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Plate 4.2–4: View of modern refuse and discarded building  
materials in the northwestern portion of the project, facing east.  

Plate 4.2–5: Overview of Site RIV-11,586, facing north. 
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Plate 4.2–7: View of the modern wildlife guzzler/water catchment  
device previously associated with Site RIV-11,587, facing north.   

Plate 4.2–6: Overview of Site RIV-11,587, facing northwest.   
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Both RIV-11,586 and RIV-11,587 will be affected by the proposed development and are 
shown within the project boundaries on Figure 4.2–1.  Further, neither site has been tested or 
previously evaluated for significance under CEQA.  As a result, the sites were subjected to a 
subsurface testing and significance evaluation program.  
 

4.3  Field Investigation 
 The following section provides the pertinent field results for the CEQA significance 
evaluations for the Renaissance Ranch Project.  The testing program was conducted on February 
3, 2021 by Principal Investigator Brian Smith, Archaeological Field Director Clarence Hoff, and 
field archaeologists James Shrieve, David Grabski, Andrew Garrison.  The potential for subsurface 
deposits was assessed through STP excavations at RIV-11,586 and RIV-11,587.  
 
  4.3.1  Site RIV-11,586 

Site RIV-11,586 is located within the southwestern portion of the project along the banks 
of and within a seasonal drainage (see Figure 4.2–1).  Site RIV-11,586 was first identified in 2013 
by LSA and recorded as a 315-by 50-foot trash scatter containing cans dating from post-World 
War II to the mid-1950s along with pipe, metal, glass, wood, and stove pipe fragments (Miller 
2013).  However, the resource was not subjected to a CEQA significance evaluation at that time.   

Prior to the initiation of subsurface excavations, all identified surface artifacts were mapped 
and recorded in detail using GPS equipment with sub-meter capability (Figure 4.3–1).  The surface 
analysis resulted in the identification of 15 artifacts (Table 4.3–1).    Seven of the items are glass 
(46.67 percent), six are metal (40.00 percent), and two are ceramic (13.33 percent) (Table 4.3–2).  
All 15 artifacts were identifiable to various functional categories (Table 4.3–3) and were classified 
as kitchen items (N=8; 53.33 percent), consumer items (N=6; 40.00 percent), and building 
materials (N=1; 6.67 percent). 

In order to more accurately date the surface artifacts recovered from RIV-11,586, only 
those items representing expendable consumer products were used in assigning a date range.  
Consumer expendables are useful for dating an assemblage because they represent items that are 
only used for a brief period and are then discarded.  Although some recycling behaviors did occur 
historically, when several items are taken together as a group, a greater level of confidence can be 
achieved when examining date ranges and period of occupation.  Upon review of the three 
temporally diagnostic artifacts (Table 4.3–4), they may represent a single dumping episode that 
occurred between 1935 and 1960. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



A Phase I and II Cultural Resources Assessment for the Renaissance Ranch Project 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
 

 4.0–9 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.2–1 
Cultural Resource Location Map 

 
(Deleted for Public Review; Bound Separately) 
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Figure 4.3–1 
Excavation Location Map 

Site RIV-11,586 
 

(Deleted for Public Review; Bound Separately) 
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Table 4.3–1 
Surface Collection Data for Site RIV-11,586 

 
Surface 

Collection Object Type Material Type Quantity Cat. No. 

1 Evaporated milk can Ferrous metal 1 1 

2 
Indeterminate container 

Colorless glass 

2 2 
Beverage bottle 1 3 

Canning jar 1 4 
3 Ketchup bottle 1 5 
4 Evaporated milk can 

Ferrous metal 
1 6 

5 Food can 1 7 

6 
Evaporated milk can 1 8 

Beer bottle Amber glass 1 9 
Indeterminate container Milk glass 1 10 

7 
Evaporated milk can 

Ferrous metal 
1 12 

Food can 1 13 

8 
Electrical insulator Porcelain 1 14 
Tableware vessel Stoneware 1 15 

 

Total 15  

 
Table 4.3–2 

Cultural Materials Recovered From Site RIV-11,586 
 

Cultural Material Total Percent 

Ceramic 2 13.33 
Glass 7 46.67 
Metal 6 40.00 

 

Total 15 100.00 
 

Table 4.3–3 
Functional Categories Represented by Cultural  

Materials Recovered From Site RIV-11,586 
 

Functional 
Category Total Percent 

Building materials 1 6.67 
Consumer items 6 40.00 
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Functional 
Category Total Percent 

Kitchen items 8 53.33 
 

Total 15 100.00 
 

Table 4.3–4 
Temporally Diagnostic Items Recovered From Site RIV-11,586 

 

Date Range Object Type Manufacturer/ 
Company Quantity Cat. No. 

1905-2020 Beverage bottle - 1 3 

1933-1960 Condiment bottle 
(ketchup) Ball Brothers Co. 1 5 

1935-2020 Alcohol bottle (beer) - 1 9 
 

Total 3  

 
In order to determine if historic resources had been buried or masked within the mapped 

location of the resource, eight STPs were excavated to 30 centimeters across the site (see Figure 
4.3–1).  No prehistoric or historic artifacts were recovered and no culturally modified soil was 
observed within the STPs (Table 4.3–5).    
 

Table 4.3–5 
Shovel Test Excavation Data for Site SDI-11,586 

 

STP Depth 
(cm) Object Type Material Type Quantity Cat. No. 

1 
0-10 

No Recovery 10-20 
20-30 

2 
0-10 

No Recovery 10-20 
20-30 

3 
0-10 

No Recovery 10-20 
20-30 

4 
0-10 

No Recovery 10-20 
20-30 

5 
0-10 

No Recovery 
10-20 
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STP Depth 
(cm) Object Type Material Type Quantity Cat. No. 

20-30 

6 
0-10 

No Recovery 10-20 
20-30 

7 
0-10 

No Recovery 10-20 
20-30 

8 
0-10 

No Recovery 10-20 
20-30 

  
The native soil across the site includes a moderately compact, brown (7.5YR 4/3), sandy 

silt ranging between zero and 30 centimeters in depth, which became more compacted in the lower 
levels with many of the STPs terminating in bedrock.  Since no artifacts were recovered from the 
STPs and no culturally modified soil was observed, the results of the subsurface excavations 
indicate that there is no subsurface component to the site.   

An analysis of the limited surface collection indicates that the majority of the site is 
comprised of consumer and kitchen items likely representing a single dumping episode that 
occurred between 1935 and 1960.  Based upon the surface data and the lack of subsurface 
materials, the site does not represent the level of focused historic activity that would correspond 
to a historic occupation site or multi-episodic refuse deposit.  Instead, the site is classified as a 
transient, single episode refuse disposal site with no subsurface component and limited integrity.  
As a result of the current collection efforts and site analysis, the site exhibits no residual research 
potential. 

 
  4.3.2  Site RIV-11,587 

Site RIV-11,587 is located within the farthest northeast portion of the former orchard 
within the project along the banks of and within a seasonal drainage (see Figure 4.2–1).  Site RIV-
11,587 was first identified in 2013 LSA and recorded as a 70-by-70-foot trash scatter comprised 
of early 1950s to late 1960s cans, glass bottles, and broken glass, metal, wood, and concrete (Miller 
2013).  However, the resource was not subjected to a CEQA significance evaluation at that time.     

Prior to the initiation of subsurface excavations, all identified surface artifacts were mapped 
and recorded in detail using GPS equipment with sub-meter capability (Figure 4.3–2).  The surface 
analysis resulted in the identification of 21 artifacts (Table 4.3–6).    Seventeen of the items are 
glass (80.95 percent), three are metal (14.29 percent), and one is ceramic (4.76 percent) (Table 
4.3–7).  All 21 artifacts were identifiable to various functional categories (Table 4.3–8) and were 
primarily classified as consumer items (N=10; 47.62 percent), household items (N=4; 19.05 
percent), and personal items (N=4; 19.05 percent). 
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Figure 4.3–2 
Excavation Location Map 

Site RIV-11,587 
 

(Deleted for Public Review; Bound Separately) 
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Table 4.3–6 
Surface Collection Data for Site RIV-11,587 

 
Surface 

Collection Object Type Material Type Quantity Cat. No.(s) 

1 Marble Aqua glass 1 1 
2 Food jar Colorless glass 1 2 

3 
Beverage can Ferrous metal 1 3 

Cosmetic bottle 

Colorless glass 

1 4 
4 Condiment jar 1 5 

5 
Beverage bottle 1 6 
Cosmetic bottle 2 7, 8 

6 
Bleach bottle Amber glass 1 9 
Spirits bottle Colorless glass 1 10 

Tableware vessel Stoneware 1 11 

7 
Whiskey bottle Amber glass 1 12 

Canning jar Colorless glass 1 13 
Beverage can 

Ferrous metal 
1 14 

8 

Evaporated milk can 1 15 
Indeterminate bottle 

Colorless glass 
1 16 

Spirits bottle 1 17 
Face cream jar Milk glass 1 18 

9 
Indeterminate jug Colorless glass 1 19 

Bleach jug Amber glass 1 20 
10 Indeterminate bottle Colorless glass 1 21 

 

Total 21  

 
Table 4.3–7 

Cultural Materials Recovered From Site RIV-11,587 
 

Cultural Material Total Percent 

Ceramic 1 4.76 
Glass 17 80.95 
Metal 3 14.29 

 

Total 21 100.00 
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Table 4.3–8 
Functional Categories Represented by Cultural  

Materials Recovered From Site RIV-11,587 
 

Functional 
Category Total Percent 

Consumer items 10 47.62 
Household items 4 19.05 

Kitchen items 2 9.52 
Personal items 4 19.05 

Toys and games 1 4.76 
 

Total 21 100.00 
 
In order to more accurately date the surface artifacts recovered from RIV-11,587, only 

those items representing expendable consumer, household, and personal products were used in 
assigning a date range.  These types of expendables are useful for dating an assemblage because 
they represent items that are only used for a brief period and are then discarded.  Although some 
recycling behaviors did occur historically, when several items are taken together as a group, a 
greater level of confidence can be achieved when examining date ranges and period of occupation.  
Upon review of the 15 temporally diagnostic artifacts (Table 4.3–9), the majority likely date to the 
period between 1943 and 1947 with another isolated dumping event occurring circa 1953. 
 

Table 4.3–9 
Temporally Diagnostic Items Recovered From Site RIV-11,587 

 

Date Range Object Type Manufacturer/ 
Company Quantity Cat. No.(s) 

1905-1959 Beverage bottle 

- 

1 6 

1905-2020 

Cleaning bottle (bleach) 1 9 
Cleaning jug (bleach) 1 20 

Cosmetic bottle 1 7 
Indeterminate jug 1 19 

1913-1959 Cosmetic jar  
(face cream) 

Lady Esther 
Company 1 18 

1929-1954 
Alcohol bottle (spirits) Owens-Illinois  

Glass Co. 
2 10, 17 

Cosmetic bottle 1 4 

1933-1984 Food jar Glass  
Containers Corp. 1 2 

1935-1979 Beverage can - 1 3 

1938-1956 Condiment jar Latchford-Marble 
Glass Co. 1 5 
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Date Range Object Type Manufacturer/ 
Company Quantity Cat. No.(s) 

1938-1969 Cosmetic bottle Armstrong Cork Co. 1 8 

1943-1947 Indeterminate bottle Seaboard Glass 
Bottle Co. 1 21 

1953 Alcohol bottle  
(spirits [whiskey]) 

Owens-Illinois Glass 
Co. / Joseph E. 

Seagram & Son’s 
1 12 

 

Total 15  

 
In order to determine if historic resources had been buried or masked within the mapped 

location of the resource, five STPs were excavated to 30 centimeters across the site (see Figure 
4.3–2).  No prehistoric or historic artifacts were recovered and no culturally modified soil was 
observed within the STPs (Table 4.3–10).   

 
Table 4.3–10 

Shovel Test Excavation Data for Site SDI-11,587 
 

STP Depth 
(cm) Object Type Material Type Quantity Cat. No. 

1 
0-10 

No Recovery 10-20 
20-30 

2 
0-10 

No Recovery 10-20 
20-30 

3 
0-10 

No Recovery 10-20 
20-30 

4 
0-10 

No Recovery 10-20 
20-30 

5 
0-10 

No Recovery 10-20 
20-30 

 
The native soil across the site includes a moderately compact, brown (7.5YR 4/3), sandy 

silt ranging between zero and 30 centimeters in depth, which became more compacted in the lower 
levels with many of the STPs terminating in bedrock.  Since no artifacts were recovered and no 
culturally modified soil was observed, the results of the subsurface excavations indicate that there 
is no subsurface component to the site.   
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An analysis of the limited surface collection indicates that the majority of the site is 
comprised of consumer items and the artifacts likely date to the period between 1943 and 1947 
with another isolated dumping event occurring circa 1953.  Based upon the surface data and the 
lack of subsurface materials, the site does not represent the level of focused historic activity that 
would correspond to a historic occupation site or multi-episodic refuse deposit.  Instead, the site is 
classified as a transient, single episode refuse disposal site with no subsurface component and 
limited integrity.  As a result of the current collection efforts and site analysis, the site exhibits no 
residual research potential. 
 

4.4  Discussion/Summary  
  The investigation of RIV-11,586 and RIV-11,587 identified surface artifacts at both sites 
with no subsurface deposits.  The cultural materials recovered from the sites indicate that both 
RIV-11,586 and RIV-11,587 likely represent transient, single episode refuse dumping locations 
used between the mid-1930s and 1960.  The materials recovered from both sites may have been 
deposited during the historic use of the property as an orchard.  The collection of all surface 
artifacts and the subsequent reporting herein have exhausted the research potential of the sites.   
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4) During the original cutting of previously undisturbed deposits, the archaeological 
monitor(s) and tribal representative shall be on-site, as determined by the consulting 
archaeologist, to perform periodic inspections of the excavations.  The frequency of 
inspections will depend upon the rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and the 
presence and abundance of artifacts and features.  The consulting archaeologist shall 
have the authority to modify the monitoring program if the potential for cultural 
resources appears to be less than anticipated. 

5)  Isolates and clearly non-significant deposits will be minimally documented in the field 
so the monitored grading can proceed. 

6) In the event that previously unidentified cultural resources are discovered, the 
archaeologist shall have the authority to divert or temporarily halt ground disturbance 
operation in the area of discovery to allow for the evaluation of potentially significant 
cultural resources.  The archaeologist shall contact the lead agency at the time of 
discovery.  The archaeologist, in consultation with the lead agency, shall determine the 
significance of the discovered resources.  The lead agency must concur with the 
evaluation before construction activities will be allowed to resume in the affected area.  
For significant cultural resources, a Research Design and Data Recovery Program to 
mitigate impacts shall be prepared by the consulting archaeologist and approved by the 
lead agency before being carried out using professional archaeological methods.  If any 
human bones are discovered, the county coroner and lead agency shall be contacted.  
In the event that the remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the Most 
Likely Descendant (MLD), as identified by the NAHC, shall be contacted in order to 
determine proper treatment and disposition of the remains. 

7)  Before construction activities are allowed to resume in the affected area, the artifacts 
shall be recovered and features recorded using professional archaeological methods.  
The project archaeologist shall determine the amount of material to be recovered for an 
adequate artifact sample for analysis. 

8) All cultural material collected during the grading monitoring program shall be 
processed and curated according to the current professional repository standards.  The 
collections and associated records shall be transferred, including title, to an appropriate 
curation facility, to be accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for permanent 
curation.  

9) A report documenting the field and analysis results and interpreting the artifact and 
research data within the research context shall be completed and submitted to the 
satisfaction of the lead agency prior to the issuance of any building permits.  The report 
will include DPR Primary and Archaeological Site Forms. 
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