest Highway; 25 mile alignment; Mill Creek 
Bridge built between 1939 and 1941; tunnel 1941 No 

USFS: U.S. Forest Service 
FEMA: Federal Emergency Management Agency 

5.1.1 Resources Within the Area of Potential Effect/Permit Area 

Big Tujunga Dam (USFS#05-01-55-221) 

The Big Tujunga Dam is a variable-radius arch concrete dam. It was constructed in 1930-1931 
as part of a flood control and water conservation program in Los Angeles County, passed in 1924, 
to build a network of dams and reservoirs to protect the growing community and provide water as 
demand increased. As part of the LACFCD and Federal Management Agency (FEMA) Spillway 
Modification/Seismic Strengthening Project, the dam was determined eligible in 1999 for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places as a contributing element to the thematic district of 1924 
Los Angeles County Dams by Daniel Abeyta, acting State Historic Preservation Officer (FEMA 
1999). There will be no adverse effects to the dam due to the proposed project. It should be noted 
that the dam is not recorded on DPR 523 Site Recording forms and the SCCIC does not maintain 
the USFS site record in its files. 

USFS Transmission Line Road Alignment (19-186877; USFS#05-01-55-187) 

This site consists of a 26-mile-long alignment that includes parts of five Forest- and/or 
SCE-maintained roads (Schmidt and Schmidt 2003). The site includes all or part of Forest Roads 
4N24, 3N27, 2N74, 2N75 and 2N77, as shown both on the 1926 and 1931 depictions of the ANF 
(USDAFS 1926, 1931), and on the 1936 USGS Mt Lowe 6-minute quadrangle (Schmidt and 
Schmidt 2003). Schmidt and Schmidt (2003) quote Robinson (1991) who describes the road as 
the first road “all the way across the backbone of the San Gabriels”. The SCE Verdugo Circuit 
(P19-186860) is directly associated with the SCE transmission line/maintenance road in the 
current project area-of-potential effects (APE). The service roads were used to construct the 
power network through the Angeles National Forest, and have continued to be used to maintain 
the system. The site does not appear eligible for listing on the National or California Registers 
under any of the four significance criteria (Daly 2017:29). 

Verdugo Circuit (P-19-186860; USFS#05-01-51-138) 

This site is Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) Verdugo Circuit. It is directly associated with the 
SCE transmission line/maintenance road, also within the APE. The circuit is a linear arrangement 
of poles, the extreme western end of which extends over the access road west of the BTR where 
it had split. The northern fork terminates a short distance to the east, still south of the BTR; the 
south fork at one time extended through Maple Canyon, where it terminated at Angeles Forest 
Highway. The circuit now terminates near Big Tujunga Canyon Road. The poles are still in place 
(without power lines) on the maintenance road between where the transmission road runs along 
the south wall of Maple Canyon. The site does not appear eligible for listing on the National or 
California Registers under any of the four significance criteria (Daly 2017:28-29). 
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Hansen’s Lodge (USFS#05-01-55-00017) 

While the structures no longer visibly exist in their recorded location, a private residence and 
Hansen’s Lodge was built within the APE/PA boundaries by Dr. Homer Hansen in the 1910s. The 
flood of 1926 destroyed Hansen’s Lodge, but he rebuilt it, only to have it destroyed again in 1938 
by one of the biggest floods to hit the area. All but stone fireplaces were destroyed and the 
structure was not rebuilt (Leadabrand 1970). 

Hansen sold his land and buildings to LACFCD in 1930.  The two-story lodge that was in the 
parcel was destroyed in 1938, and massive grading and hillside contouring have significantly 
altered the land surrounding where the lodge once stood.  There is a pile of stones that are 
supposed to have come from the chimney that remained after the Lodge building had been 
demolished when the dam was crested in March of 1938 by excessive rains.  The area measures 
approximately 298 feet long by 107 feet wide, approximately .732 acre, and there are large, 
mature oak trees in this location.  There are no standing structures, or foundations in this site.  
Topographic maps and aerial photographs also provide information that the discharge from Big 
Tujunga Dam has changed the path of Big Tujunga Creek through the canyon, and the site where 
the Lodge was situated (Daly 2017). The site does not appear eligible for listing on the National 
or California Registers under any of the four significance criteria (Daly 2017:28). 

5.2 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES RECORDS SEARCH 

A paleontological records search for the proposed project was requested on October 3, 2011, 
from the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County. A response was received on October 
28, 2011, by Samuel McLeod, Vertebrate Paleontologist (see Appendix B). McLeod’s response 
suggests that excavations in the igneous bedrock, which occurs throughout most of the APE/PA, 
as well as shallow excavations in Quaternary sedimentary deposits (gravel) in the southwestern 
portion of the APE/PA, near the access roads, probably would not uncover significant vertebrate 
fossils. He further mentioned that only deep excavation in the southwestern portion of the APE/PA 
may encounter significant fossil remains. Only excavations of substantial depth might require 
paleontological monitoring. 

5.3 NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

5.3.1 CEQA Consultation 

The NAHC Search of the Sacred Lands File on September 26, 2011, did not identify the presence 
of Native American cultural resources on the APE. In addition, the NAHC provided a list of Native 
American groups and individuals that may have knowledge of the religious and/or cultural 
significance of resources that may be in and near the APE/PA. The NAHC listed the following 
groups and individuals: 

• Charles Cooke 

• Beverly Salazar Folkes 

• Randy Guzman-Folkes 

• Ronnie Salas 

• Ron Andrade 

• John Valenzuela 

• Delia Dominguez 
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Each of these groups and individuals were mailed an informational letter on September 27, 2011, 
describing the project and requesting any information regarding resources that may exist on or 
near the APE/PA. No responses have been received to date from the tribes and individuals 
contacted.  

On June 21, 2012, follow-up telephone calls were made to ensure a reasonable and good faith 
effort to contact all tribes and individuals that were sent letters and failed to respond. Table 4 
below summarizes the results of consultation, and all Native American correspondence can be 
viewed in Appendix C. 

It should be noted that the implementation of this project predated the requirements of Assembly 
Bill 52. 

TABLE 4 
NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION SUMMARY 

 
Date 
Sent 

Native American 
Contact 

Date of Follow-Up 
Phone Call Comments 

9/26/11 Charles Cook 6/21/12 Mr. Cooke stated that the APE/PA is located in a sensitive area and 
that a Cultural Resources Monitor should be present on site. 

9/26/11 Beverly Salazar 
Folkes 6/21/12 

Ms. Salazar stated that, because the site is located within a 
sensitive area, a Native American Monitor should be present or on 
call. 

9/26/11 Randy Guzman 
Folkes 6/21/12 

Mr. Guzman-Folkes stated in an email that he believes Cultural 
Resources Monitoring is required for the Big Tujunga Sediment 
Removal Project. 

9/26/11 Ronnie Salas 6/21/12 Rudy Ortega, responding for Mr. Salas, requested a copy of the 
original letter via email. The letter was emailed to Mr. Ortega. 

9/26/11 Ron Andrade 6/21/12 Left voicemail. No response was received. 

9/26/11 John Valenzuela 6/21/12 
Mr. Valenzuela had no comments. He recommended that we 
contact Ann Brierty with the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 
regarding the proposed project. Ms. Brierty does not appear on the 
NAHC contact list. 

9/26/11 Delia Dominguez 6/21/12 Left voicemail. No response was received. 
NAHC: Native American Heritage Commission. 

 
5.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES FIELD SURVEY 

On October 13, 2011, Archaeologist Albert Knight conducted a pedestrian survey of the APE/PA. 
The survey area can be described as three distinct areas: Upstream/Reservoir-side of the Dam; 
downstream side of the Dam; and Maple Canyon. The photograph below, taken from the 
northeast and looking southwest, depicts the upstream side of the reservoir. 
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Big Tujunga Reservoir - View from northeast 

5.4.1 Upstream/Reservoir-Side of the Dam 

A large part of this area (mainly on the northwest side of the canyon) could be clearly seen from 
various vantage points just northwest of Big Tujunga Canyon Road. The upstream/reservoir-side 
of the Dam consists of a very narrow and steep gorge that is blocked by Big Tujunga Dam. The 
only exception is a small level area just north of the northern end of the Dam, which is well above 
the bottom of the canyon. This area was undoubtedly used as a staging/work area when the Dam 
was constructed. The BTR was nearly empty at the time and it was quite easy to see into the 
basin/canyon that forms the reservoir. The sides of the basin/canyon are very steep, often to 
vertical. This is true from the Dam all the way upstream to the head of the canyon, well above the 
BTR proper. With the exception of the small area near the Dam, there are no stream-side terraces 
or any other places where any archaeology sites, either prehistoric or historic, might be located. 
The material visible in the bottom of the canyon is mud, rock, and plant debris, much of which is 
burnt.  

5.4.2 Downstream Side of the Dam  

All but the northernmost end of this area could be clearly seen from various vantage points just 
north of Big Tujunga Canyon Road, especially from the concrete arch bridge just downstream 
from the Dam. The down-stream area is a continuation of the narrow and steep canyon above 
the Dam, although the canyon does widen out a small amount. The main drainage and the west 
side of the drainage are covered with natural riparian vegetation. The east side of the drainage is 
an embankment that is completely covered in cemented riprap to about 20 feet wide parallel to 
the drainage. A paved access road is immediately east of the riprap; both the road and riprap 
follow the drainage down-canyon from the north side of the dam to just above (north of) the arch 
bridge that carries Big Tujunga Canyon Road across the canyon (near contour level 2146). The 
hillside above (generally east) this paved road has been contoured for stability and drainage 
control, and much of the trace of the access road above the drainage between where the (paved) 
road leaves the canyon bottom and where it becomes part of the main Dam facilities (i.e., about 
where Maple Canyon joins Big Tujunga Canyon) has been destroyed or obscured by grading and 
vegetation. The section of road from the entrance of the facilities northeast to the south (or 
southeast) side of the dam could not be accessed. The part of this section of road that can be 
seen from the entrance is paved, and it may be paved all the way to the Dam.  
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The USFS believes that the site of Hansen’s Lodge (USFS# 05015500017) was somewhere on the 
lower (now paved) part of the Dam access road, close by the drainage (and just southeast of 
Gauging Station 2063) near UTM 11:3794522N; 390151E. This part of the access road is paved 
and has cemented riprap between it and the active part of the drainage; any traces of the lodge, if 
such still exist, may be buried and not visible. This location, however, seems to be very close to the 
drainage. It is possible that the lodge was actually slightly higher on the hillside above the river 
(although the lodge is known to have been flooded at least twice). Hansen Dam, down-stream 
several miles, was named for the patriarch Dr. Homer Hansen, and is considered to be eligible for 
the NRHP. The areas where the BTR and its facilities are located were also once owned by the 
Hansen family, and a small canyon on the northwest side of the reservoir is still known as “Hansen 
Canyon”.  

The site location and its nearest vicinity was examined by Pam Daly of Daly and Associates during 
the current study. Very few remnants, other than a small pile of river rocks and large, mature oaks 
in this location, remain. 

5.4.3 Maple Canyon 

This area, as shown in the following two photographs, was easily accessed on foot via a paved 
access road. One of two water tanks (shown on the topographic map just above contour “2400”) 
has the words “Maple Canyon” painted on it. The entrance to the canyon is directly east of and 
across the road from the entrance to the Dam complex. The bottom of the canyon and the hillsides 
in the lower parts of Maple Canyon above (i.e., east of) Big Tujunga Canyon Road for 100–150 
meters remain natural although the vegetation was burnt in the Station Fire. There are no stream-
side terraces or other places where an archaeological site might be located in this part of the 
canyon. Beyond (east of) this, the canyon has been filled with many tons of soil and rock deposited 
from earlier clearing of debris out of the Dam basin.  

 
Maple Canyon Sediment Placement Site – View from the Northwest 
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Maple Canyon Sediment Placement Site – View from On Site 

 
6.0 EFFECTS ANALYSIS 

This impact analysis is provided to assist the LACFCD and USACE in fulfilling its compliance 
responsibilities under NEPA. Section 106 of NHPA and its implementing regulations at 36 CFR, 
800 were used to identify historic properties within the APE/PA. The criteria of adverse effects 
codified at 36 CFR 800.5 are used to assess the effects of the proposed project on the four historic 
properties identified within the APE/PA. This section is summarized from Daly (2017)   

6.1 ASSESSMENT OF ADVERSE EFFECTS 

Big Tujunga Dam (USFS#05-01-55-221) 

The Dam, determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (FEMA 1999), 
is within the APE/PA of the proposed project; however, since the project entails removal of 
sediment from behind the dam and no alteration of the dam structure is planned, there will be no 
adverse effects to the dam as a result of the project.  

The proposed project involves the excavation of sediment accumulated behind the Dam and the 
grading of a ramp that will extend into the BTR to facilitate access by grading equipment. There 
is, therefore, a possibility that historical and/or archaeological material would be uncovered during 
necessary excavations for the construction of the vehicle access road behind the Dam structure 
into the reservoir. Although the likelihood of encountering archaeological resources on the 
APE/PA is considered low, there is a possibility that buried resources are in the area. 

It should be noted that the dam is not recorded on DPR 523 Site Recording forms and the SCCIC 
does not maintain the USFS site record in its files.  

Verdugo Circuit (P-19-186860; USFS#05-01-51-138)  

Unlike the systems that provided electricity to the Boulder Dam/Hoover Dam project, local circuits 
associated utility poles, and construction/maintenance roads are found in rural/forested areas 
throughout California.  While the survey for the current project did not allow for the evaluation of 
the SCE road and Verdugo circuit outside of the APE, it appears that the utility poles and power 
lines within the current APE should not be considered more than ordinary and ubiquitous 
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structures (Daly 2017). The circuit does not appear eligible for listing on the National or California 
Registers under any of the four significance criteria and it will not be adversely impacted by the 
project. No mitigation is therefore necessary for the Verdugo Circuit. 

USFS Transmission Line Road Alignment (19-186877; USFS#05-01-55-187) 

Construction/maintenance roads such as the road that runs under the Verdugo Circuit in the APE 
are found in rural/forested areas throughout California.  While the survey for the current project 
did not allow for the evaluation of the SCE road and Verdugo circuit outside of the APE, it appears 
that the utility poles and power lines should not be considered more than ordinary and ubiquitous 
structures. The construction/maintenance road does not appear to have the potential to be 
considered a historic resource as it does not meet any of the four significance criteria for eligibility 
(Daly 2017). The road alignment is not a historic resource and mitigation is therefore not 
necessary. 

Hansen’s Lodge (USFS#05-01-55-00017) 

The flood of 1926 destroyed the lodge, but it was rebuilt, only to be destroyed again in 1938 by 
another, larger flood. Only stone fireplaces remained and the structure was not rebuilt 
(Leadabrand 1970). The last remnants of the lodge are said to have been knocked down years 
ago to deter weekend partygoers. 

The site was investigated during the current project for any physical remains of the Hansen Lodge 
building. Other than three piles of river rocks that are supposed to have been from the stone 
chimney of the lodge, there are no physical attributes of a building that was located here. The site 
does not possess any physical aspects of integrity such as design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association, which could convey the history of Hansen’s Lodge along 
Big Tujunga Creek and his patent homestead. It does not meet any of the four significance criteria 
for eligibility (Daly 2017). 

While remnants of the lodge may be present under or adjacent to the access roads southwest of 
the dam, because the paving of existing roads is not anticipated to require substantial grading 
that could impact native sediments or require grading outside the existing access road footprint, 
no adverse effects to this site, if it still exists, are anticipated. 

7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Retention of an Archaeologist prior to ground-disturbing activities in the APE/PA, or as a monitor 
during implementation, is at the discretion of LACFCD and its CEQA compliance responsibilities; 
however, if cultural resources or human remains are discovered during any ground disturbing 
activities, the USACE will be notified by either the project archaeologist or by LACFCD onsite 
personnel. All work in the vicinity of the discovery will cease until the USACE evaluates the nature 
and significance of the find, and determines the level of documentation necessary and potential 
consultation required with the NAHC, State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Native 
American tribes, and any others. In the case of an inadvertent discovery of Human Remains, the 
proponent will immediately notify the responsible Federal official and County Coroner, and once 
determined to be of Native American origin by the coroner, the Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and its implementing regulations at 43 CFR 10 will be followed 
to manage and resolve the discovery and determine the final disposition of the remains. 
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8.0 CERTIFICATION 

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

 
 
DATE: October 2017 SIGNED:  

_________________________________ 
 Patrick O. Maxon, RPA 
 Director, Cultural Services 
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