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KEYNOTES

POLE MOUNTED LIGHT FIXTURE, SEE ELECTRICAL DRAWINGS

WALLPACK LIGHT FIXTURE, SEE ELECTRICAL DRAWINGS

TRANSFORMER WITH CONCRETE PAD, SEE ELECTRICAL
DRAWINGS. (PROVIDE PROTECTION BOLLARDS PER LOCAL
UTILITY OR PUBLIC WORK STANDARDS)

SITE LEGEND

DOCK HIGH TRUCK DOOR

GRADE LEVEL TRUCK DOOR

P.I.V. WITH TAMPER, SEE FIRE PROTECTION DRAWINGS

PARKING STALL COUNT TOTAL

FIRE HYDRANT (VERIFY LOCATION WITH CIVIL DRAWINGS)

SEE SHEET A0.2 FOR GENERAL NOTES

100. PROPERTY LINE.

101. ACCESSIBLE PARKING STALL WITH SIGNAGE.

102. VAN ACCESSIBLE PARKING STALL WITH SIGNAGE.
103. PAINTED PARKING STRIPING PER CITY STANDARDS. 2'-0" PARKING OVERHANG.

104. TRASH ENCLOSURE WITH RECYCLE BIN.

105. ACCESSIBLE PATH OF TRAVEL. 1:20 MAX. SLOPE, 2% MAX. CROSS SLOPE.
106. FIRE LANE ENTRY SIGNAGE.

107. FIRE LANE SIGNAGE.

108. FIRE LANE CURB, DASHED LINE INDICATES EXTENT OF CONTINUOUS CURB TO BE
PAINTED RED.

109. LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION AREA.

110. CONCRETE RAMP.
111. CONCRETE RETAINING WALL.

112. CONCRETE PAVEMENT.

113. EASEMENT LINE.
114. RECESSED KNOX-BOX, INSTALL AT 5'-0" ABOVE FINISH FLOOR. COORDINATE FINAL

LOCATION WITH FIRE INSPECTOR.

115. CLEAN AIR/VANPOOL/EV DESIGNATED PARKING STALL.
116. SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM BIKE PARKING FOR THE PUBLIC AND EMPLOYEES

117. ACCESSIBLE PARKING ENTRANCE

ACCESSIBLE PATH OF TRAVEL. 1:20 MAX. SLOPE, 2% MAX.
CROSS SLOPE

PROPERTY LINE

SETBACK LINE

PROPOSED BUILDING
122,950 S.F.
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Under 14 CCR Section 15064.5(a)(4), a resource may also be considered a “historical resource” for the 
purposes of CEQA at the discretion of the lead agency. 

1.3.3 Integrity 

All resources that are eligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR must have integrity, which is the 
authenticity of a historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics that 
existed during the resource’s period of significance. Resources, therefore, must retain enough of their 
historic character or appearance to be recognizable as historical resources and to convey the reasons for 
their significance. Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. In an archaeological deposit, integrity is assessed with 
reference to the preservation of material constituents and their culturally and historically meaningful 
spatial relationships. A resource must also be judged with reference to the particular criteria under 
which it is proposed for nomination. Under Section 106 of the NHPA, actions that alter any of the 
characteristics that qualify a property for eligibility for listing in the NRHP “in a manner that would 
diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or 
association” (36 CFR 800.5[a]) constitute an adverse effect to the historic property. 

1.3.4 City of Vista General Plan 

The Resource Conservation and Sustainability (RCS) Element of the Vista General Plan 2030 includes the 
following goals related to cultural resources: 

• RCS Goal 11: Continue to preserve and protect places, buildings, and objects that embody the 
City's social, cultural, commercial, architectural, and agricultural history.  

• RCS Goal 12: Acknowledge, preserve, and protect the City’s Native American Heritage.  

Sub-items under Goal 12 mandate coordination with the State Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) and the San Luis Rey Band of Luiseño Mission Indians. 

1.3.5 Native American Heritage Values 

Federal and state laws mandate that consideration be given to the concerns of contemporary Native 
Americans with regard to potentially ancestral human remains, associated funerary objects, and items 
of cultural patrimony. Consequently, an important element in assessing the significance of the study site 
has been to evaluate the likelihood that these classes of items are present in areas that would be 
affected by the proposed project. 

Potentially relevant to prehistoric archaeological sites is the category termed Traditional Cultural 
Properties (TCP) in discussions of cultural resource management performed under federal auspices. 
According to Patricia L. Parker and Thomas F. King (1998), “Traditional” in this context refers to those 
beliefs, customs, and practices of a living community of people that have been passed down through the 
generations, usually orally or through practice. The traditional cultural significance of a historic property, 
then, is significance derived from the role the property plays in a community's historically rooted beliefs, 
customs, and practices. Cultural resources can include TCPs, such as gathering areas, landmarks, and 
ethnographic locations, in addition to archaeological districts. Generally, a TCP may consist of a single 
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site, or group of associated archaeological sites (district or traditional cultural landscape), or an area of 
cultural/ethnographic importance.  

In California, the Traditional Tribal Cultural Places Bill of 2004 requires local governments to consult with 
Native American Tribes during the project planning process, specifically before adopting or amending a 
General Plan or a Specific Plan, or when designating land as open space for the purpose of protecting 
Native American cultural places. The intent of this legislation is to encourage consultation and assist in 
the preservation of Native American places of prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, and 
ceremonial importance. State Assembly Bill (AB) 52, effective July 1, 2015, introduced the Tribal Cultural 
Resource (TCR) as a class of cultural resource and additional considerations relating to Native American 
consultation into CEQA. As a general concept, a TCR is similar to the federally defined TCP; however, it 
incorporates consideration of local and state significance and the required mitigation under CEQA. A TCR 
may be considered significant if included in a local or state register of historical resources; or 
determined by the lead agency to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in PRC §5024.1; or is a 
geographically defined cultural landscape that meets one or more of these criteria; or is a historical 
resource described in PRC §21084.1, a unique archaeological resource described PRC §21083.2; or is a 
non-unique archaeological resource if it conforms with the above criteria. 

1.4 PERSONNEL 

Mary Robbins-Wade, M.A., RPA served as principal investigator and is a co-author of this technical 
report; she also conducted the fieldwork with a tribal cultural monitor from the Rincon Band of Luiseño 
Indians (Rincon). Theodore G. Cooley, M.A., RPA, and Trevor Gittelhough, M.A., RPA, served as report 
co-authors as well. Ms. Robbins-Wade, Mr. Cooley, and Mx. Gittelhough meet the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for archaeology. Rachel Smith of the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians 
participated in the field survey. Resumes for key HELIX personnel are included as Appendix A.  

2.0 PROJECT SETTING  
2.1 NATURAL SETTING 

The project area is located within the coastal plain of western San Diego County, where the climate is 
characterized as semi-arid steppe, with warm, dry summers and cool, moist winters (Hall 2007; Pryde 
2004). The project area is at the western edge of the coastal foothills of mountains in the Peninsular 
Ranges geomorphic province of southern California. The project property is situated along an unnamed 
tributary of Agua Hedionda Creek, which is located approximately a mile to the northwest of the 
property, at its closest point. The coastline of the Pacific Ocean is approximately six miles to the west. 
The elevation of the project area ranges from approximately 450 to 525 feet above mean sea level 
(AMSL).  

Geologically, the project area is underlain by sedimentary bedrock consisting of siltstone and claystone 
of the middle Eocene age Santiago Formation and granitic bedrock of the middle Cretaceous age Bonsall 
Tonalite Formation (Geotechnical Professionals Inc. 2021; Kennedy and Tan 2007; Rogers 1965). Prior to 
relatively recent (early 2000s) construction disturbance, two natural soil series were mapped for the 
project site; Diablo clay of the Diablo series, 15 to 30 percent slopes, eroded; and Gaviota fine sandy 
loam of the Gaviota series, 9 to 30 percent slopes. The Diablo series consists of well-drained, moderately 
deep to deep clays derived from soft, calcareous sandstone and shale (Bowman 1973:42-43). The 
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Gaviota series consists of well-drained, shallow, fine sandy loams formed in material weathered from 
marine sandstone (Bowman 1973:50). Recent geotechnical investigations at the project site indicate 
that it has been substantially graded during prior construction on the site and that soils at the site now 
consist of thick deposits of artificial fill or of exposed claystone or granitic bedrock (Geotechnical 
Professionals Inc. 2021: 39). 

Prehistorically, the natural vegetation in the project area and vicinity likely consisted of coastal sage 
scrub, riparian, and grassland communities, as well as possibly intermittent strips of the freshwater 
marsh community along the major drainages such as Agua Hedionda Creek. The coastal sage scrub 
community would have covered most of the mesas and canyons in the coastal and near-coastal areas, 
with interspersed areas of native grasslands. Plants common in the coastal sage scrub community 
include California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), white sage (Salvia apiana), flat-top buckwheat 
(Eriogonum fasciculatum), broom baccharis (Baccharis sarothroides), wild onion (Allium haematochiton), 
laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), San Diego sunflower (Bahiopsis laciniata), golden-yarrow (Eriophyllum 
confertiflorum), sawtooth goldenbush (Hazardia squarrosa), yucca (Yucca schidigera, Hesperoyucca 
whipplei), prickly pear cactus (Opuntia sp.), and scrub oak (Quercus dumosa). Native grasslands plants 
include Stipa, Elymus, Poa, Muhlenbergia. Prior to historic and modern activities, more well-watered 
drainages such as nearby Agua Hedionda Creek contained extensive stands of the riparian woodland 
community, with plants such as western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), Fremont cottonwood (Populus 
fremontii), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), willow (Salix sp.), cattail (Typha latifolia), bulrush (Scirpus 
spp.), mule fat (Baccharis spp.), and poison oak (Toxicodendron diversiloba). Plants common to fresh-
water marsh include reed grass (Phragmites australis), marsh mallow (Kosteletzkya virginic), soft rush 
(Juncus effusus), pickerelweed (Pontederia cordata), narrow-leaved cattail (Typha angustifolia), and 
button bush (Cephalanthus occidental) (Beauchamp 1986; Munz 1974).  

Major wildlife species found in this environment prehistorically were coyote (Canis latrans); mule deer 
(Odocoileus hemionus); grizzly bear (Ursus arctos); mountain lion (Felis concolor); rabbit (Sylvilagus 
audubonii); jackrabbit (Lepus californicus); various rodents, the most notable of which are the valley 
pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi), and dusky 
footed woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes); and reptiles such as western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata), 
southern Pacific diamondback rattlesnake (Crotalus oreganus helleri), gopher snake (Pituophis 
melanoleucus catenifer); and several lizard species (Burt and Grossenheider 1976; Head 1972; 
Stebbins 1966).  

These plant communities, as well as the native plant resources supported by these habitats, would have 
been used by Native American populations for clothing, food, medicine, tools, decorative uses, and 
ceremonial purposes (Bean and Saubel 1972; Bean and Shipek 1978; Cuero 1970; Hedges and Beresford 
1986; Luomala 1978; Sparkman 1908). Many of the animal species living within these vegetation 
communities (such as rabbits, deer, small mammals, and pond turtles, as well as birds and fish) would 
have been utilized by native inhabitants as well. Cottontail rabbits, jackrabbits, and rodents were very 
important to the prehistoric diet, and while deer were somewhat less significant for food, they were an 
important source of leather, bone, and antler for clothing and tools (Bean and Shipek 1978; Christenson 
1990; Luomala 1978). 
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2.2 CULTURAL SETTING 

2.2.1 Prehistoric Period 

The following cultural history outlines and briefly describes the known prehistoric cultural traditions in 
the vicinity of the project area. The approximately 10,000 years of documented prehistory of the San 
Diego region has often been divided into three periods: Early Prehistoric Period (San Dieguito 
tradition/complex), Archaic Period (Milling Stone Horizon, Encinitas tradition, La Jolla and Pauma 
complexes), and Late Prehistoric Period (Cuyamaca and San Luis Rey complexes). 

2.2.1.1 Early Prehistoric Period Traditions/Complexes 

The time period of the first known inhabitants of California, the Paleo-Indian or Big-Game-Hunting 
peoples of the last Ice Age, Wallace (1955) labeled as the Early Man Horizon. The Early Prehistoric Period 
encompasses the Early Man Horizon within the Terminal Pleistocene (between 15,000 and 11,000 years 
ago) and the Early Holocene, beginning approximately 10,000 years ago (Erlandson et al. 2007:62). In 
the western United States, most evidence for the Paleo-Indian or Big-Game-Hunting peoples during this 
time period derives from finds of large, fluted spears and projectile points (Fluted-Point Tradition) in 
places such as Clovis and Folsom in the Great Basin and the Desert southwest (Moratto 1984:79–88), 
with several, mostly isolated, occurrences of fluted spear points encountered on or near the coast of 
California (Dillon 2002; Rondeau et al. 2007). Three of these isolated fluted points or point fragments 
have occurred in San Diego County, all in the mountainous or eastern areas, one northeast of Warner 
Springs (Kline and Kline 2007), one in Cuyamaca Pass (Dillon 2002; Rondeau et al. 2007), and one near 
Ocotillo Wells (Rondeau et al. 2007). Several others have occurred in proximity to the county, including 
one along the coast in adjacent southern Orange County (Fitzgerald and Rondeau 2012) and two in Baja 
California to the south (Des Lauriers 2008; Hyland and Gutierrez 1995). 

While isolated fluted point or point fragments have been found in the eastern mountainous area of San 
Diego County, the earliest reliably dated human habitation in the San Diego area during the Early 
Prehistoric Period is the San Dieguito Tradition/complex. The San Dieguito Tradition, with an artifact 
assemblage distinct from that of the Fluted Point Tradition, but which both Wallace (1955) and Warren 
(1968) defined for this period, has been documented mostly in the coastal or near the coastal area of 
San Diego County as well as in the southeastern California deserts (Carrico et al. 1993; Rogers 1939, 
1966; True and Bouey 1990; Warren 1966, 1967; Warren and True 1961), with only sparse evidence for 
it discovered in the coastal area north of San Diego County (e.g., Sutton and Grenda 2012). The San 
Dieguito Tradition is characterized by an artifact inventory consisting almost entirely of flaked stone 
biface and scraping tools but lacking the fluted points associated with the Fluted-Point Tradition. The 
subsistence system or emphasis of this tradition, while not yet entirely agreed upon, is suggested by 
Warren, based on an artifact assemblage of primarily hunting associated tools, as having an orientation 
towards a hunting, rather than a gathering, economy in contrast to the more gathering-oriented 
complexes that were to follow in the Archaic Period (Warren 1967, 1968, 1987; Warren et al. 2008). 
Other researchers have interpreted the San Dieguito subsistence system to be possibly ancestral to, or 
as a developmental stage for, the subsequent predominantly gathering-oriented “La Jolla/Pauma 
complex” (e.g., Bull 1983; Ezell 1987; Gallegos 1985, 1987, 1991; Koerper et al. 1991). Based on 
uncalibrated radiocarbon dates, Warren originally indicated this tradition to have begun sometime 
before 9,000 years ago and to have ended sometime between 8,500 and 7,500 years ago (1967, 1968:4).  
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The C.W. Harris Site (CA-SDI-149) is located along the San Dieguito River, approximately 8.5 miles to the 
south of the project area. The content of the earliest component of this site formed the basis upon 
which Warren and others (Rogers 1966; Warren 1966, 1967; Warren and True 1961) identified the “San 
Dieguito complex,” and, subsequently, Warren defined it as the San Dieguito Tradition (1968). 
Diagnostic artifact types and categories associated with the San Dieguito Tradition include elongated 
bifacial knives; large leaf-shaped projectile points; scraping tools; crescentics; and in the desert, Silver 
Lake and Lake Mojave projectile points (Knell and Becker 2017; Rogers 1939; Vaughan 1982; Warren 
1966, 1967). Recent calibrations of previously uncalibrated radiocarbon dates for the San Dieguito 
complex from the Harris Site that ranged from sometime before 9030 ± 350 years before present (BP) to 
between 8490 ± 400 and 7620 ± 380 BP (Warren 1967, 1968) indicate that the oldest of these dates may 
now actually be between 10,000 and 11,000 BP (Warren and Ore 2011; Warren et al. 2008). While most 
of the evidence for the San Dieguito Tradition has derived from sites like the Harris Site in the coastal 
region of San Diego County, artifacts attributed to the complex have also recently been found in the 
Cuyamaca Mountains area of the County, approximately 50 miles southeast of the project area 
(Pigniolo 2005). 

2.2.1.2 Archaic Period Traditions/Complexes 

The Archaic Period, in the southern coastal region, dates from circa 8600 BP to circa 1,300 years ago 
(Warren et al. 2008). A large number of archaeological site assemblages dating to this period have been 
identified at a range of coastal and inland sites. This appears to indicate that a relatively stable, 
sedentary hunting and gathering complex, possibly associated with one people, was present in the 
coastal and immediately inland areas of what is now San Diego County for more than 7,000 years. These 
assemblages, designated as the La Jolla/Pauma complexes, are considered part of Warren’s (1968) 
“Encinitas Tradition” and Wallace’s (1955) “Milling Stone Horizon.” In general, the content of these site 
assemblages includes manos and metates; shell middens; terrestrial and marine mammal remains; 
burials; rock features; bone tools; doughnut stones; discoidals; stone balls; plummets; biface 
points/knives; beads made of stone, bone, or shell; and cobble-based tools at coastal sites and increased 
hunting equipment and quarry-based tools at inland sites. As defined by True (1958), the “Pauma 
complex” aspect of this culture is associated with sites located in inland areas that lack shellfish remains 
but are otherwise similar in content to the La Jolla complex. The Pauma complex may, therefore, simply 
represent a non-coastal expression of the La Jolla complex (True 1980; True and Beemer 1982).  

During the latter half of the Archaic Period, beginning approximately 5500 BP, a major shift in the 
subsistence system of prehistoric populations in the southern coastal region appears to have occurred. 
Artifacts such as dart points and mortars and pestles, which are essentially absent during the Early 
Archaic Period, become increasingly present in site assemblages dating after circa 5500 BP. This 
evidence in the archaeological record is indicative of an increase in hunting activity and the gathering 
and processing of acorns for subsistence. Also noted by Warren (2012), was an increase in the presence 
of larger mammal remains in La Jolla complex faunal assemblages during the latter part of the Archaic 
Period. This new and subsequently increasing use of these resources represents a significant shift in the 
Encinitas/La Jolla/Pauma complex subsistence system in the southern coastal region (Warren et al. 
2008; Warren 2012). 

Although early researchers attributed a number of inland sites in the project vicinity to the Early Milling 
Stone Horizon and/or the La Jolla/Pauma complex (e.g., True 1980; Warren et al. 1961:10), similar to the 
San Dieguito complex, most of the substantiating archaeological evidence for the Encinitas tradition/La 
Jolla/Pauma complex (Milling Stone Horizon) in present-day San Diego County is derived from sites in 
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near coastal valleys, estuaries, and/or embayments that are present along the San Diego coast south of 
the San Luis Rey River (e.g., Cooley and Mitchell 1996; Cooley et al. 2000; Gallegos 1995:200; Pigniolo 
et al. 1991; Shumway et al. 1961; Smith and Moriarty 1985). In the upper-elevation foothill and inland 
mountain areas of San Diego County, evidence for sites associated with the Archaic Encinitas 
Tradition/La Jolla/Pauma complex is less common relative to the Late Prehistoric complexes that 
succeed them (e.g., Chace and Sutton 1990; Cooley and Barrie 2004; Raven-Jennings and Smith 1999; 
True 1970). McDonald (1995:14) observed that “most sites in the Laguna Mountains can be expected to 
date from late prehistoric or ethnohistoric occupation of the region, and Archaic Period remains, while 
not unknown, are relatively rare.” The location of the project area, six miles from the coast, places it 
within the inland foothill area where sites that can be definitely dated to the Archaic Period, and that 
contain La Jolla or Pauma complex assemblages, are less common (Warren et al. 2008). 

Between the project area and the coast, sites dating to the Archaic Period are more numerous. Nearby, 
to the west of the project area, for example, around Agua Hedionda Lagoon, published accounts 
indicate that at least six sites have been documented spanning the early to the middle Archaic Period 
from circa 9000 to 3500 BP (Gallegos 1991; Koerper et al. 1991; Masters and Gallegos 1997). To the 
southwest of the project area, around Batiquitos Lagoon, more than 20 sites have been documented 
spanning the early to middle Archaic Period from circa 8200 to 3500 BP (Gallegos 1991; Masters and 
Gallegos 1997). Investigations of a shell midden deposit at site CA-SDI-10238, at the mouth of the San 
Dieguito River, indicate the occupation of the site spanning the Middle to Early Archaic Period, based on 
radiocarbon dates from 5790±110 to 7690±60 BP (Cooley et al. 2000). A large number of radiocarbon 
dates from the Del Mar Site (CA-SDI-10940), also located near the mouth of the San Dieguito River, 
similarly span this period (Cooley 2008). The Harris Site (CA-SDI-149) and others in proximity to it along 
the San Dieguito River 8.5 miles southwest of the project area contain, in addition to the Early 
Prehistoric San Dieguito component mentioned above, stratigraphic components with La Jolla complex 
assemblages dating to the Archaic Period (Carrico et al. 1993; Cooley 2006; Warren and True 1961; 
Warren et al. 2008). As the distance from the coast increases, however, fewer sites dating to, or with 
definitive assemblages characteristic of, the Archaic Period have been documented. While not plentiful, 
some sites in foothill circumstances have been documented, such as site CA-SDI-4608 located near 
Poway, approximately 19 miles to the southeast of the project area and 15.3 miles from the ocean. This 
site has produced radiocarbon dating that places at least a portion of the assemblage within the middle 
Archaic Period, circa 5000 BP (Raven-Jennings and Smith 1999).  

2.2.1.3 Late Prehistoric Period Complexes 

The beginning of the Late Prehistoric Period is marked by evidence of a number of new tool technologies 
and subsistence shifts in the archaeological record. Compared to those shifts noted for the middle and 
late Archaic Period, those occurring at the onset of the Late Prehistoric Period were rather abrupt 
changes. The magnitude of these changes and the short period of time within which they took place 
seem to indicate a significant alteration in subsistence practices in what is now San Diego County circa 
1500 to 1300 BP The changes observed include a technological shift from the use of atlatl and dart to 
the bow and arrow; subsistence shifts that include a reduction in shellfish gathering in some areas 
(possibly due to silting of the coastal lagoons); and the storage of crops, such as acorns, by Yuman- and 
Takic-speaking peoples. New traits, such as the production of pottery and the cremation of the dead, 
were also introduced during the Late Prehistoric Period. 

Movements of people during the last 2,000 years can account for at least some of these changes. 
Yuman-speaking people had occupied the Gila/Colorado River drainages of what is now western Arizona 
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by 2,000 years ago (Moriarty 1968) and then continued to migrate westward. An analysis by Moriarty 
(1966, 1967) of materials recovered from the Spindrift site in La Jolla indicated a preceramic Yuman 
phase. Based on this analysis and a limited number of radiocarbon samples, Moriarty concluded that 
Yumans, lacking ceramic technology, penetrated into and occupied what is now the San Diego coastline 
circa 2,000 years ago. Subsequently, approximately 1,200 to 1,300 years ago, ceramic technology 
diffused into the coastal area from the eastern deserts. Although these Yuman speakers may have 
shared cultural traits with the people occupying what is now eastern San Diego County before 2000 BP, 
their influence is better documented throughout present-day San Diego County after 1300 BP, with the 
introduction of small projectile points, ceramics, Obsidian Butte obsidian, and the practice of cremation 
of the dead. 

Based on early research by Meighan (1954) and True (1970), two distinct archaeological complexes have 
been proposed for the Late Prehistoric Period in what is now San Diego County. The Cuyamaca complex 
is based on an analysis by True of archaeological excavations within Cuyamaca Rancho State Park and of 
San Diego Museum of Man collections. Based on the results of this analysis, True (1970) was able to 
define a Late Prehistoric Period complex for southern San Diego County that was distinct from 
Meighan’s (1954) San Luis Rey complex in the northern county area. The presence or absence, or 
differences in the relative occurrence of certain diagnostic artifacts in site assemblages provide the 
principal distinctions between these archaeological complexes. Cuyamaca complex sites, for example, 
generally contain both Cottonwood Triangular-style points and Desert Side-notched arrow points, while 
Desert Side-notched points are quite rare or absent in San Luis Rey complex sites (Pigniolo 2004). Other 
examples include Obsidian Butte obsidian, which is far more common in Cuyamaca complex sites than in 
San Luis Rey complex sites, and ceramics that, while present during the Late Prehistoric Period 
throughout what is now San Diego County, are more common in the southern or Cuyamaca complex 
portions of San Diego County, where they occur earlier in time and appear to be somewhat more 
specialized in form. Both complexes have produced a variety of vessel types, along with rattles, straight 
and bow-shaped pipes, and effigies. Interment of the dead at Cuyamaca complex sites is almost 
exclusively by cremation, often in special burial urns for interment, while archaeological evidence from 
San Luis Rey complex sites indicates both inhumation and cremation. A Cuyamaca complex artifact 
assemblage commonly contains Tizon Brown Ware pottery, various cobble-based tools (e.g., scrapers, 
choppers, and hammerstones), arrow shaft straighteners, pendants, manos and metates, and mortars 
and pestles. The arrow point assemblage often includes Desert Side-notched and Cottonwood Triangular 
points, with the Dos Cabezas Serrated type also sometimes occurring (McDonald and Eighmey 2008).  

Based on ethnographic data, including the areas defined for the Hokan-based Yuman-speaking peoples 
(Diegueño/Kumeyaay) and the Takic-speaking peoples (Luiseño) at the time of contact, it is generally 
accepted that the Cuyamaca complex is associated with the Yuman Diegueño/Kumeyaay and the San 
Luis Rey complex with the Luiseño/Juaneño (Robbins-Wade 1986; True 1970; True and Waugh 1982). 

In contrast to Archaic Period sites, Late Prehistoric Period sites attributable to the San Luis Rey or 
Cuyamaca complexes are less common in the near-coastal areas of the county. Gallegos (1995:200) 
states that “for San Diego County, there is temporal patterning, as the earliest sites are situated in 
coastal valleys and around coastal lagoons. Late Prehistoric Period sites are also found in coastal settings 
but are more common along river valleys and interior locations.” The project area lies in an area that is 
marginal between the two complexes. It is also possible, now, to observe, however, that while a number 
of examples of Late Prehistoric Period sites that appear to be attributable exclusively to the San Luis Rey 
or Cuyamaca complexes have been identified for the near-coastal inland foothill areas of the county 
through diagnostic artifacts and/or radiocarbon dating (e.g., Chace and Hightower 1979:48; Dominici 
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and Corum 1985; McCown 1945), a number of sites containing evidence for both Late Prehistoric Period 
and Archaic Period occupations have also been documented (Carrico and Cooley 2005; Carrico et al. 
1994; Cooley and Barrie 2004; Gross and Robbins-Wade 1992, 2010; McDonald et al. 1994; Raven-
Jennings and Smith 1999; Willey and Dolan 2004). It appears possible, therefore, that as more 
archaeological data accumulates, this geographic dichotomy of site locations between the Archaic and 
Late Prehistoric periods within the county may be found to not be completely valid. 

2.2.1.4 Native American Perspective 

In addition to the point of view discussed in the culture history above, it is recognized that other 
perspectives exist to explain the presence of Native Americans in the region. The Native American 
perspective is that they have been here from the beginning, as described by their creation stories. 
Similarly, they do not necessarily agree with the distinction that is made between different 
archaeological cultures or periods, such as “La Jolla” and “San Dieguito.” They instead believe that there 
is a continuum of ancestry from the first people to the present Native American populations of 
San Diego (County of San Diego 2011). 

2.2.2 Ethnohistory 

The project area is located in a marginal area between the traditional territories of the Yuman-speaking 
Kumeyaay and the Takic-speaking Luiseño populations, who inhabited the area at the time of European 
contact. The Kumeyaay were originally labeled Diegueño by the Spaniards, a term derived from their 
association with Mission San Diego de Alcalá; likewise, the Luiseño and Juaneño were given names for 
the Missions San Luis Rey and San Juan Capistrano. The term Diegueño was adopted by early 
anthropologists (e.g., Kroeber 1925) and further divided into the southern and northern Diegueño. The 
following is from Carrico (2008:217): 

The linguistic and language boundaries as seen by Shipek [1987] subsume the Yuman speakers 
into a single nomenclature, the Kumeyaay, a name applied previously to the mountain Tipai or 
Southern Diegueño by Lee (1937), while Almstedt (1974:1) noted that ‘Ipai applied to the 
Northern Diegueño, with Tipai and Kumeyaay for the Southern Diegueño. However, Luomala 
(1978:592) has suggested that while these groups consisted of over 30 patrilineal clans, no 
singular tribal name was used, and she referred to the Yuman-speaking people as ‘Ipai/Tipai…   

Other researchers have designated the Kumeyaay people living north of the San Diego River as ‘Ipai 
(Northern Diegueño), and those south of the river and into Baja California as Tipai (Southern Diegueño) 
(Hedges 1975:71–83; Langdon 1975:64–70; Luomala 1978). 

The southern boundary between the territories of the Luiseño and the Northern Diegueño (Ipai 
Kumeyaay) was delineated by Bean and Shipek (1978) as extending from the coast east along Agua 
Hedionda Creek as far as the northern tip of the valley of San José and Palomar Mountain, which would 
place the project area within the territory of the Kumeyaay. The boundaries delineated by Sparkman 
(1908), Kroeber (1925), and White (1963), however, would appear to place the project area in Luiseño 
territory.  

The Luiseño territory was subdivided and occupied by different families or bands. Family groups were 
known as tunglam or kamalum. Chiefs acted as religious leaders of clans and directed religious 
ceremonies. This position was hereditary (Sparkman 1908). Kroeber estimates that the Luiseño 
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population was approximately 3,000 to 4,000 (Kroeber 1925) during the Mission era. More than 80 
family groups were known in the early twentieth century (Kroeber 1925). The Luiseño lived in semi-
sedentary villages usually located along major drainages, in valley bottoms, and also on the coastal 
strand, with each family controlling gathering areas (Bean and Shipek 1978; Sparkman 1908; White 
1963). True (1990) indicated that the predominant determining factor for the placement of villages and 
campsites was locations where water was readily and consistently available. The Luiseño followed a 
seasonal gathering cycle, with bands occupying a series of habitation sites within their territory (Bean 
and Shipek 1978; White 1963). One band could have multiple areas depending on the season, such as in 
the mountains or valley areas (Sparkman 1908). Each band was typically restricted to their territory for 
hunting and resource gathering. The Luiseño subsisted on seeds, acorns, fruits, and berries, as well as 
meat caught by hunting and fishing (Kroeber 1925; Sparkman 1908). The resources used depended on 
the seasons, as the Luiseño moved through the coastal, mountain, or desert zones (Lightfoot and Parrish 
2009). While most of the major Luiseño villages known ethnohistorically were located closer to the coast 
along the Santa Margarita River Valley and the San Luis Rey River Valley (Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 
1925; White 1963), Kroeber (1925) does indicate general locations for ethnohistoric Luiseño villages in 
more inland areas as well. 

The population of the Kumeyaay people in San Diego in 1770 was estimated by Kroeber (1925:883) to be 
3,000, but Luomala (1978:596) believes it was likely double or triple that estimate, and Carrico (2018:12) 
indicates that it was around 20,000. The Kumeyaay were territorial, with bands that lived in semi-
sedentary, politically autonomous villages or rancherias (Carrico 2008). Each village was comprised of 
many households, and groups of villages were part of a larger social kinship system. The basic unit of the 
system “appears to have been kin groups referred to by a variety of names including sib, shimulls, 
cimuLs, gens, and gentes. These clans were organized into exogamous groups based on patrilineal 
(male) descent” (Carrico 2017:9). Most rancherias were the seat of a clan, although it is thought that, 
aboriginally, some clans had more than one rancheria, and some rancherias contained more than one 
clan, often depending on the season within the year (Luomala 1978). Villages and larger campsites were 
generally chosen based on proximity to water, boulder outcrops, environmental protection, and 
availability of plants and animals (Luomala 1978; True 1990). Consequently, many of the Kumeyaay 
villages or rancherias were located in river valleys and along the shoreline of coastal estuaries (Carrico 
2008; Kroeber 1925; Luomala 1978). They subsisted on a hunting and foraging economy, exploiting San 
Diego’s diverse ecology throughout the year; coastal bands exploited marine resources, while inland 
bands might move from the desert, ripe with agave and small game, to the acorn and pine nut rich 
mountains in the fall (Cline 1984; Kroeber 1925; Luomala 1978). 

While no named Indian villages have been ethnographically documented to have been located in 
immediate proximity to the project area, Carrico (1977:36) indicates that in 1769 the Spanish Portolá 
expedition observed an empty village along Aqua Hedionda Creek and estuary. Carrico locates this 
unnamed village at the east end of the Agua Hedionda estuary, approximately five miles to the west of 
the project area (1977:32; 2018:12). It was noted by Carrico that, as had been observed previously 
elsewhere on the expedition, the village inhabitants had likely temporarily left the village to look for 
food (1977:36). Carrico also indicates that on the following day as the Portolá expedition continued 
north, the presence of another village was observed along Buena Vista Creek and estuary, 
approximately six miles to the northwest of the project area. This latter village may be the village 
identified by Kroeber as Palamai (Kroeber 1925: Plate 57; Robbins-Wade 1986:75). Carrico (1977:36) 
made the following observation concerning these villages:  
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If ethnographic studies by Philip S. Sparkman are correct, this village at Buena Vista, and possibly 
the one at Agua Hedionda, may have been Luiseño rather than Diegueño or Kumeyaay. 
Although recent works have delineated the boundaries between the Yuman-speaking 
Kumeyaay, or Diegueño, and the Shoshonean-speaking Luiseños as the San Dieguito River and 
the mouth of Agua Hedionda, such divisions are not clear. It is certain that as the Spaniards 
continued their trek on July 18, 1769, marching north from Buena Vista Creek, they were in 
Luiseño territory. 

Robbins-Wade (1986), reporting the results of investigations conducted at an archaeological site at the 
Buena Vista Creek location indicates that the results reflect occupation by the Luiseño. 

2.2.3 Historical Background 

2.2.3.1 Spanish Period  

While Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo visited San Diego briefly in 1542, followed by Sebastián Vizcaíno in 1602, 
the beginning of the historic period in the San Diego area is generally given as 1769. In the mid-
eighteenth century, Spain had escalated its involvement in California from exploration to colonization 
(Weber 1992) and in that year, a Spanish expedition headed by Gaspar de Portolá and Junípero Serra 
established the Royal Presidio of San Diego and the Misión San Diego de Alcalá. Portolá then traveled 
north from San Diego seeking suitable locations to establish military presidios and religious missions in 
order to extend the Spanish Empire into Alta California. 

Initially, both a mission and a military presidio were located on Presidio Hill overlooking the San Diego 
River. A small pueblo, now known as Old Town San Diego, developed below the presidio. The Mission 
San Diego de Alcalá was constructed in its current location five years later. In 1795 and 1797 
respectively, Father Juan Mariner and Father-Presidente Fermín Lasuén would explore what is now 
northern San Diego and western Riverside counties in search of a location for another mission (Brigandi 
1998). This would culminate in the founding of the Mission San Luis Rey de Francia in the San Luis Rey 
Valley in 1798. The Spanish would continue to move north through California, constructing a total of 
21 missions and three more presidios, all the way up to San Francisco. These missions and presidios 
stood, literally and figuratively, as symbols of Spanish colonialism, importing new systems of labor, 
demographics, settlement, and economies to the area. Cattle ranching, animal husbandry, and 
agriculture were the main economic pursuits of the missions, but their primary goals were the 
conversion of the local populations to Christianity and the expansion of Spanish influence throughout 
the region.  

In the 1810s, ranchos and mission outposts called asistencias were established, increasing the amount 
of Spanish contact in the region. An asistencia was established in Pala in 1818, known as San Antonio de 
Pala Asistencia in order to support the Mission San Luis Rey de Francia. The Los Flores Asistencia, 
located in present day Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, was founded in 1823 in order to support 
Mission San Luis Rey de Francia as well. Additionally, Rancho San Jacinto was established for cattle 
grazing in the San Jacinto Valley (Bean and Vane 1980; Brigandi 1999). In 1820, Father Payeras, a senior 
mission official, promoted the idea that the San Bernardino and Pala asistencias be developed into full 
missions in order to establish an inland mission system (Lech 2004). However, Mexico won its 
independence from Spain in 1821, bringing an end to the Spanish Period in California. 
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2.2.3.2 Mexican Period 

Although Mexico gained its independence from Spain in 1821, Spanish patterns of culture and influence 
remained for a time. The missions continued to operate as they had in the past, and laws governing the 
distribution of land were also retained in the 1820s. Following secularization of the missions in 1834, 
large ranchos were granted to prominent and well-connected individuals, ushering in the Rancho Era, 
with the society making a transition from one dominated by the church and the military to a more 
civilian population, with people living on ranchos or in pueblos. With the numerous new ranchos in 
private hands, cattle ranching expanded and prevailed over agricultural activities.  

These ranches put new pressures on California’s native populations, as grants were made for inland 
areas still occupied by the Kumeyaay and Luiseño, forcing them to acculturate or relocate farther into 
the backcountry. In rare instances, former mission neophytes were able to organize pueblos and 
attempt to live within the new confines of Mexican governance and culture. The most successful of 
these was the Pueblo of San Pasqual, located inland along the San Dieguito River Valley, founded by 
Kumeyaay who were no longer able to live at the Mission San Diego de Alcalá (Carrico 2008; 
Farris 1994). 

In order to obtain a rancho, an applicant submitted a petition containing personal information and a 
land description and map (diseño). In 1842 Juan Maria Marron was granted a 13,311-acre grant just 
south of present-day Carlsbad, surrounding Agua Hedionda lagoon and creek, which was known as 
Rancho Agua Hedionda. Just to the east of Rancho Agua Hedionda was a smaller rancho that had been 
granted to Jose Maria Alvarado in 1840. Known as Rancho Vallecitos de San Marcos, it was an 8,975-acre 
area that encompasses present day San Marcos around San Marcos Creek. The project area is directly 
between these two ranchos, a little less than a mile west of the western boundary of Rancho Vallecitos 
de San Marcos and a little less than a mile east of the eastern boundary of Rancho Agua Hedionda.  

2.2.3.3 American Period 

American governance began in 1848, when Mexico signed the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, ceding 
California to the United States at the conclusion of the Mexican–American War. A great influx of settlers 
to California and the San Diego region occurred during the American Period, resulting from several 
factors, including the discovery of gold in the state in 1848, the end of the Civil War, the availability of 
free land through passage of the Homestead Act, and later, the importance of San Diego County as an 
agricultural area supported by roads, irrigation systems, and connecting railways. The increase in 
American and European populations quickly overwhelmed many of the Spanish and Mexican cultural 
traditions, and greatly increased the rate of population decline among Native American communities. 

While the American system required that the newly acquired land be surveyed prior to settlement, the 
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo bound the United States to honor the land claims of Mexican citizens who 
were granted ownership of ranchos by the Mexican government. The Land Act of 1851 established a 
board of commissioners to review land grant claims, and land patents for the land grants were issued 
throughout the following years. 

A patent claim for Rancho Agua Hedionda was filed with the Public Lands commission in 1852 and was 
granted to Juan Maria Marron in 1872 (Willey 1886). As he had died in 1853, it was left to his widow and 
heirs who leased the Rancho to Francis Hinton in 1860; he later bought it the same year. When Hinton 
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died in 1870, he left the Rancho to Robert Kelly, who upon his death 20 years later left it to the children 
of his older brother Matthew Kelly (Brackett 1939). 

Rancho Los Vallecitos de San Marcos was sold to Lorenzo Soto in 1841 who filed a claim with the Public 
Land Commission in 1852, which was granted to him in 1883 (Willey 1886). Upon his death in 1863, his 
second wife married Tomas Alvarado who sold Rancho Los Vallecitos to Cave Johnson Couts in 1866 
(Brackett 1939). 

The year following the Land Act of 1852, the Treaty of Temecula was signed ending the war between 
American settlers and local indigenous populations. It stated that in exchange for government control of 
Luiseño, Cahuilla, and Serrano land, they would be provided certain other lands, horses, cattle, and 
other supplies (Bibb 1991; Van Horn 1974). This treaty, along with 17 others with various indigenous 
groups throughout California, were never ratified by the US government, but resulted in the loss of large 
tracts of land by the indigenous groups that signed them.  

Initially southern California was divided into only two counties: Los Angeles and San Diego. In 1853, San 
Bernardino County was added, placing what is now Riverside County primarily within San Diego County 
and partially within San Bernardino County. Orange County divided from Los Angeles County in 1889, 
and in 1893, Riverside County was created from portions of San Diego and San Bernardino counties.  

The 1880s saw “boom and bust” cycles that brought thousands of people to the area of San Diego 
County. By the end of the decade, many had left, although some remained to form the foundations of 
small communities based on dry farming, orchards, dairies, and livestock ranching. During the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, rural areas of San Diego County developed small agricultural 
communities centered on one-room schoolhouses. Such rural farming communities consisted of 
individuals and families tied together through geographical boundaries, a common schoolhouse, and a 
church. The influence of military development, beginning in 1916 and 1917 during World War I, moved 
much of the population away from this life, and the need to fight a two-ocean war during World War II 
resulted in substantial development in infrastructure and industry to support the military and 
accommodate soldiers, sailors, and defense industry workers.  

3.0 ARCHIVAL RESEARCH AND CONTACT PROGRAM 
3.1 RECORDS SEARCH 

HELIX staff conducted a record search of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) 
at the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) on September 7, 2022. The records search covered a 
one-mile radius around the project area and included the identification of previously recorded cultural 
resources and locations and citations for previous cultural resources studies. A review of the California 
Historical Resources and the state Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) historic properties directories, 
and Local Register was also conducted. The records search summary and map are included as 
Appendix B (confidential appendices, bound separately).  

3.1.1 Previous Surveys 

The records search results identified 63 previous cultural resource studies within the record search 
limits, five of which overlap with the project area (Table 1, Previous Studies Overlapping the Project 
Area). This includes a cultural resource evaluation, a cultural resource survey, a historic resource survey, 
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and an archaeological resource survey with a supplement. None of these reports identified resources 
within the project area. Two of the studies consist of a historic buildings survey covering the entire City 
of Vista (Marben-Laird Associates 1987) and a cultural resources evaluation that did not include 
fieldwork but did cover the City in its entirety for the Vista/Buena Sanitation District Sewer Master Plan 
Update (Rosenburg et al. 2007). The Oak Ridge Business Park survey (Cardenas 1988) covered a small 
portion of the project area.  

Table 1 
PREVIOUS STUDIES OVERLAPPING THE PROJECT AREA 

Report No. 
(SD-) Report Title Author, Date 

000315 Cultural Resources Survey: Oak Ridge Business Center  
Phase III Project 

Cardenas, 1988 

001380 Supplement to: Archaeological Survey North County Landfill, 
San Marcos, California 

Fink, 1976 

001381 Archaeological Survey North County Landfill, San Marcos, 
California 

Fink, 1976 

011228 Historic Resource Survey, A Project of the City of Vista, 
California 

Marben-Laird 
Associates, 1987 

011524 A Cultural Resources Evaluation for the Vista and Buena 
Sanitation District 2007 Sewer Master Plan Update 

Rosenberg, Dorrler, 
and Smith, 2007 

 
3.1.2 Previously Recorded Resources 

The SCIC has a record of 40 previously recorded cultural resources within a one-mile radius of the 
project, but none have been recorded within the project area (Table 2, Previously Recorded Resources 
within One Mile of the Project Area). In general, the sites recorded within the one-mile search radius 
consist of prehistoric resources consisting of artifact scatters, two trails, and two habitation sites, as well 
as historic resources comprised of two homesteads, a historic orchard, a historic foundation, and a 
transmission line. The site nearest the project area, CA-SDI-11037, was recorded in 1988 as a small 
surface artifact scatter with flakes, a scraper, a core, and a biface fragment, as well as possible cobble 
hearths. The sites in the records search radius tend to be located in ridge fingers or on terraces 
overlooking drainages/canyons.  

Table 2 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED RESOURCES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT AREA 

Resource 
Number  
(P-37-) 

Resource 
Number 
(CA-SDI-) 

Age and 
Resources 

Present 
Description Recorder, Date 

004692 4692 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter with three loci Cook and Price, 1976;  
Wade et al., 1992 

005081 5081 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter Loomis, 1977 
005082 5082 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter Norwood, 1977 
005541 5541 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter Norwood, 1978 
005543 5543 Prehistoric Isolate Isolated mano Norwood, 1978 
005573 5573 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter and habitation site Welch, 1977; ASM 

Affiliates, Inc., 2000 
005783 5783 Historic Site Historic homestead Hatley, 1978 
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Resource 
Number  
(P-37-) 

Resource 
Number 
(CA-SDI-) 

Age and 
Resources 

Present 
Description Recorder, Date 

005785 5785 Historic Site Historic homestead Hatley, 1978 
005787 5787 Historic Site Historic olive grove Hatley, 1978 
005792 5792 Prehistoric Site Traditional Indian trail from Mission 

San Luis Rey to the Cuyamaca 
Mountains 

Hatley, 1978 

005793 5793 Historic Site Traditional Rancho de los Quiotes to 
Mission San Luis Rey Trail 

Hatley, 178 

006934 6934 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter Hatley, 1978 
006935 6935 Prehistoric Isolate Three flakes and a scraper tool Hatley, 1978 
008091 8091 Prehistoric Site Lithic scatter Franklin, 1980 
008092 8092 Prehistoric Site Lithic scatter Franklin, 1980 
008462 8462 Prehistoric Site Lithic scatter Polan, 1980 
008734 8734 Prehistoric Site Lithic and shell scatter with a 

bedrock milling slick 
Brock and Van Horn, 
1981 

008735 8735 Prehistoric Site Shell midden with fire cracked rock 
and debitage 

Brock and Van Horn, 
1981 

008736 8736 Prehistoric Site Temporary camp with artifact 
scatter 

Winterrowd and 
Cardenas, 1987 

009041 9041 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter Norwood, 1981; 
Cardenas and 
Winterrowd, 1985 

009042 9042 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter Norwood, 1981 
009043 9043 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter Norwood, 1981 
009044 9044 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter Norwood, 1981 
009045 9045 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter with possible midden 

deposit 
Norwood, 1981 

009046 9046 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter with possible midden Norwood, 1981 
009047 9047 Prehistoric Isolate A group of seven isolates spread out 

over a large area 
Norwood, 1981 

009251 9251 Prehistoric Site Lithic scatter Brock, 1982 
009582 9582 Prehistoric Site Shell midden Franklin, 1977 
010550 10550 Prehistoric Site Lithic scatter Cardenas and 

Winterrowd, 1985 
010551 10551 Prehistoric Site Lithic scatter Cardenas and 

Winterrowd, 1985 
010552 10552 Prehistoric Site Lithic scatter Cardenas and 

Winterrowd, 1985 
010553 10553 Prehistoric Site Lithic scatter Cardenas and 

Winterrowd, 1985 
010782 10782 Prehistoric Site Temporary camp with artifact 

scatter and midden 
Winterrowd and 
Cardenas, 1987 

011037 11037 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter with possible cobble 
hearths 

Cardenas, 1988 

011038 11038 Prehistoric Site Artifact scatter Cardenas, 1988 
011651 11651 Historic Site Structural foundations Robbins-Wade, Leeper, 

and Gross, 1989 




