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Introduction
This report presents the results of a tribal cultural resource assessment for the 1111 Sunset Project (the
Project), which will redevelop a 6.27-acre commercial block in the City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles
County, California (Figure 1). The Project site is bounded by Sunset Boulevard to the west, White Knoll
Drive to the north, Alpine Street to the east, and North Beaudry Avenue to the south (Figure 2). The Project
site currently supports at-grade parking lots surrounding five multistory buildings constructed between
1963 and 1978 by the Metropolitan Water District (MWD). A church facility was built in the center of the
MWD building complex by Holy Hill Community Church in 1998. Four of the structures (Buildings 1–3
and 5) are currently vacant. Building 4 maintains a separate address, 1115 Sunset Boulevard, and is occupied by The Elysian apartments.
Statistical Research, Inc. (SRI), conducted a separate cultural and paleontological resource study to
assess the potential impact of the Project on any cultural or paleontological resources that might be present
on the property (Keller et al. 2021). Some of that research forms the background for this tribal cultural
resource assessment prepared to support the formal government-to-government consultation being performed by the City of Los Angeles for the Project. This report presents our methods; documents the results
of the records search, literature review, and tribal contact program; and presents data gleaned from the City
of Los Angeles’ formal consultation with California Native American tribes. This study was conducted
between November 2017 and December 2018.
The results of SRI’s archaeological assessment, presented in a separate report (Keller et al. 2021), indicated that the Project area has very low sensitivity for the presence of buried prehistoric archaeological
resources as a result of extensive historical-period construction and landscape modification. Based on the
findings of the project geotechnical investigation (Geotechnologies, Inc. 2020), no archaeological resources
of Native American origin are expected to be present below the point where bedrock exists, at depths ranging between 1 and 16 feet (0.3 and 5 m) across the Project area. The City of Los Angeles’ consultation
resulted in the identification of possible tribal cultural resources, as defined in Section 21074 of the Public
Resources Code (PRC § 21074), within or near the Project location.

Project Description
The Project proposes two development scenarios—the Mixed-Use Development Scenario and the No-Hotel
Development Scenario. Under the Mixed-Use Development Scenario, up to 737 residential units, up to 180
hotel rooms, up to 48,000 square feet of office space, and up to 95,000 square feet of general commercial
floor area are proposed. Under the No-Hotel Development Scenario, a maximum of up to 827 residential
units would be constructed along with up to 48,000 square feet of office space and up to 95,000 square feet
of general commercial floor area. The additional residential units (under the No-Hotel Development Scenario) would be located in the Sunset Building and would replace the 180 hotel rooms proposed by the
Mixed-Use Development Scenario. Regardless of the removal of the hotel, the Project design would remain
as proposed. Specifically, the total floor area, building heights, massing, and footprint would be the same
under both development scenarios. In addition, construction activities, including depth of excavation, overall amount of grading, and the types of equipment to be used, would be the same under both development
scenarios.
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Figure 1. Vicinity map of the 1111 Sunset Project.
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Figure 2. Location map of the 1111 Sunset Project.
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Applicable Regulations
The Project is subject to the provisions of Assembly Bill (AB) 52, which amends the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (PRC § 21080.3.1) to require lead agencies to consult with California Native
American tribes and to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural resources. The proposed Project
is considered a “project” under CEQA and is subject to compliance with CEQA (PRC § 21000 et seq.)
and CEQA guidelines (California Code of Regulations § 15000 et seq.) as amended to date. The City of
Los Angeles is the CEQA lead agency for the Project. CEQA mandates that lead agencies consider
whether a proposed project will have an adverse effect on the environment and whether any such effect
can be feasibly eliminated by pursuing an alternative course of action or can be mitigated to less-thansignificant levels.
As amended by AB 52, CEQA recognizes that tribal cultural resources constitute a particular type of
cultural or historical resources and form part of the environment. The law recognizes that California Native
American tribes have special expertise in regard to their tribal history and practices, and that, therefore,
affiliated tribal representatives should be consulted for environmental assessments to identify resources of
significance to the tribes. AB 52 § 1(a)(9) also states that “a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural
resource has a significant effect on the environment.”
Formal, government-to-government tribal consultation pursuant to CEQA is being conducted by the
City of Los Angeles, and the research conducted for this assessment may be used in conjunction with the
City of Los Angeles’ consultation efforts to respond to the new CEQA requirement for an assessment of
tribal cultural resources. As defined in PRC § 21074 and further refined in CEQA Appendix G: Environmental Checklist Form, a tribal cultural resource is
a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe, and that is:
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or
b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American tribe.
For purposes of CEQA, a resource is eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources
(CRHR) if it meets any of the following criteria (PRC § 5024.1[c]):
Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage.
(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of California’s history and cultural heritage.
(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.
(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high
artistic values.
(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

4

Project Personnel and Qualifications
The following SRI staff performed the research and analysis reported in this document. Donn R. Grenda,
Ph.D., is the company president and a Registered Professional Archaeologist (RPA) with decades of archaeological experience in California. Angela H. Keller, Ph.D., is an RPA specializing in the archaeology
of the Americas. Drs. Grenda and Keller meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Historic Preservation Professional Qualification Standards for archaeology. Karen K. Swope, Ph.D., is an RPA meeting the Secretary
of the Interior’s Historic Preservation Professional Qualification Standards for historical archaeology and
history.

Setting
The City of Los Angeles is a sprawling, 500-square-mile (1,295-km2) municipality in southern California encompassing portions of the San Fernando Valley, the Los Angeles Basin, and a corridor connecting to the Port of Los Angeles in San Pedro. Several independent cities and unincorporated sections
of Los Angeles County are located within the larger boundaries of the City of Los Angeles, including
the cities of Santa Monica, Culver City, and Beverly Hills. The Project site is located northeast of
downtown Los Angeles, between the Chinatown and Angelino Heights communities.
The Project parcel is located on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute Los Angeles, California, topographic quadrangle (see Figure 2), at an elevation of approximately 400 feet (122 m) above
mean sea level, on a natural rise that slopes notably downward from north to south. The current California Geological Survey geologic map of the region (Campbell et al. 2014) shows the Project resting
on sedimentary bedrock classified as part of the Puente Formation. The formation predominantly consists of well-bedded siltstones, sandstones, and shale of marine origin that were laid down during the
late Miocene and early Pliocene (approximately 11.6–3.6 million years ago), when the Los Angeles
Basin was submerged under the Pacific Ocean. Numerous invertebrate and vertebrate fossils have been
recovered from the Puente Formation.
A geotechnical investigation previously conducted for the Project (Geotechnologies, Inc. 2020)
found that bedrock underlies the entire property at a depth of 1–10.5 feet (0.3–3.2 m) below deposits
of artificial fill and native colluvium. The geotechnical borings achieved depths of 50–70 feet (10.7–
19.8 m), and all encountered well-bedded, alternating layers of siltstone and sandstone rock consistent
with the Puente Formation (Geotechnologies, Inc. 2020:6–7). Bedrock appears to be closer to the
ground surface (roughly 1 foot [0.3 m] deep) in the northern and central portions of the Project site
currently developed as at-grade parking. Bedrock is overlain by deeper deposits (5–10.5 feet [1.5–
3.2 m]) of fill and colluvium at the western and southern edges of the property, where the natural terrain
slopes downward and away from the main site grade. In one boring (Boring 2) located in the southeastern corner of the Project footprint, natural tar was encountered at 60 feet (18.3 m) below ground
surface (Geotechnologies, Inc. 2017:Plate A-2c).
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Culture History
Los Angeles has a long cultural history that includes Native American groups, Spanish explorers and settlers, other Euroamericans, Mexicans, and Americans. The prehistory and history of the Los Angeles area
are briefly summarized below. Additional detailed information is available in Los Angeles Citywide Historic Context Statement: Pre-Consolidation Communities of Los Angeles, 1862–1932 (Prosser 2016).

Paleoindian Period
Roughly 12,000 years ago, southern California was populated by several related yet distinct cultural groups,
generally known as Paleoindians (Moratto 2004:76). Along the coast, these cultures are known as the Paleocoastal tradition and are believed to have migrated down the coast from northern California. The people of
the Paleocoastal tradition are thought to have been the first to arrive in California (Erlandson et al. 2007),
and the tradition is well documented along the coast of central California and on the northern Channel
Islands (Erlandson et al. 2007). People of the Paleocoastal tradition were maritime adapted and collected
shellfish, hunted marine and land mammals and birds, and caught smaller fishes (Moratto 2004:78). The
Paleoindians living farther inland are known as Clovis (from the original sites excavated near Clovis, New
Mexico, in the early twentieth century) and were adapted to a terrestrial and lacustrine environment, using
a very different subsistence technology from that of the Paleocoastal people. Inland Paleoindian sites generally date to the same time as Paleocoastal sites. Major Clovis localities are known at Lake Tulare (Moratto
2004:76, 78; Riddell and Olsen 1969) and China Lake (Davis 1975), among other locations in central and
southern California.
Although there are many regional variants to these groups, Paleoindians can be characterized by a few
general traits (Moratto 2004:76, 78):
1. Paleoindians inhabited interior sites along ancient lake and marsh shorelines and coastal sites along
stream channels and estuaries.
2. Paleoindians had a sophisticated lithic technology with advanced tool-making techniques for the creation of large flaked stone tools, especially large foliate points and lanceolate fluted points.
3. Ground stone tools were not used, and groups made use of the atlatl and dart.
4. Paleoindians were primarily nomadic or systematically followed seasonal resources as those became
available. Some groups, however, may have been more sedentary, if the resources in the area were
adequate for permanent settlements.

Millingstone Period
The Millingstone period—sometimes referred to as the Early period—is a roughly 5,500-year span
beginning ca. 6500 cal B.C. and ending with the first dramatic increase in regional human population
ca. 1000 cal B.C. (the “cal” prefix indicates that these dates are derived from calibrated radiocarbon
dates). During this period (called a “horizon” in some chronological schemes), milling implements
(especially manos and metates), scraper planes, choppers, and core tools were abundant and there was
a dearth of projectile points (in this case, dart points and spears) and faunal remains. Inherent in the
definition of the Millingstone period is a heavy dependence on seeds and a minor emphasis on hunting
(hence the abundance of milling implements and the near absence of hunting equipment and faunal
remains).
Sutton (2009) has argued that from the end of the Millingstone period (ca. 1500 cal B.C.), there
was an initial entry of Takic (proto-Gabrielino/Cupan branch of the Uto-Aztecan language family)
speakers into the region. These Takic groups appear to have replaced the existing late Millingstone
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period groups along the coast. The archaeological record reflects this major change. First, ancestral
DNA and osteometric (bone morphology and measurement) studies of the small number of skeletal
remains available from this period indicate that the entering Takic groups were biologically distinct
from the preceding populations, suggesting that a migration took place (for a full discussion, see Sutton
[2009]). Second, significant increases in site numbers were noted in some areas, suggesting the arrival
of incoming groups during the early Intermediate period, earlier than has been traditionally thought.
Also, larger sites with greater diversities of artifacts appeared at about that time but seem to have been
occupied seasonally. Last, there were some changes in mortuary patterns on the coast. Flexed burials
under cairns, a common burial practice throughout the Millingstone period, disappeared from the coast
but continued inland; cremation was uncommon and was not a marker of the early Takic expansion, as
is commonly believed (see Sutton 2009). Large mourning features with cremated human bone appeared
ca. 600 cal B.C. (during the early Intermediate period). These features apparently represent a diffusion
of ideas from Yuman groups in the deserts to the east and could mark the inauguration of some sort of
ritual complex in the region.

Intermediate Period
The Intermediate period (1000 cal B.C.–cal A.D. 1000) is marked by changes in settlement patterns,
economic activities, mortuary practices, and technology. The latter portion of the Intermediate period
(ca. A.D. 500–1000) is marked by the spread of the bow-and-arrow to the coast from the north and east.
Sometime toward the end of the Intermediate period, the trade in obsidian mined in the Coso Formation
decreased dramatically (Sutton et al. 2007:244), and Obsidian Butte obsidian increased in importance.
Yuman ceramics, plus some local wares, were present. Major settlements continued to be occupied on
a seasonal basis. Flexed burials continued, and cremation remained uncommon. As discussed above,
Sutton (2009) argued that a major process beginning in the late Intermediate period was the diffusion
of a Takic language, the mother of the Cupan languages, into Yuman-speaking areas located immediately to the south of the Los Angeles Basin.

Late Period
The Late period, beginning ca. cal A.D. 1000 and ending with European contact in A.D. 1542, witnessed
extensive population growth along much of the southern California coast. There are more sites and a
greater variety of sites with greater internal differentiation from this period than from any other time
in prehistory. Villages with complex site layouts and burial grounds with highly variable mortuary
treatments appeared, suggesting the development of social differentiation (Douglass et al. 2016:44).

Protohistoric and Early Historical Periods
The line between the Late and Protohistoric periods is admittedly arbitrary. The Protohistoric period
in the Los Angeles Basin begins with initial European contact in A.D. 1542 and ends with the establishment of Mission San Gabriel Arcángel in 1771, after which direct and recurrent contact between
the Gabrielino and the Spanish settlers in the Los Angeles Basin was established (King 1978:58). The
early historical period (also known as the Mission period) runs from 1771 until the beginning of the
era of secularization in 1834.
The Protohistoric period is possibly the least-well-documented period in the southern California
occupational sequence. A distinct time bias against remains from this period is evident in the work of
some early archaeologists who excavated in pursuit of the very earliest (Paleoindian period) deposits
and disregarded later components. In addition, if sites were multicomponent and were occupied during
7

the Protohistoric period as well as either the Late or Mission period, the Protohistoric period component
may have been difficult to identify and distinguish from components of other periods.

The Gabrielino (Tongva/Kizh)
The Project is located within the ethnographic territory of the Gabrielino, who occupied much of presentday Orange and Los Angeles Counties as well as Santa Catalina, San Clemente, and San Nicolas Islands
and portions of Riverside and San Bernardino Counties (Blackburn 1963; Johnston 1962; Kroeber 1925;
McCawley 1996). Their territory included “the watersheds of the Los Angeles, San Gabriel, and Santa Ana
rivers, several smaller intermittent streams in the Santa Monica and Santa Ana Mountains, all of the Los
Angeles Basin, [and] the coast from Aliso Creek to Topanga Creek in the north” (Bean and Smith
1978:538). As previously mentioned, early ancestors of the Gabrielino probably arrived in coastal southern
California at the end of the Millingstone period (ca. 1500 B.C.) with the initial entry of Takic-language
speakers into the region.
The Gabrielino people were so named by the Spanish because many of the tribe’s members were
baptized and converted at Mission San Gabriel Arcángel. According to Mr. Robert Dorame (personal
communication 2018), chair of the Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council, his ancestors
choose to spell their name “Gabrielino,” rather than the typical Spanish form “Gabrieleño,” as a form of
resistance to Spanish control. Historical accounts suggest that the people known as the Gabrielino did
not have a singular name for themselves, although many records indicate that individuals referred to
themselves as coming from or being affiliated with specific villages (Bryant Dakin 1939:222; Johnston
1962:10) rather than as part of a larger linguistic or cultural group. Researchers have identified the names
Tongva and Kizh as possible Native names synonymous with Gabrielino (Hale 1846; Harrington 1986;
Heizer 1968; Merriam 1955), although neither is considered a perfect fit. Today, the names Gabrielino,
Gabrieleño, Tongva, and Kizh and are used variously by descendant groups to identify themselves and
their heritage.
The Gabrielino generally lived in permanent villages (Bean and Smith 1978:538–539), but the locations and sizes of villages varied across environmental zones. Gabrielino villages (sometimes also called
rancherías) generally maintained their own territories and were located in defensible locations adjacent
to subsistence resources and water (Beals and Hester 1974; Bean and Shipek 1978). Coastal Gabrielino
villages often contained more than 200 residents, and their houses could hold as many as 50 people each
(Bean and Smith 1978:542; Costansó 1910; Johnston 1962). At the time of European contact, the Gabrielino occupied at least 50–100 villages (with an average population of 50–100 per village), for an
estimated total population of roughly 5,000 people (Bean and Smith 1978:540; Kroeber 1925).
Gabrielino villages were often composed of several lineages, each with its own leader (Bean and
Smith 1978:543–544). Each village had a hereditary chief who was the leader of the village’s dominant
(or only) lineage (Bean and Smith 1978:544; Boscana 1933:43). The chief acted as both religious and
political leader and was responsible for conducting ceremonial affairs, determining where and when to
hunt and gather, collecting goods for communal use, arbitrating disputes, and leading war parties. The
chief had a key assistant who counseled him on ceremonial matters, organized rituals, and ensured that
proper protocol was followed (Bean and Smith 1978:544). Each Gabrielino chief was also assisted by a
treasurer, an announcer, a general assistant, and several messengers (Bean and Smith 1978:544).
Houses typically were dome-shaped, thatched structures set over shallow depressions (Bean and
Smith 1978:542; Costansó 1910; Johnston 1962). Superstructures were constructed with reeds and brush
and were often covered with earth. Houses ranged in diameter from 15 to 60 feet (5 to 18 m), depending
on the number of people living inside. They were used primarily for sleeping and storage, because most
daily activities took place outdoors, around the house or in the shade of a ramada (an unwalled roofed
space). Each village also contained a sweathouse, which served as a gathering place (Bean and Smith
1978:542). Sweathouses were constructed in the same manner used for houses but typically were smaller
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and oval. For public ceremonial activities, the Gabrielino used an open-air, fenced enclosure (Bean and
Smith 1978:542).
At the time of contact, Gabrielino subsistence was based on foraging. Agriculture was not practiced,
although the Gabrielino probably burned native vegetation to enhance the productivity of edible wild
plants (Bolton 1971; Davis 1990). Acorns provided a staple of the diet for the Gabrielino. Seeds, greens,
roots, bulbs, fruits, berries, flowers, and fungi supplemented the plant-food diet for all groups (Bean and
Smith 1978). Deer, pronghorn, rabbits, small rodents, and birds were available throughout much of Gabrielino territory (Bean and Smith 1978:538–539). Waterfowl were taken from marshes near the coast
by the Gabrielino. Sharks, rays, other fishes, sea mammals, and shellfish were available on the coast, and
tuna and swordfish could be accessed offshore by boat.
Large game was hunted primarily with bow-and-arrow, whereas small game was taken with curved,
flat sticks; snares; traps; and deadfalls. Fishing employed hooks, gorges, nets, basketry traps, spears, and
bow-and-arrow (Bean and Smith 1978:546). In places with suitable bedrock outcroppings, the Gabrielino
used bedrock mortars to pound acorns (Bean and Smith 1978:542; Kroeber 1925:631–632). Where bedrock was not available, portable stone mortars and pestles were used. Hoppers were used on new, shallow
mortars until they became deep enough (Kroeber 1925:653, 696–697). Smaller grass seeds were collected
with basketry seed beaters and were processed with metates and manos.
Like most native California groups, the Gabrielino made a wide variety of utilitarian, ceremonial, and
decorative basketry. Small, handheld baskets were used for gathering berries and bird eggs; large, roundbottomed baskets were used for carrying bulkier items; shallow trays were used for winnowing or parching
seeds; large baskets were used for storage; and globular, flat-bottomed baskets were used for keeping utensils and trinkets (Bean and Smith 1978:542). The Gabrielino also made water jugs coated with asphaltum
and urn-shaped ceremonial baskets for grave offerings (Bean and Smith 1978:542; Blackburn 1963; Kroeber 1925:629; Merriam 1955:84).
The Gabrielino did not use pottery until just before the arrival of the Spanish (Kroeber 1925:628), but they
did have access to steatite (heat-treated soapstone) from Santa Catalina Island, which they used to create cooking
and serving vessels (Kroeber 1925:629). In addition to utilitarian items, the Gabrielino carved pipes, ornaments,
animal figurines, and ceremonial bowls out of steatite (Bean and Smith 1978:542; Blackburn 1963; Kroeber
1925:629). The Gabrielino also made needles, awls, scrapers, and flakers from bone or shell; projectile points,
scrapers, drills, and knives from stone; and saws from deer scapulae (Bean and Smith 1978:542).
The Gabrielino were avid traders and exchanged food, utilitarian items, and ceremonial items among
themselves and with their neighbors. Generally, obsidian, furs, hides, nuts, and seeds moved westward, and
shell beads, tourmaline, steatite, asphaltum, sea otter pelts, and dried fish moved eastward. The Cocomaricopa Trail connected southern California with the present-day U.S. Southwest, bringing turquoise,
southwestern pottery, grooved axes, and agricultural products to the region. In turn, Gabrielino shells and
steatite traveled as far east as central Arizona (Bean and Smith 1978:547). The Gabrielino conducted trade
with their coastal neighbors by boat but otherwise did not travel into the territories of others to trade (Bean
and Smith 1978:545, 547; Kroeber 1925:629). Olivella shell beads were used as a general medium of exchange throughout the region, but barter was also common (Bean and Smith 1978:547; Kroeber 1925:630).
Clamshell disk beads replaced Olivella shell beads as the standard currency for the Gabrielino during the
historical period (Kroeber 1925:630).
By 1800, most of the surviving Gabrielino had become missionized, although many had died from
violence, imported illness (e.g., smallpox), or illness associated with the poor living conditions at the mission (e.g., tuberculosis and dysentery). Those who did not submit to the mission system fled the area to live
in remote refuges or to work on secular ranches and farms (Bean and Smith 1978:Table 1; Walker and
Johnson 1992:127). All Native American groups experienced dramatic population decline and loss of traditional territory as a result of colonization, but the effects were particularly dramatic among the Gabrielino,
who were considered essentially wiped out by the turn of the last century. In an 1890 report on the “Mission
Indians in the Counties of San Diego and Los Angeles, California,” the Gabrielino were not mentioned at
all, even in the section discussing “Mission Indians Off Reservation” (Foote 1894:214). Although many
9

Gabrielino descendants and tribal organizations survive today, the Gabrielino have never been officially
recognized or allotted tribal reservation lands by the U.S. government.

Local Historical Context
This section is summarized from Keller et al. (2021). The historical period in the Los Angeles Basin
began with the 1769 Spanish expedition of Gaspar de Portolá and Father Juan Crespi, whose party traversed the coastal route that was to become El Camino Real between San Diego and Monterey Bay (Beck
and Haase 1974:15). Mission San Gabriel Arcángel—the fourth mission to be established in Alta California—was founded in 1771 some 8 miles (12 km) east-northeast of the location where the Pueblo of
Los Angeles was to be established. Many of the Gabrielino living in the Los Angeles Basin became
neophytes of the new Mission San Gabriel Arcángel through choice or by force (Miller 1991:23). In
1781, Charles III, King of Spain, authorized the founding of El Pueblo de Nuestra Señora Reina de Los
Angeles del Río Porciúncula (Guinn 1915:58, 353) approximately 0.62 mile (1.0 km) south of the Project
area. Following Mexican independence in 1821, secularization of the missions in 1834, and U.S. possession in 1848, settlement and agricultural development were encouraged on former mission lands outside
the pueblo (Beck and Haase 1974:24; Hornbeck 1983:58).
The 1849 Plan de la Ciudad de Los Angeles (Ord 1849) did not depict any detail in the hilly area north
of the original part of town, where the Project area lies. The map showed a small community surrounded
by optimistically gridded, but undeveloped, city blocks that did not reach up to the Project area. To the
north and west, the city center was bounded by hills. To the east, irrigation canals (zanjas) demarcated the
edge of the town and supplied water to a patchwork of fields, vineyards, and orchards that hugged the
western bank of the Los Angeles River.
U.S. General Land Office plat maps dated 1870 and 1872 also did not illustrate any details in the Project
area, which is located within the mapped city lands of Los Angeles, just south of Rancho de Los Felis
(Figures 3 and 4). Land-patent documents for 1866 and 1872 confirm that the Project area was a part of the
city lands of Los Angeles at that time.
Under U.S. control, the City of Los Angeles expanded at a rapid pace. The hills north of the city center,
including the small hillock on which the Project area sits, were of particular interest to land speculators in
the years leading up to the southern California real-estate boom of the 1880s. Remnants of Indian villages,
Mexican ranchos, and agricultural fields were soon obscured by residential subdivisions, parks, commercial
enterprises, and public buildings.
Beaudry Park
Canadian brothers Prudent and Victor Beaudry speculated in Los Angeles real estate on a large scale and
dabbled in numerous other enterprises, including mining, an ice house, vineyards, and a cable railway
(Dumke 1944:252). In 1873, Victor Beaudry developed a park in the Project footprint, which was then an
undeveloped knoll of the Elysian Hills (Fischer 2011). By 1881, Beaudry Park reportedly contained
“475 orange trees, all bearing; 2,600 Mexican lime trees, all bearing; 100 other varieties of fruit, bearing;
1,200 gum [eucalyptus] trees; 1,000 cypress trees; 100 Monterey pine trees” (Los Angeles Herald [LAH],
12 April 1881:2), eucalyptus trees, fountains, and drives (LAH, 22 November 1881:2). That same year, the
park was advertised for sale, but after 2 years on the market, no buyer had been found, and when the Sisters
of Charity took possession, one report stated that the park had become “a dry, barren, unattractive hill”
(LAH, 13 June 1888:8).
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Figure 3. 1870 U.S. General Land Office Map of Township 1 South, Range 13 West, overlaid on
modern USGS data, showing the Project location.
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Figure 4. 1872 U.S. General Land Office Map of Township 1 South, Range 13 West, overlaid on
modern USGS data, showing the Project location.
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Sisters’ Hospital
In March 1883, Victor Beaudry transferred ownership of the park to the Los Angeles Infirmary at a
price of $10,000 (LAH, 8 April 1883:3). On their newly acquired property at Beaudry Park, the Daughters of Charity of St. Vincent de Paul built a “massive” L-shaped hospital of pressed brick (LAH,
12 April 1885:6). Period advertisements for the “Los Angeles Infirmary conducted by the Sisters of
Charity” (Archives of the Diocese of San Bernardino 1987:8; California State Board of Trade
1898:n.p.) described its situation in the “most healthful part of Los Angeles” (Archives of the Diocese
of San Bernardino 1987:8), “peculiarly adapted as a sanitarium for people with respiratory and nervous
diseases” (California State Board of Trade 1898:n.p.). The hospital, “built on the most approved plan”
(California State Board of Trade 1898:n.p.), was said to be a “model institution” and had electricity,
elevators, and “all modern improvements in operating rooms, etc. . . . for the care, treatment and cure
of disease” (Archives of the Diocese of San Bernardino 1987:8).
The earliest available Sanborn Fire Insurance Company map of the Project area, dated 1888,
demonstrates that the southeast wing had three stories and a basement, and the southwest wing had
four stories and no basement. Mapped on the hospital grounds were a single-story laundry building
with a water tank and a furnace, a shed, a carpenter shop containing a vertical steam boiler, an octagonal
billiard room, and a vineyard. A stylized, bird’s-eye drawing of Los Angeles, dated 1891 (Elliott 1891),
showed the hospital with a train stopped at the end of the Los Angeles Pacific Railroad line. Two small
outbuildings were depicted near the northern edge of the Project area.
The 1894 Sanborn Fire Insurance Company map indicated that the shed outbuilding was for coal
storage and may have had a privy attached to it. A 10-foot-high wooden retaining wall ran along the
western side of the coal shed. The billiard room remained, as did the laundry, which had been expanded.
The area previously indicated to be vineyards was labeled “ornamental ground.”
By 1898, the facility had become known as Sisters’ Hospital, but references to the Los Angeles
Infirmary continued in written documentation (Water and Power Associates 2017). The successful
hospital was outgrowing its facility, and in 1902, construction was completed on a new west wing
extending northerly from the southwest wing. A colorized postcard (Figure 5) depicted the new, redroofed hospital section (familiarly called “the Annex” [Gunnell 2014:22]); the stairs leading to it; and
some of the outbuildings then located in the northern part of the Project area. Also depicted are the
immature Canary Island palms planted around the entry stair, some of which survive on the property
today. After construction of the new wing, the hospital reportedly had a capacity of 100 patients (Poggi
1916:79).
The 1906 Sanborn Fire Insurance Company map is the first showing the new west wing, which
comprised four floors and a basement, with a five-story tower. The former coal shed was removed to
make way for the new wing. The former billiard room remained but had been repurposed as a summer
house, and two additional summer houses (one octagonal and one rectangular) had been added to the
property. The former laundry building had been demolished, but a new laundry building had been
constructed along the northwestern edge of the Project area. A T-shaped configuration of “stone [concrete?] steps” had been added to access the property from Sunset Boulevard (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Postcard, Los Angeles Infirmary, Sisters’ Hospital, ca. 1910–1914; view from Sunset
Boulevard to the northeast (courtesy of Loyola Marymount University, William H. Hannon Library,
Digital Collections, Werner von Boltenstern Postcard Collection, No. post_00382).

The earliest aerial photograph containing useful details of the Project area is dated 1923 (Figure 6).
This image depicts the hospital, the laundry and the nearby rectangular building, the cottages, the stairs, the
pedestrian pathways, and landscape elements. New features included a circular path and a tree in the area
that would later be labeled a shrine, as well as at least two new rectangular structures between the hospital
and the outbuildings. The locations of at least three oil derricks were represented by tall, triangular shadows
at the southeastern edge of the Project area, indicating that wells were being drilled at the time when the
photograph was taken.
In 1927, construction was underway on a new St. Vincent’s Hospital facility in the Westlake District
when, on January 22, fire broke out in the west wing of the old hospital. Possibly caused by short-circuited
wiring in the attic or dome area, the fire caused as much as $100,000 in damage and reduced the hospital’s
capacity. The move to the new Westlake District hospital was accomplished on November 25, 1927 (Los
Angeles Times [LAT], 26 November 1927:A1). Although the 1930 federal census indicated that St. Vincent’s Hospital was vacant at that time, two people remained in residence: Jean P. and Jean Larregaray.
Born in France, the brothers, aged 53 and 48, served as the gardener and the caretaker of the property,
respectively (information obtained from U.S. Bureau of the Census data, available through subscription to
Ancestry.com).
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Figure 6. Aerial photograph of the Project area from 1923, with location of shrine indicated
(Environmental Data Resources, Inc. 2017a). (Not to be reproduced)
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After the Hospital
In the years after the hospital closed, newspapers reported several proposed uses of the vacant facility;
research did not uncover any indication that the plans came to fruition (LAT, 31 August 1928:A8,
12 September 1932:A12, 7 September 1934:A11, 26 October 1934:A1). In 1945, the Project area was
sold to Lerner Shops of California, Inc., who intended to build offices on the property (LAT, 14 April
1945:A1). Another sale transaction in 1948 transferred the property to the Los Angeles Memorial Hospital Corporation, who planned construction of a new hospital facility there (LAT, 14 May 1948:17).
Apparently, neither of the planned developments was built. The Sanborn Fire Insurance Company map
dated 1950 showed the single remaining building (apartments, with a small room added), the stairs, the
shrine, two hydrants, and the new addition of two small, single-story buildings connected by what
might be a fence (Figure 7). Only three features were mapped in the Project area on the Sanborn Fire
Insurance Company maps dated 1953, 1954, and 1957: the apartments, the stairs, and the shrine. An
oblique 1957 aerial photograph revealed that the shrine in the Project area was a small, perhaps miniature, building resembling a church with a cross over an arched doorway (Figure 8). SRI’s archival
research did not reveal any information concerning the significance, use, or specific date of construction of this small shrine structure. With the construction of the MWD complex, described in the following section, the shrine appears to have been demolished along with all remaining structures associated with the former Sisters’ Hospital.
MWD Headquarters
The MWD purchased the Project-area parcel in 1959, at a cost of $1,225,759 (LAT, 27 September
1959:F1). The 1960 Sanborn Fire Insurance Company map confirmed that the apartment building had
been demolished, but the stairs and shrine remained as of that date. As shown in historical photographs,
virtually all remaining aboveground evidence of the hospital, related outbuildings, and associated infrastructure was removed in preparation for construction of the MWD Sunset Boulevard Headquarters Campus (O’Connor 2016:1, attachments). Building permits dated 1961 showed the locations of several retaining walls around the perimeter of the property that were installed at that time (O’Connor 2016:5,
attachments). Aerial photography dated 1961 depicted the MWD buildings under construction, with the
perimeter retaining walls in place. Many of the palm trees planted along Sunset Boulevard in front of the
hospital’s 1902 wing were retained and incorporated into the MWD landscape design; some of them
remain today.
The architectural firm of William Pereira & Associates of Los Angeles designed the MWD building
(LAT, 13 January 1960:B3), with James H. Langenheim as “partner in charge” (LAT, 30 June 1963:N2);
Diversified Builders, Inc., was the general contractor (LAT, 26 April 1961:A14, 30 June 1963:N2). Construction began in 1961 and was completed in 1963. The 1964 Sanborn Fire Insurance Company map
depicted details of the footprint of the original MWD buildings. An additional office tower annex was
built in 1973. The new tower appeared on the USGS Los Angeles, California, 1:24,000 topographic
quadrangle dated 1966 and photorevised in 1972. The MWD moved from their headquarters in the Project
area in 1993. Additional detail regarding the history and potential historical significance of the MWD headquarters complex can be found in Snow and Thabet (2021).
A church building was constructed on the property in 1998. The new Holy Hill Community Church
appeared in aerial photography dated 2002. With the exception of the northern tower, currently in use as
The Elysian apartments, the MWD and the church buildings have all been abandoned in recent years
(Snow and Thabet 2016:11).
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Figure 7. Sanborn Fire Insurance Company map of the Project area from 1950, with location of shrine
indicated (Environmental Data Resources, Inc. 2017b). (Not to be reproduced)
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Figure 8. Oblique aerial photograph of the Project area from 1957, after the
demolition of the main Sisters’ Hospital buildings; view to the southeast.
Shrine structure is located within a small grove of trees (courtesy of the
University of California, Los Angeles, Department of Geography; from the
Benjamin and Gladys Thomas Air Photo Archives, Spence Air Photo
Collection).

Methods
Archaeological Records Search
SRI requested that the staff of the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), a regional repository of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), conduct a records search for
the Project area. The purpose of the records search was to identify all previously recorded buildings and
structures in, and relevant reports of, the Project area and a surrounding area within a 1/4-mile (0.4-km)
radius. The reviewed records included all investigation reports and resource records from the following
sources: the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the CRHR, the California Historical Landmarks list, the list of California Points of Historical Interest, the California Office of Historic Preservation
Historic Resources Inventory (HRI), and the Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments (HCMs) list. The
results of this search were provided to SRI on January 4, 2018.
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Ethnohistoric Archival Research
SRI conducted limited archival research focused on identification of tribal cultural resources within and in
the vicinity of the Project. Of particular importance was the review of ethnohistoric maps of Native American habitation locales and activity. These materials were reviewed to identify previously documented tribal
cultural resources (including named villages, use areas, trade and travel routes, archaeological sites, and
critical natural features such as springs and streams) in the Project and vicinity. This material was collected
to provide a broader context for the assessment of materials developed through tribal contact and consultation.

Field Survey
Archaeological fieldwork involved a pedestrian survey of the Project parcel to identify previously unrecorded cultural resources of historical-period or prehistoric age. Given the apparent grading and construction that has occurred across most of the Project area, identification of previously undocumented surfacevisible cultural resources was considered unlikely. Fieldwork did not include excavation or artifact collection. Before the field survey, SRI georeferenced several available historical maps of the area, including
Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps of the previous hospital structures. The surveyor used annotated
maps to guide the surface reconnaissance.

Tribal Cultural Resource Search and Native American Contact Program
To determine whether previously recorded tribal cultural resources are present in the vicinity of the Project
area, SRI requested two separate Sacred Lands File (SLF) searches for the Project parcel from the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in November 2017 and December 2018. The NAHC reviewed
their records of traditional-use areas and sacred sites to identify any resources within or near the Project,
and they provided contact lists for California Native American tribes culturally affiliated with the Project
area who might have further information concerning tribal cultural resources. In their response letters, the
NAHC strongly recommended “contacting all those on the list” to “locate areas of potential adverse impact”
within the Project. SRI contacted each individual or group provided by NAHC and supplied them with
information about the proposed Project, maps of the Project location, and results from our CHRIS records
search. We requested input regarding the presence of tribal cultural resources or other cultural sensitivity
in or near the Project. SRI’s SLF searches and contact program were performed as a standard component
of a cultural resources assessment for the Project. SRI’s work was conducted separately from the formal
tribal consultation undertaken by the City of Los Angeles as the Lead Agency for this project under CEQA.

City of Los Angeles Native American Consultation
As required under CEQA as amended by AB 52, the City of Los Angeles undertook consultation with
California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area who had requested, in writing, to engage in consultation pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1. This consultation began with
Project notification letters from the City of Los Angeles to affiliated tribes. The interested tribe responded,
in writing, within 30 days of receipt of the notification letter. Formal consultation entailed direct discussions
between City of Los Angeles staff and designated tribal representatives. Discussions included descriptions
of the project from City of Los Angeles staff, a discussion of specific tribal cultural resources or concerns
with regard to the Project, and the collection of comments and source materials from tribal representatives,
at their discretion. The results of this consultation effort are described in Results: City of Los Angeles
Native American Consultation, below.
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Results
Archaeological Records Search
A records search was conducted by SCCIC staff in December 2017, and results were provided to SRI on
electronic disc on January 4, 2018. As a result of the search, numerous historical-period resources were
identified, but no prehistoric archaeological resources or historical-period Native American resources were
found in the Project area or its immediate vicinity.
Within a 1/4-mile radius of the Project footprint, 21 cultural resource investigations have been completed, 1 of which has yet to be filed with the SCCIC (Figure 9; Table 1). Most are reports of cultural
resource assessments in association with the development of cellular facilities, transportation projects, and
urban-redevelopment plans. Of these studies, 7 were performed within the Project boundaries, including
5 cell-tower-placement investigations (LA-08742, LA-09108, LA-09109, LA-09141, and LA-09842) and
2 cultural and historical assessments of the standing structures within the Project property (LA-03783 and
the assessment conducted by Snow and Thabet [2016]). The most recent assessment concluded that although the standing buildings dating to the 1960s may have been significant for their association with the
MWD and on the merits of their modernist architectural design by William Pereira & Associates, the buildings currently “lack sufficient integrity to convey that significance and, therefore, the subject property is
not eligible for listing in the National or California registers or for local designation” (Snow and Thabet
2016:1).
Five cultural resources have been mapped by the SCCIC within the 1/4-mile records-search radius (Figure 10; Table 2). All of them are historical period in age. One is the Holy Hill Community Church/MWD
building complex (P-19-188482), located within the Project footprint. Recorded in 2009, the complex was
assessed as lacking the integrity necessary to be listed in the NRHP (Supernowicz 2009). The other four
resources within 1/4 mile of the Project boundaries are two historical districts (the Arroyo Seco Parkway
District [P-19-179645] and the 1300 Block of Carroll Avenue District [P-19-166818]), a historical-period
residence (P-19-170960), and a trash deposit containing historical-period materials and some potentially
prehistoric materials (P-19-120013) that was located during the construction of the E. Manfred Evans Community Adult School (see Table 2). The 1300 Block of Carroll Avenue Historic District is listed in the
CRHR and the NRHP as the most significant collection of intact Victorian-era residences still remaining in
the City of Los Angeles. Many of the individual residences along Carroll Avenue that are contributing
elements to the district are also listed individually on the Los Angeles HCM list.
In addition to the mapped resources, 112 other historical-period built-environment properties located
within 1/4 mile of the Project area are recorded in lists maintained by the SCICC. The built-environment
properties were identified by SCCIC staff in the HRI and the Los Angeles HCM list. The HRI includes
listings of historical-period resources listed in or eligible for listing in the CRHR and/or the NRHP, as well
as resources determined not eligible and those requiring evaluation.
There are 20 HCMs designated by the City of Los Angeles within 1/4 mile of the Project area (Table 3).
These include 16 private residences, many of which are contributing elements to the 1300 Block of Carroll
Avenue Historic District in Angelino Heights; a carriage barn structure that was moved to Carroll Avenue;
a commercial building; a fourplex rental residence; and a fire station. In addition to the HCMs, 4 other builtenvironment properties listed in the HRI are identified as listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP, the
CRHR, and/or a local registry. Those 4 properties are presented together with the HCMs in Table 3.
During the SCCIC records search, no prehistoric archaeological resources or historical-period Native
American resources were identified in the Project area or within 1/4 mile of the Project boundaries.
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Figure 9. Map showing the locations of previous cultural resource studies within the 1111 Sunset
Project area and a surrounding area within a 1/4-mile radius.
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Table 1. Previously Conducted Cultural Resource Investigations in the 1111 Sunset Project Area and
a Surrounding Area within a 1/4-Mile Radius
Report No.

Year

Author(s)

Title

LA-00292

1978

Terence N. D’Altroy

Environmental Impact Statement: Assessment of
the Impact on Archaeological Resources of
Proposed Construction of School Facilities and
Parking Facilities at the Intersection of Sunset
Boulevard and North Figueroa Street, Los
Angeles, California

UCLA Archaeological
Survey

LA-01741

1989

Brian D. Dillon

Archaeological and Paleontological
Reconnaissance and Impact Evaluation of the
Central City West Study Area Los Angeles,
California

none

LA-02028

1974

William C.
Clewlow, Jr.

Draft Environmental Impact Report, Bank of
America Service Center, Los Angeles, California

Ultrasystems, Inc.

LA-02768

1989

Brian D. Dillon and
Roy Sails

Draft Environmental Impact Report Central City
West Specific Plan

none

LA-03445

1996

Carol R. Demcak

Report of Archaeological Survey for LA Cellular
Site #759.3, 1000 W. Sunset Boulevard, Los
Angeles, Los Angeles County

Archaeological
Resource Management
Corp.

LA-03783

1993

Robert S. White and
Laura S. White

Archaeological Element of the Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California
Headquarters Facility Site Study Analysis

Archaeological
Associates, Ltd.

LA-04452

1982

Roger G. Hatheway

Determination of Eligibility Report Chinatown

Roger G. Hatheway &
Associates

LA-05431

2001

Curt Duke

Cultural Resource Assessment Cingular Wireless
Facility No. SM 057-04, Los Angeles County, CA

LSA Associates, Inc.

LA-06362

1994

Roger Borg

Finding of Effect on Historic Properties Arroyo
Seco Parkway and Four Level Interchange

Caltrans District 7

LA-08252

1986

John W. Snyder,
Mike Sell, and
Stephen Pierzinski

Request for Determination of Eligibility for
Inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places/Historic Bridges in California: Concrete
Arch, Suspension, Steel Girder and Steel Arch

Caltrans

LA-08742

2007

Wayne H. Bonner
and Kathleen A.
Crawford

Cultural Resources Records Search and Site
Visit Results for Royal Street Communications,
LLC Candidate LA2054A (Close to Figueroa
Terrace & Marview Avenue), 1111 West Sunset
Boulevard, Los Angeles, Los Angeles County,
California

Michael Brandman
Associates

LA-09108

2007

Wayne H. Bonner

Cultural Resources Records Search and Site
Visit Results for T-Mobile Candidate SV11562H
(Holy Hill Monopalm), 1111 West Sunset
Boulevard, Los Angeles, Los Angeles County,
California

Michael Brandman
Associates

LA-09109

2007

Wayne H. Bonner

Cultural Resources Records Search and Site
Visit Results for T-Mobile Candidate SV11562A
(Holy Hill Building Tower), 1111 West Sunset
Boulevard, Los Angeles, Los Angeles County,
California

Michael Brandman
Associates

LA-09141

2007

Wayne H. Bonner

Direct APE Historic Architectural Assessment
for T-Mobile Candidate SV11562A (Holy Hill
Building Tower), 1111 West Sunset Boulevard,
Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California

Michael Brandman
Associates
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Affiliation

Report No.

Year

Author(s)

Title

LA-09489

2003

Portia Lee

Arroyo Seco Parkway Historic District

California Archives

LA-09842

2009

Dana E.
Supernowicz

Cultural Resources Study of the Holy Hill
Project, Royal Street Communications Site No.
LA2054, 1111 W. Sunset Blvd., Los Angeles, Los
Angeles County, California

Historic Resource
Associates

LA-10149

2009

Noah M. Stewart

Finding of No Adverse Effect: US 101 from
Alameda Street Underpass to Barham Boulevard
Overcrossing

Caltrans District 7

LA-11709

2011

Noah M. Stewart

Finding of No Adverse Effect, Source Control
Project(s) on State Route 110 and United States
Highway 101 at the Four-Level Interchange

Caltrans

LA-11783

2012

Noah M. Stewart
and Noah Allison

Supplemental Finding of No Adverse Effect,
Upgrade Bridge Rails in L.A. County on
Highway 101

Caltrans

LA-11992

2009

Noah M. Stewart

Findings of No Adverse Effect, Upgrade Bridge
Rails in L.A. County om Highway 101

Caltrans

Not on file

2016

Jenna Snow and
Andrea Thabet

Historic Resource Assessment: 1111 Sunset
Boulevard, Los Angeles, California

Jenna Snow Historic
Preservation Consulting

Key: Caltrans = California Department of Transportation; UCLA = University of California, Los Angeles.
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Affiliation

Figure 10. Map showing the locations of previously identified cultural resources mapped at the South
Central Coastal Information Center within 1/4-mile of the 1111 Sunset Project area.
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Table 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources Mapped at the South Central Coastal Information
Center within the 1111 Sunset Project Area and a Surrounding Area within a 1/4-Mile Radius
Primary No.

Resource Description

Recorder(s), Date(s)

P-19-120013

Historical-period trash deposit with possible
prehistoric materials. Buried resource located
during construction of the E. Manfred Evans
Community Adult School.

P-19-166818

1300 Block of Carroll Avenue—historic district
consisting of large Victorian residences
constructed in the late 1880s. Listed in the
CRHR and eligible for listing in the NRHP.

P-19-170960

Affiliation(s)

Phyllisa J. Eisentraut, 1996 UCLA Institute of Archaeology

Calvin Hamilton, 1975

City of Los Angeles

Joseph Moffat Rental Cottage, a single-family
residence built in the 1880s and moved to the
current location in 1924.

Roger G. Hatheway, 1982

Hatheway & Associates

P-19-179645

Arroyo Seco Parkway—historic district, also
known as State Route 110 and the Pasadena
Freeway and consisting of several related
elements.

John W. Snyder, 1982
David Greenwood, 2003
Janice Calpo, 2008

Caltrans
Myra L. Frank & Associates
Caltrans

P-19-188482

Holy Hill Community Church/MWD Complex
consisting of those buildings constructed in the
early 1960s.

Dana E. Supernowicz, 2009 Historic Resources Associates

Key: Caltrans = California Department of Transportation; CRHR = California Register of Historical Resources; MWD = Metropolitan
Water District; NRHP = National Register of Historic Places; UCLA = University of California, Los Angeles.

25

Table 3. Historical-Period Built-Environment Resources Listed in or Eligible for Listing in the NRHP,
the CRHR, the HCM List, or Another Local Listing within 1/4 Mile of the Project Area
Resource Description

Address

Date Built

Listing Status

Bob’s Market, previously the Ella J.
McMillens Store

1222–1234 Bellevue Avenue

1913

HCM No. 215, not evaluated

E. Edgar Galbreth Residence, private
residence

1239–1247 Boston Street

1890

HCM No. 219, appears eligible for listing
in the NRHP

Martin C. Marsh Residence, private
residence

573 Boylston Street

1903

listed on a local registry (not named)

Louis Luckel Residence, private
residence

1311 Calumet Avenue

1892

appears eligible for listing in the NRHP

Aron P. Phillips House, private
residence

1300 Carroll Avenue

1887

HCM No. 51l, listed in the NRHP and
CRHR as part of the 1300 Block of
Carroll Avenue District

Russell Carriage House, private
residence

1316 Carroll Avenue

1887

HCM No. 76, listed in the NRHP and
CRHR as part of the 1300 Block of
Carroll Avenue District

Ferdinand A. Heim House, private
residence

1320 Carroll Avenue

1888

HCM No. 77, listed in the NRHP and
CRHR as part of the 1300 Block of
Carroll Avenue District

1321 Carroll Avenue and 1310–
1316 Kellam Avenue

1887

HCM No. 176, not evaluated

1324 Carroll Avenue

1887

HCM No. 78, listed in the NRHP and
CRHR as part of the 1300 Block of
Carroll Avenue District

Hiram Irey/John M. Houser Residence, 1325 Carroll Avenue and 1314–
private residence
1320 Kellam Avenue

1887

HCM No. 109, appears eligible for listing
in the NRHP

Daniel Innes House, private residence

1329 Carroll Avenue

1887

HCM No. 73, listed in the NRHP and
CRHR as part of the 1300 Block of
Carroll Avenue District

Charles Sessions House, private
residence

1330 Carroll Avenue

1889

HCM No. 52, listed in the NRHP and
CRHR as part of the 1300 Block of
Carroll Avenue District

1335–13411/2 Carroll Avenue

n.d.

HCM No. 8, not evaluated

Private residence

1340 Carroll Avenue

1907

listed in the NRHP and CRHR as part of
the 1300 Block of Carroll Avenue
District

Charles C. Haskins House, private
residence

1344 Carroll Avenue

1895

HCM No. 79, listed in the NRHP and
CRHR as part of the 1300 Block of
Carroll Avenue District

Michael Sanders House, private
residence

1345 Carroll Avenue

1887

HCM No. 74, listed in the NRHP and
CRHR as part of the 1300 Block of
Carroll Avenue District

Henry L. Pinney House, private
residence

1355 Carroll Avenue

1887

HCM No. 75, listed in the NRHP and
CRHR as part of the 1300 Block of
Carroll Avenue District

Old Fire Station No. 6, City of Los
Angeles

534 E. Edgeware Road

1929

HCM No. 605, not evaluated

Walter Chernish Apartments

701 E. Edgeware Road

1924

appears eligible for listing in the NRHP

Caleb Library House, private residence

724 E. Edgeware Road

1887

HCM No. 206, appears eligible for listing
in the NRHP and local listing

1145 Court Street Home, private
residence
John Scheerer House, private residence

Foy House, private residence
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Resource Description

Address

Date Built

Listing Status

Forthmann Carriage Barn, private
residence (relocated from
629 W. 18th Street in 2007)

812 E. Edgeware Road

n.d.

HCM No. 103, not evaluated

Maxwell House, private residence
(relocated from 475 N. Bowling
Green Way in 2008)

822 E. Edgeware Road

n.d.

HCM No. 808, not evaluated

Zachariah Weller Residence, private
residence

822–826 E. Kensington Road

1894

HCM No. 223, not evaluated

J. M. Haff Fourplex, Craftsman-style
rental residence

1121 W. Marion Avenue

n.d.

HCM No. 739, not evaluated

Key: CRHR = California Register of Historical Resources; HCM = City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument; n.d. = no data;
NRHP = National Register of Historic Places.

Ethnohistoric Archival Research
A review of ethnographic sources, including Kroeber’s (1925) seminal volume on California Indians, Hugo
Reid’s firsthand accounts (Bryant Dakin 1939), and Johnston’s (1962) and McCawley’s (1996) overviews
of the Gabrielino, identified two named villages in the immediate vicinity of the Project area. The most
important of these was Yaangna (also known as Yanga and Wenot), a large village located in present-day
downtown Los Angeles, probably between Union Station and City Hall, and approximately 1 mile (1.6 km)
southeast of the Project area. The precursor to the Spanish Pueblo of Los Angeles, the village of Yaangna
was an important inland Gabrielino village in the Protohistoric period. Another village, known as Maungna
(also known as Mau), was located in the former Rancho de Los Felis, in the Elysian Park area and within
the current Los Angeles Police Academy grounds, approximately 1 mile north-northeast of the Project area
(Johnston 1962:123). Inland Gabrielino settlements in the Protohistoric and early historical periods were
usually located near reliable rivers, streams, and springs. Both of these villages were located within 1 mile
of the historical-period course of the Los Angeles River.
Historical maps showing the probable locations of former Gabrielino villages variously include one or
both of the two nearby villages, as shown in Figures 11–14, which depict the Project location in relation to
the named villages. Note the varying village names and locations, which reflect the differing source materials used in the creation of these maps. Generally speaking, Gabrielino village place names ended with the
suffix –gna, as in Saangna, as reflected in Bernice Johnston’s (1962) map (see Figure 11). Alfred Kroeber’s
(1925) map (see Figure 12) omits the suffix (e.g., Saan rather than Saangna). The place names in Chester
King’s (2004) map (see Figure 13) are based on Spanish mission records in which the village affiliations
of Gabrielino and other local groups were recorded with a -bit or -vit ending, which is the form used when
describing a person’s village of origin (e.g., people from Saangna are Saanbit, much as people from Los
Angeles are Los Angelinos). In the Kirkman-Harriman (Kirkman 1937) map (see Figure 14), modern place
names predominate, and the emphasis is on depicting travel routes and battlefields.
Of note in the Johnston (1962) and Kirkman-Harriman (Kirkman 1937) maps is the depiction of a travel
route running northwest–southeast near the Project location (see Figures 11 and 14). In both maps, the route
indicates the path taken by Spanish conquistador and explorer Gaspar de Portolá during his 1769–1770
expedition into California. In the Project vicinity, the Portolá expedition followed an established trade and
transportation trail that ran through the Cahuenga Pass to Yaangna (Johnston 1962:121). The present-day
alignment of U.S. Route 101 (Hollywood Freeway), which skirts the Project vicinity to the southwest,
closely follows the course of the earlier Native American route (see Figure 13).
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Figure 11. Map of Gabrielino settlements at the time of the Portolá expedition (from Johnston 1962:
Frontispiece).
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Figure 12. Map of Native American sites in part of southern California (from Kroeber 1925:Plate 57).
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Figure 13. Locations of Gabrielino villages reconstructed from Mission records and overlaid on
modern imagery (redrawn from King 2004:Figure 2).
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Figure 14. Map of historic sites, old highways, and battlefields in old Los Angeles County, ca. 1860
(from Kirkman 1937).
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Field Survey
On December 4, 2017, SRI archaeologist Angela Keller surveyed the Project parcel by walking over all
accessible areas within the Project footprint. The pedestrian survey included the paved parking areas, landscaped containers, cut banks, and the slopes along the edges of the property. The survey did not include the
interiors of any buildings. In addition, the interior courtyard space within the former MWD complex was
not accessible at the time of the survey. All of the buildings were locked and unoccupied, with the exception
of the northernmost building, which is currently in use as The Elysian apartments. The survey did not reveal
any previously unrecorded cultural resources of historical-period or prehistoric age.
Although most of the structures and landscaping present on the property are historical period in age,
they have been assessed and found to lack the integrity required for historical significance (Snow and
Thabet 2016). The entire Project area has been modified in the modern era by the construction of the standing buildings and associated parking areas. The buildings form a large, connected structural complex surrounded by graded parking lots and steep, landscaped slopes. The parcel appears to have been modified,
through a combination of cut and fill, to create broad terraces that step downward to the south and east
(Figure 15). In the northeastern corner of the property, the parking lot has been cut down roughly 5 feet
(1.5 m) below the original grade, and the slope is held back by a block retaining wall (Figure 16). Along
the western side of the property, the slope is very steep and supports old Canary Island palm trees that
probably were planted in the early 1900s in front of the west wing of Sisters’ Hospital (Figure 17). Some
of the palm trees have been cut recently and are mere stumps. The rest of the landscape plantings, including
the mature pine trees that line the parking lots, probably date to the 1960s and forward.
Before the field survey, SRI georeferenced several available historical maps of the area, including
Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps of the previous hospital structures. An annotated map showing the
locations of since-demolished structures superimposed on satellite imagery was used to guide the survey.
The footprint of the previous Sisters’ Hospital main building and west wing addition is largely encompassed
by the standing MWD building complex and courtyard. No significant, intact remnants of the central hospital building and west wing are expected to have been preserved. Along the margins of the property, however, the Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps show a number of accessory structures (e.g., cottages,
laundries, and summer houses) that may be preserved under the current landscaping and parking areas.
Of particular interest was a lone structure, identified as a shrine, that previously stood in the southern
half of the property, to the southeast of the main hospital building (see Setting: Culture History: Local
Historical Context, above). During the survey, the former shrine location was identified and found to be in
an area currently developed as an asphalt-covered parking lot. The lot has been cut down several feet from
the original grade (Figures 18 and 19), significantly reducing the likelihood that any remnants of the shrine
are preserved. Similarly, no surface evidence of any of the other structures that formerly lined the margins
of the property was found. Pervasive and large cracks in the parking-lot asphalt appear to be the result of
tree-root action, rather than settling around structural features (Figure 20).
As a result of the pedestrian survey, no surface-evident remnants of any structures or features associated
with Sisters’ Hospital or of any other historical-period or prehistoric use of the property were found. Nonetheless, buried foundations, trash deposits, pits, or other historical-period remnants may be preserved below
the modern construction. The possibility that buried and intact prehistoric deposits are preserved within the
Project footprint is quite low, considering the amount of landscape modification and construction that has
occurred from the 1870s onward.
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Figure 15. Photograph of parking lots and Metropolitan Water District
buildings on the 1111 Sunset Project property; view to the northwest, from
the southeastern corner of the property.

Figure 16. Photograph of the north parking lot and The Elysian tower on the
1111 Sunset Project property; view to the north.
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Figure 17. Photograph of old Canary Island
palm trees next to The Elysian tower, in the
northwestern corner of the 1111 Sunset
Project property; view to the east.

Figure 18. Photograph taken from the former location of the shrine structure in
the south parking lot and adjacent landscaped areas of the 1111 Sunset Project
property; view to the north.
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Figure 19. Photograph of the location of the shrine structure in the south parking
lot and adjacent landscaped areas of the 1111 Sunset Project property; view to the
south. The shrine location was in the parking lot behind and to the right of the
parked car that is closer to the camera.

Figure 20. Photograph of cracked and buckled asphalt in southeast parking lots on
the 1111 Sunset Project property; view to the south.
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Tribal Cultural Resource Search and Native American Contact Program
The results of SRI’s tribal cultural resource search and Native American contact program are summarized
below. Confidential Appendix A includes copies of the NAHC request letter, the NAHC response letter, an
example of the follow-up letter sent to Native American contacts, copies of any further correspondence,
and a log of follow-up contacts, including phone conversations and e-mail correspondence.
On November 15, 2017, a letter describing the proposed Project was sent to the NAHC, and a map depicting
the Project location was provided. The letter requested a search of the SLF and a list of Native American contacts
appropriate for the Project. The NAHC responded in a letter e-mailed on November 17, 2017, which stated that
their search of the SLF revealed no known Native American cultural resources within the Project area or its vicinity.
Contact information was provided for six Native American tribes culturally affiliated with the Project area.
On November 29, 2017, consultation letters were sent to the contacts listed in the NAHC letter. On December 5, 2017, SRI received an e-mail message with a letter attachment from Mr. Andrew Salas, chairperson
of the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians–Kizh Nation. In the attached letter, Chairperson Salas stated that
“the project location is within our Ancestral territory which may have potential for discoveries of our cultural
resources. Therefore, we would like to request that one of our Native Monitors be present during any and all
ground disturbances.” No other written responses have been received as of the writing of this report.
On January 23, 2018, SRI placed a phone call to each of the contacts who had yet to respond. Two
additional contacts representing Gabrielino/Tongva tribal groups were available to discuss the Project via
telephone and indicated that they had ancestral ties to the Project vicinity and considered the area sensitive
for cultural resources, as described below.
Mr. Robert Dorame, chair of the Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council, requested
that he be notified “in the event that any human remains affiliated with the Gabrielino Indians are encountered during Project construction.” Further, he requested that the tribe be notified “if any cultural remains,
deposits, or artifacts pertaining to the Gabrielino or Tongva are found.” He stressed that he and the tribe
should be notified even if a Most Likely Descendant has been designated from another tribe. Chair Dorame
also suggested that if cultural monitoring is required for the Project, the archaeological monitor should
provide the construction crew with cultural resource orientation training before the start of construction.
Mr. Anthony Morales, chair of the Gabrieleño/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, noted the
proximity of the major village of Yaangna and the Los Angeles River to the Project area. In light of the
cultural sensitivity of the area, Chair Morales recommended monitoring by an archaeologist and a Native
American representative during grading, trenching, or other Project-related ground disturbance.
On December 18, 2018, roughly one year after the initial search request, SRI submitted a second request
to NAHC for a search of their SLF database. On December 31, 2018, the NAHC responded in a letter that
the results of the SLF search “were positive,” indicating that a specific tribal cultural resource of sacred or
cultural significance had been identified within the Project area (see Confidential Appendix A). The letter
further stated that the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians–Kizh Nation should be contacted for more information about the identified resource. The NAHC does not disclose the nature or exact location of resources listed on the SLF, as that information is considered confidential tribal cultural property. The resource listed in the SLF, though, is likely the same as the resource identified during formal government-togovernment consultation discussed below between the City of Los Angeles and the Gabrieleño Band of
Mission Indians–Kizh Nation as part of the CEQA-compliance process. The results, to date, of the City of
Los Angeles Native American consultation are described below.

City of Los Angeles Native American Consultation
The City of Los Angeles, as the CEQA lead agency for the Project, initiated formal Native American consultation pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1(d) in the summer of 2018. Of the 10 affiliated California Native
American tribes contacted, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians–Kizh Nation (Kizh Nation), represented by Chairperson Andrew Salas, responded in writing that they would like to consult with the City of
Los Angeles regarding the planned project at 1111 Sunset Boulevard.
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On July 18, 2018, staff of the Los Angeles Department of City Planning (DCP) and representatives of
the Kizh Nation convened a consultation meeting. The notes from that meeting are provided in Confidential
Appendix B, which also includes confidential documents provided by the Kizh Nation concerning their
affiliation to the project area and the possible location of tribal cultural resources in or near the Project
location. At the July 18 meeting, representatives of the Kizh Nation noted that the Project site is located
near trade routes that led to the villages of Yaangna and Combicrabit and that these former routes roughly
followed the courses of present-day U.S. Route 101, U.S. Route 110, and Sunset Boulevard (see Results:
Ethnohistoric Archival Research, above). The Kizh Nation representative also noted that the Project was
near the course of the historic Zanja Madre, which formed part of a water-conveyance system that supplied
drinking and irrigation water to the Pueblo of Los Angeles from roughly 1781 to 1904 (Gust and Parker
2004). A map of the Los Angeles zanja system from 1888 shows the course of the Zanja Madre running
alongside the Los Angeles River and roughly 1 mile (1.6 km) east of the Project area (TESSA 1888). At
the conclusion of the meeting, the Kizh Nation representative stated that the tribe would provide additional
documentation to the City of Los Angeles, including maps and documentation concerning possible tribal
cultural resources. The DCP staff provided meeting notes to the Kizh Nation on July 18, 2018.
On July 23, 2018, an administrative specialist for the Kizh Nation sent additional information for public
view via e-mail to Jason McCrea of the DCP. This nonconfidential e-mail message and associated materials
are provided in Appendix C, attached to this report. The e-mail message included a version of the KirkmanHarriman map (Kirkman 1937; see Figure 14) overlaid on current Google Earth imagery. The Kizh Nation
supplied this image to demonstrate the relationship between the Project footprint and known trade routes
and village locations. The e-mail message states that “trade routes were heavily used by our Tribe for transportation of goods and within 1/2 mile to a full mile around them contained seasonal hamlets, trade depots,
and also isolated burials and cremations of our ancestors related to accidents that occurred along these
routes” (see Appendix C). The e-mail message also notes that although the Project location has never been
surveyed by the Kizh Nation for tribal cultural resources, as it has been private land for more than a century,
the area is considered sensitive for tribal cultural resources, including buried resources. Therefore, the administrative specialist attached tribal cultural resource mitigation requirements approved by the Kizh Nation Tribal Government for projects within their ancestral tribal territory. The text of those mitigation
measures and a map of the Kizh Nation ancestral tribal territory are provided in Appendix C.
Also on July 23, 2018, an administrative specialist for the Kizh Nation sent confidential information
via e-mail to Jason McCrea of the DCP. The confidential e-mail message and associated documentation
supported the Kizh Nation’s traditional tribal relationship to the Project area and described a tribal cultural
resource within the Project. Those documents are provided in Confidential Appendix B along with a brief
discussion of the documents and facts therein.

Recommendation
The likelihood that buried, intact cultural deposits of Native American origin are preserved within the Project footprint is low, considering the significant landscape modification and construction that has occurred
from the 1870s forward. Based on the findings of the project geotechnical investigation (Geotechnologies,
Inc. 2020), no archaeological resources of Native American origin are expected to be present below the
point where bedrock exists, at depths ranging between 1 and 16 feet (0.3 and 5 m) across the Project area.
Nonetheless, the possibility exists that intact cultural deposits related to the tribal cultural resource identified by the Kizh Nation may be preserved within the Project footprint. Therefore, the following mitigation
measure is recommended to provide for tribal monitoring of excavation until bedrock is encountered.
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Recommended Mitigation Measure
Mitigation Measure 1
SRI recommends that, prior to the commencement of any ground-disturbance activities, including demolition, excavating, digging, trenching, plowing, drilling, tunneling, grading, leveling, removing peat, clearing, augering, stripping topsoil, or a similar activity (“Ground Disturbance Activities”), at the Project site,
the Applicant, or its successor, retain a tribal monitor that is qualified to identify subsurface tribal cultural
resources to monitor Ground Disturbance Activities. SRI recommends that any qualified tribal monitor be
approved by the Kizh Nation.
SRI further recommends that the tribal monitor observe all Ground Disturbance Activities on the Project site from the surface of native soil down until bedrock is encountered, which is anticipated to be at
depths ranging from 1 to 6 feet (0.3 to 5 m). The onsite tribal monitoring should end when the Ground
Disturbance Activities encounter bedrock, or when the archaeological and tribal monitors both indicate that
the monitoring for tribal cultural resources is no longer necessary.
SRI recommends that, prior to the commencement of any Ground Disturbance Activities, the archaeological monitor, in consultation with the tribal monitor, provide Worker Environmental Awareness Program
(WEAP) training to construction crews involved in Ground Disturbance Activities that provides information on regulatory requirements for the protection of tribal cultural resources. As part of the WEAP
training, construction crews should be briefed on proper procedures to follow if a crewmember discovers
tribal cultural resources during Ground Disturbance Activities. In addition, workers should be shown examples of the types of resources that would require notification of the archaeological monitor and tribal
monitor. SRI recommends that the Applicant maintain on the Project site, for City of Los Angeles inspection, documentation establishing the training was completed for all members of the construction crew involved in Ground Disturbance Activities.
In the event that any subsurface objects or artifacts that may be tribal cultural resources are encountered
during the course of any Ground Disturbance Activities, SRI recommends that all such activities temporarily cease within the area of discovery, the radius of which shall be determined by a qualified archeologist,
in consultation with the tribal monitor, until the potential tribal cultural resources are properly assessed and
addressed pursuant to the process set forth below:
1. Upon a discovery of a potential tribal cultural resource, the Applicant, or its successor, should
immediately stop all Ground Disturbance Activities and contact the following: (1) all California
Native American tribes that have informed the City of Los Angeles they are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project and (2) DCP’s Office of Historic
Resources.
2. If OHR determines, pursuant to PRC 21074(a)(2), that the object or artifact appears to be a tribal
cultural resource in its discretion, supported by substantial evidence, the City of Los Angeles should
provide any affected tribe a reasonable period of time, not less than 14 days, to conduct a site visit
and make recommendations to the Applicant, or its successor, and the City of Los Angeles regarding the monitoring of future Ground Disturbance Activities, as well as the treatment and disposition
of any discovered tribal cultural resources.
3. The Applicant, or its successor, should implement the tribe’s recommendations if the Project archaeologist, in consultation with the tribal monitor, reasonably conclude that the tribe’s recommendations are reasonable and feasible.
4. In addition to any recommendations from the applicable tribe(s), the Project archeologist should
develop a list of actions that should be taken to avoid or minimize impacts to the identified tribal
cultural resources substantially consistent with best practices identified by the NAHC and in compliance with any applicable federal, state, or local law, rule or regulation.

38

5. If the Applicant, or its successor, does not accept a particular recommendation determined to be
reasonable and feasible by the qualified archaeologist or qualified tribal monitor, the Applicant, or
its successor, may request mediation by a mediator agreed to by the Applicant, or its successor, and
the City of Los Angeles. The mediator must have the requisite professional qualifications and experience to mediate such a dispute. The City of Los Angeles shall make the determination as to
whether the mediator is at least minimally qualified to mediate the dispute. After making a reasonable effort to mediate this particular dispute, the City of Los Angeles may (1) require the recommendation be implemented as originally proposed by the archaeologist or tribal monitor; (2) require
the recommendation, as modified by the City of Los Angeles, be implemented as it is at least as
equally effective to mitigate a potentially significant impact; (3) require a substitute recommendation be implemented that is at least as equally effective to mitigate a potentially significant impact
to a tribal cultural resource; or (4) not require the recommendation be implemented because it is
not necessary to mitigate a significant impact to tribal cultural resources. The Applicant, or its
successor, shall pay all costs and fees associated with the mediation.
6. The Applicant, or its successor, may recommence Ground Disturbance Activities outside of a specified radius of the discovery site, so long as this radius has been reviewed by both the Project
archaeologist and tribal monitor and determined to be reasonable and appropriate.
7. The Applicant, or its successor, may recommence Ground Disturbance Activities inside of the specified radius of the discovery site only after it has complied with all of the recommendations developed and approved pursuant to the process set forth in Paragraphs 2 through 5 above.
8. Copies of any subsequent prehistoric archaeological study, tribal cultural resource study, or report
detailing the nature of any significant tribal cultural resources, remedial actions taken, and disposition of any significant tribal cultural resources shall be submitted to OHR, the SCCIC at California State University, Fullerton, and to the NAHC for inclusion in its Sacred Lands File.
9. Notwithstanding paragraph 8 above, any information that the DCP, in consultation with the City of
Los Angeles Attorney’s Office, determines to be confidential in nature shall be excluded from submission to the SCCIC or provided to the public under the applicable provisions of the California
Public Records Act, PRC 6254(r), and handled in compliance with City of Los Angeles AB 52
Confidentiality Protocols.

Conclusions
Between November 2017 and January 2018, SRI conducted ethnohistoric archival research, an archaeological records search, a search of the SLF held by the NAHC, a limited Native American contact program,
and a pedestrian survey of the Project location. This work resulted in the identification of no tribal cultural
resources, as defined by PRC § 21074, within the Project footprint or in the immediate vicinity. However,
a second SLF search with the NAHC, conducted in December 2018, identified one tribal cultural resource
within the Project (see Confidential Appendix A). In addition, government-to-government tribal consultation, pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1(d), between the DCP staff of the City of Los Angeles and one California
Native American tribe, the Kizh Nation, identified what appears to be the same tribal cultural resource
within the Project footprint. That consultation commenced in July 2018. CEQA, as amended by AB 52,
recognizes that California Native American tribes have special expertise in regard to their tribal history and
practices, and that no record of tribal cultural resources may exist outside of tribal knowledge that may be
confidentially held.
Specific information concerning the nature and location of the identified tribal cultural resource is confidential and contained in Confidential Appendix B, under separate cover. The Kizh Nation has also provided information for public view concerning their ancestral tribal territory, the sensitivity of the Project
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area, and recommended tribal cultural resources mitigation measures. That non-confidential information is
provided in Appendix C, attached to this report.
The likelihood that buried, intact cultural deposits of Native American origin are preserved within the
Project footprint is low, considering the significant landscape modification and construction that has occurred from the 1870s forward. Based on the findings of the project geotechnical investigation (Geotechnologies, Inc. 2020), no archaeological resources of Native American origin are expected to be present
below the point where bedrock exists, at depths ranging between 1 and 16 feet (0.3 and 5 m) across the
Project area. Nonetheless, the possibility exists that intact cultural deposits related to the tribal cultural
resource identified by the Kizh Nation may be preserved within the Project footprint. Therefore, the protocols provided by the Kizh Nation should be considered by the City to address any potential impacts (see
Appendix C). The cultural and paleontological resource study (Keller et al. 2021) provides mitigation
measures to be implemented with regard to potential cultural deposits of Native American origin.
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CONFIDENTIAL APPENDIX A

Tribal Cultural Resource Search and Native American
Contact Program Conducted by Statistical Research, Inc.
(under separate cover)

A-1

CONFIDENTIAL APPENDIX B

City of Los Angeles Native American Consultation
(under separate cover)
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APPENDIX C

City of Los Angeles Native American Consultation
(Public View Documents)

C-1

7/31/2018

City of Los Angeles Mail - AB52 Consultation - 1111 Sunset Blvd, Los Angeles for public view.

Jason McCrea <jason.mccrea@lacity.org>

AB52 Consultation - 1111 Sunset Blvd, Los Angeles for public view.
Administration Gabrieleno Indians <admin@gabrielenoindians.org>
Mon, Jul 23, 2018 at 2:57 PM
To: Jason McCrea <jason.mccrea@lacity.org>, Matthew Teutimez <Matthew.Teutimez@gabrielenoindians.org>,
"gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com" <gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com>
Thank you for your time during the AB52 consultation.
Attached are the screenshots mentioned in the consultation for your project location that can be used in the public domain
and are not considered confidential. We are also providing information in a separate email that will be kept confidential as
part of this project.
Historical Map 1938 (Google Earth overlay). This map shows some of the known trade routes and village locations
surrounding your project area that were recorded back in 1938. This screenshot helps to show the high
concentration of activity located within and around your project area. A legend is also included for information
regarding the symbology of the map. Trade routes were heavily used by our Tribe for transportation of goods and
within 1/2 mile to a full mile around them contained seasonal hamlets, trade depots, and also isolated burials and
cremations of our ancestors related to accidents that occurred along these routes.
This location is private property, and at no time has our tribe been allowed to search for and record our Tribal Cultural
Resources on private land. Thus, it is not possible to "point" to a buried TCR onsite for avoidance. However, due to our
oral history (information contained in the "confidential" email and the cultural indicators still present in the area and the
proximity of this project location to major Tribal Cultural Features (trade routes, village sites, ceremonial location) there is
a high potential to impact buried resources from the proposed subterranean construction activities. Therefore, attached is
the mitigation language approved by our Tribal Government for use with this project.

Sincerely,
Admin Specialist
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation
PO Box 393
Covina, CA 91723
Office: 844-390-0787
website: www.gabrielenoindians.org

3 attachments

1111 Sunset Blvd_1938.JPG
498K

1111 Sunset Blvd_1938 Legend.JPG
140K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=1b3a3b18ee&jsver=Mm6w0AtNO_o.en.&cbl=gmail_fe_180724.14_p4&view=pt&msg=164c928655d45663&…
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City of Los Angeles Mail - AB52 Consultation - 1111 Sunset Blvd, Los Angeles for public view.

Kizh Nation Mitigation Measures.pdf
365K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=1b3a3b18ee&jsver=Mm6w0AtNO_o.en.&cbl=gmail_fe_180724.14_p4&view=pt&msg=164c928655d45663&…
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Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians
-Kizh NationRe: Tribal Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures within Kizh Nation Tribal Territory.

Note: In order to avoid compliance issues with the following laws, all Native American Monitoring shall be
conducted by a documented lineal descendant from the ancestral Tribe of the project area.
• The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), Public Law - 101-601,
25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq., 104 Stat. 3048.
• CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5, PRC 5097.98 (d)(1).
• The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP).
If you are receiving these measures, The Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians Kizh -Nation are the direct
lineal descendants of your project area. The Kizh Nation ONLY responds and consults on projects within
their ANCESTRAL tribal territory. Therefore, to remain in compliance with above referenced laws and to
enable our Tribe with the ability to protect and preserve our last remaining and irreplaceable Tribal
Cultural Resources, it is recommended that lead agencies utilize a lineal descendant approved by the
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians Kizh -Nation. The Kizh Nation possesses Tribal archives including
documented historical information as well as multiple members who possess unique knowledge derived
from oral tradition passed down through generations of the Tribe in order to provide the expertise needed
to identify whether a project is located within a culturally sensitive area given its proximity to village areas,
commerce areas, recreation areas, ceremonial areas, and burial locations.
Retain a Native American Monitor: The project Applicant will be required to retain the services of a Tribal
monitor approved by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation who will be present on-site
during the construction phases that involve ground disturbing activities. Ground disturbing activities are
defined by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation as activities that may include, but are not
limited to, pavement removal, pot-holing or auguring, grubbing, tree removals, boring, grading, excavation,
drilling, and trenching, within the project area. The Tribal Monitor will complete daily monitoring logs that
will provide descriptions of the day’s activities, including construction activities, locations, soil, and any
cultural materials identified. The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site grading and excavation
activities are completed, or when the Tribal Representatives and monitor have indicated that the site has a
low potential for impacting Tribal Cultural Resources.

Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural and Archaeological Resources: Upon discovery of any
archaeological resources, cease construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the find until the find can
be assessed. All archaeological resources unearthed by project construction activities shall be evaluated by
the qualified archaeologist and tribal monitor approved by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh
Nation. If the resources are Native American in origin, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh
Nation shall coordinate with the landowner regarding treatment and curation of these resources. Typically,
the Tribe will request reburial or preservation for educational purposes. Work may continue on other parts
of the project while evaluation and, if necessary, mitigation takes place (CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5
[f]). If a resource is determined by the qualified archaeologist to constitute a “historical resource” or
“unique archaeological resource”, time allotment and funding sufficient to allow for implementation of
avoidance measures, or appropriate mitigation, must be available. The treatment plan established for the
resources shall be in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f) for historical resources and

Public Resources Code Sections 21083.2(b) for unique archaeological resources. Preservation in place (i.e.,
avoidance) is the preferred manner of treatment. If preservation in place is not feasible, treatment may
include implementation of archaeological data recovery excavations to remove the resource along with
subsequent laboratory processing and analysis. Any historic archaeological material that is not Native
American in origin shall be curated at a public, non-profit institution with a research interest in the
materials, such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County or the Fowler Museum, if such an
institution agrees to accept the material. If no institution accepts the archaeological material, they shall be
offered to a local school or historical society in the area for educational purposes.

Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains and Associated Funerary Objects:
Native American human remains are defined in PRC 5097.98 (d)(1) as an inhumation or cremation, and in
any state of decomposition or skeletal completeness. Funerary objects, called associated grave goods in PRC
5097.98, are also to be treated according to this statute. Health and Safety Code 7050.5 dictates that any
discoveries of human skeletal material shall be immediately reported to the County Coroner and excavation
halted until the coroner has determined the nature of the remains. If the coroner recognizes the human
remains to be those of a Native American or has reason to believe that they are those of a Native American,
he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
and PRC 5097.98 shall be followed.
Resource Assessment & Continuation of Work Protocol:
Upon discovery, the tribal and/or archaeological monitor will immediately divert work at minimum of 50
feet and place an exclusion zone around the burial. The monitor(s) will then notify the Tribe, the qualified
lead archaeologist, and the construction manager who will call the coroner. Work will continue to be
diverted while the coroner determines whether the remains are Native American. The discovery is to be
kept confidential and secure to prevent any further disturbance. If the finds are determined to be Native
American, the coroner will notify the NAHC as mandated by state law who will then appoint a Most Likely
Descendent (MLD).
Kizh-Gabrieleno Procedures for burials and funerary remains:
If the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation is designated MLD, the following treatment
measures shall be implemented. To the Tribe, the term “human remains” encompasses more than human
bones. In ancient as well as historic times, Tribal Traditions included, but were not limited to, the burial of
funerary objects with the deceased, and the ceremonial burning of human remains. These remains are to be
treated in the same manner as bone fragments that remain intact. Associated funerary objects are objects
that, as part of the death rite or ceremony of a culture, are reasonably believed to have been placed with
individual human remains either at the time of death or later; other items made exclusively for burial
purposes or to contain human remains can also be considered as associated funerary objects.
Treatment Measures:
Prior to the continuation of ground disturbing activities, the land owner shall arrange a designated site
location within the footprint of the project for the respectful reburial of the human remains and/or
ceremonial objects. In the case where discovered human remains cannot be fully documented and
recovered on the same day, the remains will be covered with muslin cloth and a steel plate that can be
moved by heavy equipment placed over the excavation opening to protect the remains. If this type of steel
plate is not available, a 24-hour guard should be posted outside of working hours. The Tribe will make

every effort to recommend diverting the project and keeping the remains in situ and protected. If the
project cannot be diverted, it may be determined that burials will be removed. The Tribe will work closely
with the qualified archaeologist to ensure that the excavation is treated carefully, ethically and respectfully. If
data recovery is approved by the Tribe, documentation shall be taken which includes at a minimum
detailed descriptive notes and sketches. Additional types of documentation shall be approved by the Tribe
for data recovery purposes. Cremations will either be removed in bulk or by means as necessary to ensure
completely recovery of all material. If the discovery of human remains includes four or more burials, the
location is considered a cemetery and a separate treatment plan shall be created. Once complete, a final
report of all activities is to be submitted to the Tribe and the NAHC. The Tribe does NOT authorize any
scientific study or the utilization of any invasive diagnostics on human remains.

Each occurrence of human remains and associated funerary objects will be stored using opaque cloth bags.
All human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects and objects of cultural patrimony will be removed to a
secure container on site if possible. These items should be retained and reburied within six months of
recovery. The site of reburial/repatriation shall be on the project site but at a location mitigated between the
Tribe and the landowner at a site to be protected in perpetuity. There shall be no publicity regarding any
cultural materials recovered.

Professional Standards: Native American monitoring and excavation during construction projects will be
consistent with current professional standards. All feasible care to avoid any unnecessary disturbance,
physical modification, or separation of human remains and associated funerary objects shall be taken.

Revised: June 2018

Attachment A

Kizh Nation Ancestral Tribal Territory extended along the coast from Malibu Creek in
Los Angeles County down to Aliso Creek in Orange County and encompassed the
Channel Islands of Catalina (Pimugna), San Nicolas (Haraasnga), and San Clemente
(Kiinkenga). Our inland border was the San Gabriel Mountains (Hidakupa) and
eastwardly our territory extended to parts of San Bernardino (Waatsngna), Orange, and
Riverside counties.
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April 20, 2018
CASE No.: ENV-2018-177-EIR
Project Address: 1111 and 1115 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Community Plan: Central City North
Dear Kimia Fatehi:
This letter is to inform you that the Los Angeles Department of City Planning is reviewing
the following proposed project:
The Project Site comprises a 262,437-square-foot lot at 1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard
and a 10,481-square-foot portion of Beaudry Avenue and Sunset Boulevard adjacent to the
1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard lot in the Central City North Community of the City of Los
Angeles. The Project Site is currently developed with five structures, including four vacant
structures that are situated generally in the center and along the western area of the Project Site
and the Elysian apartment building situated generally along the northern portion of the Project
Site. The Elysian apartment building is currently in operation. The four vacant buildings were
used most recently as a church. The existing Elysian apartment and three of the four vacant
buildings were originally constructed for the Metropolitan Water District between 1963 and 1973.
The Project proposes up to 778 residential units (including up to 76 restricted affordable
housing units), up to 98 hotel rooms, up to 48,000 square feet of office space, and up to 95,000
square feet of general commercial floor area. The Project would result in 994,982 square feet of
floor area. The Project would require the removal of the existing vacant buildings within the
Project Site that together comprise approximately 114,600 square feet. The existing Elysian
apartment building, which comprises approximately 110,336 square feet and includes 96
residential units, would remain on the Project Site.
The estimated depths of excavation expected for the subterranean parking and building
foundations would be approximately 64 feet below grade. It is estimated that approximately
472,000 cubic yards of export material would be hauled from the Project Site during the
demolition and excavation phase. The underlying materials and soils on the Project Site include
asphalt concrete pavement between four and five inches thick, silty sand with gravel, sandy silt,
sandy lean clay, and sand. Sedimentary bedrock of the Puente Formation has also been
encountered on the Project Site. The Puente Formation consists of clayey siltstone and
sandstone.
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Figure A-3
Aerial Photograph of the Project Site and Vicinity
Source: Apple Maps, 2018; Eyestone Environmental, 2018.
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April 20, 2018
CASE No.: ENV-2018-177-EIR
Project Address: 1111 and 1115 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Community Plan: Central City North
Dear Andrew Salas:
This letter is to inform you that the Los Angeles Department of City Planning is reviewing
the following proposed project:
The Project Site comprises a 262,437-square-foot lot at 1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard
and a 10,481-square-foot portion of Beaudry Avenue and Sunset Boulevard adjacent to the
1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard lot in the Central City North Community of the City of Los
Angeles. The Project Site is currently developed with five structures, including four vacant
structures that are situated generally in the center and along the western area of the Project Site
and the Elysian apartment building situated generally along the northern portion of the Project
Site. The Elysian apartment building is currently in operation. The four vacant buildings were
used most recently as a church. The existing Elysian apartment and three of the four vacant
buildings were originally constructed for the Metropolitan Water District between 1963 and 1973.
The Project proposes up to 778 residential units (including up to 76 restricted affordable
housing units), up to 98 hotel rooms, up to 48,000 square feet of office space, and up to 95,000
square feet of general commercial floor area. The Project would result in 994,982 square feet of
floor area. The Project would require the removal of the existing vacant buildings within the
Project Site that together comprise approximately 114,600 square feet. The existing Elysian
apartment building, which comprises approximately 110,336 square feet and includes 96
residential units, would remain on the Project Site.
The estimated depths of excavation expected for the subterranean parking and building
foundations would be approximately 64 feet below grade. It is estimated that approximately
472,000 cubic yards of export material would be hauled from the Project Site during the
demolition and excavation phase. The underlying materials and soils on the Project Site include
asphalt concrete pavement between four and five inches thick, silty sand with gravel, sandy silt,
sandy lean clay, and sand. Sedimentary bedrock of the Puente Formation has also been
encountered on the Project Site. The Puente Formation consists of clayey siltstone and
sandstone.
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Figure A-3
Aerial Photograph of the Project Site and Vicinity
Source: Apple Maps, 2018; Eyestone Environmental, 2018.
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April 20, 2018
CASE No.: ENV-2018-177-EIR
Project Address: 1111 and 1115 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Community Plan: Central City North
Dear Robert F. Dorame:
This letter is to inform you that the Los Angeles Department of City Planning is reviewing
the following proposed project:
The Project Site comprises a 262,437-square-foot lot at 1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard
and a 10,481-square-foot portion of Beaudry Avenue and Sunset Boulevard adjacent to the
1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard lot in the Central City North Community of the City of Los
Angeles. The Project Site is currently developed with five structures, including four vacant
structures that are situated generally in the center and along the western area of the Project Site
and the Elysian apartment building situated generally along the northern portion of the Project
Site. The Elysian apartment building is currently in operation. The four vacant buildings were
used most recently as a church. The existing Elysian apartment and three of the four vacant
buildings were originally constructed for the Metropolitan Water District between 1963 and 1973.
The Project proposes up to 778 residential units (including up to 76 restricted affordable
housing units), up to 98 hotel rooms, up to 48,000 square feet of office space, and up to 95,000
square feet of general commercial floor area. The Project would result in 994,982 square feet of
floor area. The Project would require the removal of the existing vacant buildings within the
Project Site that together comprise approximately 114,600 square feet. The existing Elysian
apartment building, which comprises approximately 110,336 square feet and includes 96
residential units, would remain on the Project Site.
The estimated depths of excavation expected for the subterranean parking and building
foundations would be approximately 64 feet below grade. It is estimated that approximately
472,000 cubic yards of export material would be hauled from the Project Site during the
demolition and excavation phase. The underlying materials and soils on the Project Site include
asphalt concrete pavement between four and five inches thick, silty sand with gravel, sandy silt,
sandy lean clay, and sand. Sedimentary bedrock of the Puente Formation has also been
encountered on the Project Site. The Puente Formation consists of clayey siltstone and
sandstone.
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Figure A-3
Aerial Photograph of the Project Site and Vicinity
Source: Apple Maps, 2018; Eyestone Environmental, 2018.

DEPARTMENT OF

CITY PLANNING

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

City of Los Angeles
C ALIFORNIA

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP

DAVID H. J. AMBROZ

DIRECTOR

PRESIDENT

(213) 978-1271

RENEE DAKE WILSON

KEVIN J. KELLER, AICP

VICE-PRESIDENT

CAROLINE CHOE
VAHID KHORSAND
SAMANTHA MILLMAN
MARC MITCHELL
VERONICA PADILLA-CAMPOS
DANA M. PERLMAN
VACANT
ROCKY WILES

COMMISSION OFFICE MANAGER

EXECUTIVE OFFICES
200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-4801

EXECUTIVE OFFICER

(213) 978-1272
LISA M. WEBBER, AICP
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

ERIC GARCETTI

(213) 978-1274

MAYOR

http://planning.lacity.org

(213) 978-1300

April 20, 2018
CASE No.: ENV-2018-177-EIR
Project Address: 1111 and 1115 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Community Plan: Central City North
Dear Sam Dunlap:
This letter is to inform you that the Los Angeles Department of City Planning is reviewing
the following proposed project:
The Project Site comprises a 262,437-square-foot lot at 1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard
and a 10,481-square-foot portion of Beaudry Avenue and Sunset Boulevard adjacent to the
1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard lot in the Central City North Community of the City of Los
Angeles. The Project Site is currently developed with five structures, including four vacant
structures that are situated generally in the center and along the western area of the Project Site
and the Elysian apartment building situated generally along the northern portion of the Project
Site. The Elysian apartment building is currently in operation. The four vacant buildings were
used most recently as a church. The existing Elysian apartment and three of the four vacant
buildings were originally constructed for the Metropolitan Water District between 1963 and 1973.
The Project proposes up to 778 residential units (including up to 76 restricted affordable
housing units), up to 98 hotel rooms, up to 48,000 square feet of office space, and up to 95,000
square feet of general commercial floor area. The Project would result in 994,982 square feet of
floor area. The Project would require the removal of the existing vacant buildings within the
Project Site that together comprise approximately 114,600 square feet. The existing Elysian
apartment building, which comprises approximately 110,336 square feet and includes 96
residential units, would remain on the Project Site.
The estimated depths of excavation expected for the subterranean parking and building
foundations would be approximately 64 feet below grade. It is estimated that approximately
472,000 cubic yards of export material would be hauled from the Project Site during the
demolition and excavation phase. The underlying materials and soils on the Project Site include
asphalt concrete pavement between four and five inches thick, silty sand with gravel, sandy silt,
sandy lean clay, and sand. Sedimentary bedrock of the Puente Formation has also been
encountered on the Project Site. The Puente Formation consists of clayey siltstone and
sandstone.

AVe

t Blvd

Marion

ay
W

101

m
iu
ad
St

St

Sunse

Temple

Project Site

110
Col
le

St

t
eS

pl

m
Te

ge

Alp
ine
St

Be
ve
rly
Blv
d

Bea

udr

yA
ve

ve
zA
ve
ha
rC
sa
Ce

1s
tS
t

110
101

PROJECT SITE

Figure A-3
Aerial Photograph of the Project Site and Vicinity
Source: Apple Maps, 2018; Eyestone Environmental, 2018.
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April 20, 2018
CASE No.: ENV-2018-177-EIR
Project Address: 1111 and 1115 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Community Plan: Central City North
Dear Sandonne Goad:
This letter is to inform you that the Los Angeles Department of City Planning is reviewing
the following proposed project:
The Project Site comprises a 262,437-square-foot lot at 1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard
and a 10,481-square-foot portion of Beaudry Avenue and Sunset Boulevard adjacent to the
1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard lot in the Central City North Community of the City of Los
Angeles. The Project Site is currently developed with five structures, including four vacant
structures that are situated generally in the center and along the western area of the Project Site
and the Elysian apartment building situated generally along the northern portion of the Project
Site. The Elysian apartment building is currently in operation. The four vacant buildings were
used most recently as a church. The existing Elysian apartment and three of the four vacant
buildings were originally constructed for the Metropolitan Water District between 1963 and 1973.
The Project proposes up to 778 residential units (including up to 76 restricted affordable
housing units), up to 98 hotel rooms, up to 48,000 square feet of office space, and up to 95,000
square feet of general commercial floor area. The Project would result in 994,982 square feet of
floor area. The Project would require the removal of the existing vacant buildings within the
Project Site that together comprise approximately 114,600 square feet. The existing Elysian
apartment building, which comprises approximately 110,336 square feet and includes 96
residential units, would remain on the Project Site.
The estimated depths of excavation expected for the subterranean parking and building
foundations would be approximately 64 feet below grade. It is estimated that approximately
472,000 cubic yards of export material would be hauled from the Project Site during the
demolition and excavation phase. The underlying materials and soils on the Project Site include
asphalt concrete pavement between four and five inches thick, silty sand with gravel, sandy silt,
sandy lean clay, and sand. Sedimentary bedrock of the Puente Formation has also been
encountered on the Project Site. The Puente Formation consists of clayey siltstone and
sandstone.
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Figure A-3
Aerial Photograph of the Project Site and Vicinity
Source: Apple Maps, 2018; Eyestone Environmental, 2018.
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April 20, 2018
CASE No.: ENV-2018-177-EIR
Project Address: 1111 and 1115 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Community Plan: Central City North
Dear Anthony Morales:
This letter is to inform you that the Los Angeles Department of City Planning is reviewing
the following proposed project:
The Project Site comprises a 262,437-square-foot lot at 1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard
and a 10,481-square-foot portion of Beaudry Avenue and Sunset Boulevard adjacent to the
1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard lot in the Central City North Community of the City of Los
Angeles. The Project Site is currently developed with five structures, including four vacant
structures that are situated generally in the center and along the western area of the Project Site
and the Elysian apartment building situated generally along the northern portion of the Project
Site. The Elysian apartment building is currently in operation. The four vacant buildings were
used most recently as a church. The existing Elysian apartment and three of the four vacant
buildings were originally constructed for the Metropolitan Water District between 1963 and 1973.
The Project proposes up to 778 residential units (including up to 76 restricted affordable
housing units), up to 98 hotel rooms, up to 48,000 square feet of office space, and up to 95,000
square feet of general commercial floor area. The Project would result in 994,982 square feet of
floor area. The Project would require the removal of the existing vacant buildings within the
Project Site that together comprise approximately 114,600 square feet. The existing Elysian
apartment building, which comprises approximately 110,336 square feet and includes 96
residential units, would remain on the Project Site.
The estimated depths of excavation expected for the subterranean parking and building
foundations would be approximately 64 feet below grade. It is estimated that approximately
472,000 cubic yards of export material would be hauled from the Project Site during the
demolition and excavation phase. The underlying materials and soils on the Project Site include
asphalt concrete pavement between four and five inches thick, silty sand with gravel, sandy silt,
sandy lean clay, and sand. Sedimentary bedrock of the Puente Formation has also been
encountered on the Project Site. The Puente Formation consists of clayey siltstone and
sandstone.
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Figure A-3
Aerial Photograph of the Project Site and Vicinity
Source: Apple Maps, 2018; Eyestone Environmental, 2018.
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April 20, 2018
CASE No.: ENV-2018-177-EIR
Project Address: 1111 and 1115 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Community Plan: Central City North
Dear Charles Alvarez:
This letter is to inform you that the Los Angeles Department of City Planning is reviewing
the following proposed project:
The Project Site comprises a 262,437-square-foot lot at 1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard
and a 10,481-square-foot portion of Beaudry Avenue and Sunset Boulevard adjacent to the
1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard lot in the Central City North Community of the City of Los
Angeles. The Project Site is currently developed with five structures, including four vacant
structures that are situated generally in the center and along the western area of the Project Site
and the Elysian apartment building situated generally along the northern portion of the Project
Site. The Elysian apartment building is currently in operation. The four vacant buildings were
used most recently as a church. The existing Elysian apartment and three of the four vacant
buildings were originally constructed for the Metropolitan Water District between 1963 and 1973.
The Project proposes up to 778 residential units (including up to 76 restricted affordable
housing units), up to 98 hotel rooms, up to 48,000 square feet of office space, and up to 95,000
square feet of general commercial floor area. The Project would result in 994,982 square feet of
floor area. The Project would require the removal of the existing vacant buildings within the
Project Site that together comprise approximately 114,600 square feet. The existing Elysian
apartment building, which comprises approximately 110,336 square feet and includes 96
residential units, would remain on the Project Site.
The estimated depths of excavation expected for the subterranean parking and building
foundations would be approximately 64 feet below grade. It is estimated that approximately
472,000 cubic yards of export material would be hauled from the Project Site during the
demolition and excavation phase. The underlying materials and soils on the Project Site include
asphalt concrete pavement between four and five inches thick, silty sand with gravel, sandy silt,
sandy lean clay, and sand. Sedimentary bedrock of the Puente Formation has also been
encountered on the Project Site. The Puente Formation consists of clayey siltstone and
sandstone.
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Figure A-3
Aerial Photograph of the Project Site and Vicinity
Source: Apple Maps, 2018; Eyestone Environmental, 2018.
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April 20, 2018
CASE No.: ENV-2018-177-EIR
Project Address: 1111 and 1115 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Community Plan: Central City North
Dear John Valenzuela:
This letter is to inform you that the Los Angeles Department of City Planning is reviewing
the following proposed project:
The Project Site comprises a 262,437-square-foot lot at 1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard
and a 10,481-square-foot portion of Beaudry Avenue and Sunset Boulevard adjacent to the
1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard lot in the Central City North Community of the City of Los
Angeles. The Project Site is currently developed with five structures, including four vacant
structures that are situated generally in the center and along the western area of the Project Site
and the Elysian apartment building situated generally along the northern portion of the Project
Site. The Elysian apartment building is currently in operation. The four vacant buildings were
used most recently as a church. The existing Elysian apartment and three of the four vacant
buildings were originally constructed for the Metropolitan Water District between 1963 and 1973.
The Project proposes up to 778 residential units (including up to 76 restricted affordable
housing units), up to 98 hotel rooms, up to 48,000 square feet of office space, and up to 95,000
square feet of general commercial floor area. The Project would result in 994,982 square feet of
floor area. The Project would require the removal of the existing vacant buildings within the
Project Site that together comprise approximately 114,600 square feet. The existing Elysian
apartment building, which comprises approximately 110,336 square feet and includes 96
residential units, would remain on the Project Site.
The estimated depths of excavation expected for the subterranean parking and building
foundations would be approximately 64 feet below grade. It is estimated that approximately
472,000 cubic yards of export material would be hauled from the Project Site during the
demolition and excavation phase. The underlying materials and soils on the Project Site include
asphalt concrete pavement between four and five inches thick, silty sand with gravel, sandy silt,
sandy lean clay, and sand. Sedimentary bedrock of the Puente Formation has also been
encountered on the Project Site. The Puente Formation consists of clayey siltstone and
sandstone.
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Figure A-3
Aerial Photograph of the Project Site and Vicinity
Source: Apple Maps, 2018; Eyestone Environmental, 2018.
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April 20, 2018
CASE No.: ENV-2018-177-EIR
Project Address: 1111 and 1115 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Community Plan: Central City North
Dear Joseph Ontiveros:
This letter is to inform you that the Los Angeles Department of City Planning is reviewing
the following proposed project:
The Project Site comprises a 262,437-square-foot lot at 1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard
and a 10,481-square-foot portion of Beaudry Avenue and Sunset Boulevard adjacent to the
1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard lot in the Central City North Community of the City of Los
Angeles. The Project Site is currently developed with five structures, including four vacant
structures that are situated generally in the center and along the western area of the Project Site
and the Elysian apartment building situated generally along the northern portion of the Project
Site. The Elysian apartment building is currently in operation. The four vacant buildings were
used most recently as a church. The existing Elysian apartment and three of the four vacant
buildings were originally constructed for the Metropolitan Water District between 1963 and 1973.
The Project proposes up to 778 residential units (including up to 76 restricted affordable
housing units), up to 98 hotel rooms, up to 48,000 square feet of office space, and up to 95,000
square feet of general commercial floor area. The Project would result in 994,982 square feet of
floor area. The Project would require the removal of the existing vacant buildings within the
Project Site that together comprise approximately 114,600 square feet. The existing Elysian
apartment building, which comprises approximately 110,336 square feet and includes 96
residential units, would remain on the Project Site.
The estimated depths of excavation expected for the subterranean parking and building
foundations would be approximately 64 feet below grade. It is estimated that approximately
472,000 cubic yards of export material would be hauled from the Project Site during the
demolition and excavation phase. The underlying materials and soils on the Project Site include
asphalt concrete pavement between four and five inches thick, silty sand with gravel, sandy silt,
sandy lean clay, and sand. Sedimentary bedrock of the Puente Formation has also been
encountered on the Project Site. The Puente Formation consists of clayey siltstone and
sandstone.
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Figure A-3
Aerial Photograph of the Project Site and Vicinity
Source: Apple Maps, 2018; Eyestone Environmental, 2018.
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April 20, 2018
CASE No.: ENV-2018-177-EIR
Project Address: 1111 and 1115 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Community Plan: Central City North
Dear Michael Mirelez:
This letter is to inform you that the Los Angeles Department of City Planning is reviewing
the following proposed project:
The Project Site comprises a 262,437-square-foot lot at 1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard
and a 10,481-square-foot portion of Beaudry Avenue and Sunset Boulevard adjacent to the
1111–1115 Sunset Boulevard lot in the Central City North Community of the City of Los
Angeles. The Project Site is currently developed with five structures, including four vacant
structures that are situated generally in the center and along the western area of the Project Site
and the Elysian apartment building situated generally along the northern portion of the Project
Site. The Elysian apartment building is currently in operation. The four vacant buildings were
used most recently as a church. The existing Elysian apartment and three of the four vacant
buildings were originally constructed for the Metropolitan Water District between 1963 and 1973.
The Project proposes up to 778 residential units (including up to 76 restricted affordable
housing units), up to 98 hotel rooms, up to 48,000 square feet of office space, and up to 95,000
square feet of general commercial floor area. The Project would result in 994,982 square feet of
floor area. The Project would require the removal of the existing vacant buildings within the
Project Site that together comprise approximately 114,600 square feet. The existing Elysian
apartment building, which comprises approximately 110,336 square feet and includes 96
residential units, would remain on the Project Site.
The estimated depths of excavation expected for the subterranean parking and building
foundations would be approximately 64 feet below grade. It is estimated that approximately
472,000 cubic yards of export material would be hauled from the Project Site during the
demolition and excavation phase. The underlying materials and soils on the Project Site include
asphalt concrete pavement between four and five inches thick, silty sand with gravel, sandy silt,
sandy lean clay, and sand. Sedimentary bedrock of the Puente Formation has also been
encountered on the Project Site. The Puente Formation consists of clayey siltstone and
sandstone.
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Figure A-3
Aerial Photograph of the Project Site and Vicinity
Source: Apple Maps, 2018; Eyestone Environmental, 2018.
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May 2,2018
Dear Customer:
The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number 772051873338.

Delivery Information:
Status:
Signed for by:

Delivered
Signature not required

Delivered to:
Delivery location:

Residence
23454 VANOWEN ST
West Hills, CA 91307

Service type:
Special Handling:

FedEx Standard Overnight
Deliver Weekday

Delivery date:

Apr 23, 2018 13:11

Residential Delivery

NO SIGNATURE REQUIRED
Proof-of-delivery details appear below; however, no signature is available for this FedEx Express shipment because
a signature was not required.

Shipping Information:
Tracking number:

772051873338

Recipient:
Charles Alvarez
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
23454 Vanowen Street
West Hills, CA 91307 US
Reference

Thank you for choosing FedEx.

Ship date:
Weight:

Shipper:
Stephanie Eyestone-Jones
Eyestone Environmental
2121 Rosecrans Avenue
Suite 3355
El Segundo, CA 90245 US
1111 Sunset (AB 52 Letter)

Apr 20, 2018
0.5 lbs/0.2 kg

May 2,2018
Dear Customer:
The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number 772051896637.

Delivery Information:
Status:
Signed for by:

Delivered
M.ORTEGA

Delivered to:
Delivery location:

Receptionist/Front Desk
1019 2ND ST
San Fernando, CA 91340

Service type:
Special Handling:

FedEx Standard Overnight
Deliver Weekday

Delivery date:

Apr 23, 2018 13:00

772051896637

Ship date:
Weight:

Apr 20, 2018
0.5 lbs/0.2 kg

Shipping Information:
Tracking number:

Recipient:
Kimia Fatehi
Director, Public Relations
FernandenoTataviamBandMissionIndian
1019 2nd Street, Suite 1
San Fernando, CA 91340 US
Reference

Thank you for choosing FedEx.

Shipper:
Stephanie Eyestone-Jones
Eyestone Environmental
2121 Rosecrans Avenue
Suite 3355
El Segundo, CA 90245 US
1111 Sunset (AB 52 Letter)

May 2,2018
Dear Customer:
The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number 772051911207.

Delivery Information:
Status:
Signed for by:

Delivered
J.FELICIDAS

Delivered to:
Delivery location:

Apartment Office
106 1 2 JUDGE JOHN AISO
STREET
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Service type:
Special Handling:

FedEx Standard Overnight
Deliver Weekday

Delivery date:

Apr 23, 2018 10:22

Ship date:
Weight:

Apr 20, 2018
0.5 lbs/0.2 kg

Residential Delivery

Shipping Information:
Tracking number:

772051911207

Recipient:
Sandonne Goad, Chairperson
GabrielinoTongva Nation
106 1/2 Judge John Aiso St, #231
Los Angeles, CA 90012 US
Reference

Thank you for choosing FedEx.

Shipper:
Stephanie Eyestone-Jones
Eyestone Environmental
2121 Rosecrans Avenue
Suite 3355
El Segundo, CA 90245 US
1111 Sunset (AB 52 Letter)

Appendix R.3
AB 52 Consultation Communication
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City of Los Angeles Mail - 1111 Sunset Tribal Consultation

Kathleen King <kathleen.king@lacity.org>

1111 Sunset Tribal Consultation
1 message
Kathleen King <kathleen.king@lacity.org>
Thu, Mar 4, 2021 at 5:43 PM
To: Andy <gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com>, Administration Gabrieleno Indians <admin@gabrielenoindians.org>
Cc: Kathleen King <kathleen.king@lacity.org>
Tribal Chairman Salas,
Attached please find the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning's AB 52 Completion of Consultation for the 1111
Sunset Project.
A hard copy has been sent in the mail to your attention.
Thank you,

Kathleen King
Pronouns: She/Hers/Her
City Planner
Los Angeles City Planning
221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1350
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Planning4LA.org
T: (213) 847-3624

1111 Sunset AB 52 Conclusion of Consultation.pdf
146K
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March 4, 2021
Andrew Salas
Tribal Chairman
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation
PO Box 393
Covina, CA 91723
RE:

Completion of AB 52 Consultation
1111 Sunset Project: 1111 and 1115 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles CA 90012
Case No. ENV-2018-177-EIR

Dear Chairman Salas:
The purpose of this correspondence is to briefly summarize the City of Los Angeles’ (City) efforts
to engage in a meaningful and good faith consultation regarding the above named Project’s
potential impacts to tribal cultural resources and to document the conclusion of the tribal
consultation process, pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21080.3.2. The following
provides a brief summary of the tribal consultation that has occurred between the City and the
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation (Tribe) regarding this Project.
In compliance with the requirements of AB 52, the City of Los Angeles (City) provided formal
notification of the Project on April 20, 2018 and mailed a Project notification letter to the Tribe.
On April 26, 2018, the City received the Tribe’s request for tribal consultation.
The tribal consultation process commenced on July 18, 2018 with a conference call between
Department of City Planning staff and the Tribe. During the consultation staff confirmed receipt of
the Tribe’s consultation request and provided general Project information. The Tribe discussed
the history of the Project Site, stated that multiple trade routes were located in the surrounding
area, that a village was located on or near the Site, and provided information that was categorized
as confidential.
After the call, staff sent an email to Tribal Chairman Salas memorializing the initial consultation
call. On July 19, 2018 staff sent a follow-up email that included a link to the Project’s Cultural and
Paleontological Resources Report and Geotechnical Report which were published as appendices
to the Project’s Initial Study. Following the call, the Tribe emailed staff confidential and nonconfidential information. The non-confidential information included a Kirkman Harriman map

overlaid on current Google Earth imagery and a proposed mitigation measure. Staff
acknowledged receipt of both emails.
As a result of the information provided in the Project’s Tribal Cultural Resources Report and
information provided by the Tribe during and immediately following the July 18, 2018 conference
call, the City agrees with the Tribe that the Project could result in a potentially significant impact
to tribal cultural resources. In order to mitigate the potentially significant impact, the City has
agreed to require the Project Applicant to comply with the attached mitigation measure.
On December 18, 2020, staff sent an email to the Tribe to share the initial proposed mitigation
measure and to affirm whether the Tribe accepts the mitigation measure and/or has any
comments regarding the mitigation, and the City’s conclusion. While no response was received,
staff sent a follow-up email on February 25, 2020 and noted minor revisions to the proposed
mitigation measure and again requested the Tribe confirm receipt of the email and affirm whether
the Tribe accepts the mitigation measure and/or has any comments regarding the mitigation and
the City’s conclusion. No response has been received.
The City recognizes that the mitigation measure does not fully comport with the request of the
Tribe, but the City believes that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible and will
mitigate the potential impact to tribal cultural resources to less than significant. Thus, it is now
appropriate to conclude the tribal consultation process pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21080.3.2(b)(2).
The release of the Draft EIR will commence a 45-day public comment period during which
interested parties, such as the Tribe, may submit written comments on the adequacy of the EIR.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you wish to share any additional information, comments,
or concerns.
Respectfully,

Kathleen King
City Planner
Department of City Planning – Major Projects
Attachment:
Mitigation Measure

Tribal Mitigation Measure
In coordination with CUL-MM-1, prior to commencing any ground disturbance activities,
including demolition, excavating, digging, trenching, plowing, drilling, tunneling, grading,
leveling, removing peat, clearing, augering, stripping topsoil or a similar activity (“Ground
Disturbance Activities”) at the Project Site, the Applicant, or its successor, shall retain a
tribal monitor that is qualified to identify subsurface tribal cultural resources to monitor
Ground Disturbance Activities. Any qualified tribal monitor shall be approved by the
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation.
The tribal monitor shall observe all Ground Disturbance Activities on the Project site from
the surface of native soil down until bedrock is encountered which is anticipated to be at
depths ranging from 1 to 16 feet. If Ground Disturbance Activities are occurring
simultaneously at multiple locations on the Project site, the principal archaeologist shall
determine if additional tribal monitors are required for other locations where such
simultaneous Ground Disturbance Activities are occurring. The on-site tribal monitoring
shall end when the Ground Disturbance Activities encounter bedrock, or when the
archaeological and tribal monitors both indicate that the monitoring for tribal cultural
resources is no longer necessary.
In coordination with CUL-MM-1, prior to commencing any Ground Disturbance Activities,
the archaeological monitor, in consultation with the tribal monitor, shall provide Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (“WEAP”) training to construction crews involved in
Ground Disturbance Activities that provides information on regulatory requirements for the
protection of tribal cultural resources. As part of the WEAP training, construction crews
shall be briefed on proper procedures to follow should a crew member discover tribal
cultural resources during Ground Disturbance Activities. In addition, workers will be
shown examples of the types of resources that would require notification of the
archaeological monitor and tribal monitor. The Applicant shall maintain on the Project
Site, for City inspection, documentation establishing the training was completed for all
members of the construction crew involved in Ground Disturbance Activities.
In the event that any subsurface objects or artifacts that may be tribal cultural resources
are encountered during the course of any Ground Disturbance Activities, all such activities
shall temporarily cease within the area of discovery, the radius of which shall be
determined by a qualified archeologist, in consultation with the tribal monitor, until the
potential tribal cultural resources are properly assessed and addressed pursuant to the
process set forth below:
1. Upon a discovery of a potential tribal cultural resource, the Applicant, or its successor,
shall immediately stop all Ground Disturbance Activities and contact the following: (1) all
California Native American tribes that have informed the City they are traditionally and
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project; and (2) OHR.
2. If OHR determines, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21074 (a)(2), that the
object or artifact appears to be a tribal cultural resource in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, the City shall provide any affected tribe a reasonable period of time,
not less than 14 days, to conduct a site visit and make recommendations to the Applicant,
or its successor, and the City regarding the monitoring of future Ground Disturbance
Activities, as well as the treatment and disposition of any discovered tribal cultural
resources.
3. The Applicant, or its successor, shall implement the tribe’s recommendations of the
qualified archaeologist retained by the City and paid for by the Applicant, in consultation

with the tribal monitor, reasonably conclude that the tribe’s recommendations are
reasonable and feasible.
4. In addition to any recommendations from the applicable tribe(s), the qualified
archeologist shall develop a list of actions that shall be taken to avoid or minimize impacts
to the identified tribal cultural resources substantially consistent with best practices
identified by the Native American Heritage Commission and in compliance with any
applicable federal, state or local law, rule or regulation.
5. If the Applicant, or its successor, does not accept a particular recommendation
determined to be reasonable and feasible by the qualified archaeologist or qualified tribal
monitor, the Applicant, or its successor, may request mediation by a mediator agreed to
by the Applicant, or its successor, and the City. The mediator must have the requisite
professional qualifications and experience to mediate such a dispute. The City shall make
the determination as to whether the mediator is at least minimally qualified to mediate the
dispute. After making a reasonable effort to mediate this particular dispute, the City may:
(1) require the recommendation be implemented as originally proposed by the
archaeologist or tribal monitor; (2) require the recommendation, as modified by the City,
be implemented as it is at least as equally effective to mitigate a potentially significant
impact; (3) require a substitute recommendation be implemented that is at least as equally
effective to mitigate a potentially significant impact to a tribal cultural resource; or (4) not
require the recommendation be implemented because it is not necessary to mitigate an
significant impacts to tribal cultural resources. The Applicant, or its successor, shall pay
all costs and fees associated with the mediation.
6. The Applicant, or its successor, may recommence Ground Disturbance Activities
outside of a specified radius of the discovery site, so long as this radius has been reviewed
by both the qualified archaeologist and tribal monitor and determined to be reasonable
and appropriate.
7. The Applicant, or its successor, may recommence Ground Disturbance Activities inside
of the specified radius of the discovery site only after it has complied with all of the
recommendations developed and approved pursuant to the process set forth in
paragraphs 2 through 5 above.
8. Copies of any subsequent prehistoric archaeological study, tribal cultural resources
study or report, detailing the nature of any significant tribal cultural resources, remedial
actions taken, and disposition of any significant tribal cultural resources shall be submitted
to OHR, the South Central Coastal Information Center (“SCCIC”) at California State
University, Fullerton and to the Native American Heritage Commission for inclusion in its
Sacred Lands File.
9. Notwithstanding paragraph 8 above, any information that the Department of City
Planning, in consultation with the City Attorney’s Office, determines to be confidential in
nature shall be excluded from submission to the SCCIC or provided to the public under
the applicable provisions of the California Public Records Act, California Public Resources
Code, section 6254(r), and handled in compliance with the City’s AB 52 Confidentiality
Protocols.

Tribal Cultural Resources confidential information:

On file with City.

