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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 
 
Between February and June 2016, at the request of the Rancon Group, CRM TECH performed a 
cultural resources study on approximately 9.73 acres of vacant land in the unincorporated French 
Valley area near the City of Murrieta, Riverside County, California.  The subject property of the 
study consists of Assessor’s Parcel Nos. (APN) 963-070-002 to -011, located to the south of the 
intersection of Winchester Road (State Route 79) and Benton Road, in the southeast quarter of 
Section 6, T7S R2W, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian.   
 
The study is a part of the environmental review process in association with the French Valley 
Industrial Park.  Specifically, the study was necessitated by the proposed construction of an 
industrial warehouse/microbrewery (Brew Pub Cold Storage Project: EA42894, CZ07909, 
CUP03744, APN 963-070-002 to -004) and a self-storage facility (French Valley Self Storage 
Project: EA42889, PM37082, PP25998, APN 963-070-005 to -011) on the property.  The County of 
Riverside, as the lead agency for these projects, required the study in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).   
 
The purpose of the study is to provide the County of Riverside with the necessary information and 
analysis to determine whether the proposed projects would cause substantial adverse changes to any 
historical/archaeological resources that may exist within the project area, as mandated by CEQA and 
associated regulations.  In order to identify such resources, CRM TECH conducted a historical/ 
archaeological resources records search, pursued historical background research, contacted Native 
American representatives, and carried out an intensive-level field survey of the entire project area. 
 
The results of these research procedures indicate that no “historical resources,” as defined by CEQA, 
are present within the project area, and the heavily disturbed surface and near-surface soils appear to 
be low in sensitivity for buried deposits of intact, potentially significant archaeological remains, 
especially those of prehistoric origin.  Therefore, CRM TECH recommends to the County of 
Riverside a finding that the proposed project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of any known “historical resources.” 
 
No further cultural resources investigation is recommended for the proposed projects unless 
development plans undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study.  However, at 
the request of the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians, it is recommended that the County of Riverside 
pursue further consultation with the pertinent Native American groups, as a part of the AB 52-
compliance process, to obtain specific information regarding areas of potential impact identified by 
the tribe.  If buried cultural materials are encountered during any earth-moving operations associated 
with the projects, all work in that area should be halted or diverted until a qualified archaeologist can 
evaluate the nature and significance of the finds. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Between February and June 2016, at the request of the Rancon Group, CRM TECH performed a 
cultural resources study on approximately 9.73 acres of vacant land in the unincorporated French 
Valley area near the City of Murrieta, Riverside County, California (Fig. 1).  The subject property of 
the study consists of Assessor’s Parcel Nos. (APN) 963-070-002 to -011, located to the south of the 
intersection of Winchester Road (State Route 79) and Benton Road, in the southeast quarter of 
Section 6, T7S R2W, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian (Figs. 2, 3).   
 
The study is a part of the environmental review process in association with the French Valley 
Industrial Park.  Specifically, the study was necessitated by the proposed construction of an 
industrial warehouse/microbrewery (Brew Pub Cold Storage Project: EA42894, CZ07909, 
CUP03744, APN 963-070-002 to -004) and a self-storage facility (French Valley Self Storage 
Project: EA42889, PM37082, PP25998, APN 963-070-005 to -011) on the property.  The County of 
Riverside, as the lead agency for these projects, required the study in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; PRC §21000, et seq.).   
 
The purpose of the study is to provide the County of Riverside with the necessary information and 
analysis to determine whether the proposed projects would cause substantial adverse changes to any 
historical/archaeological resources that may exist within the project area, as mandated by CEQA and 
associated regulations.  In order to identify such resources, CRM TECH conducted a historical/ 
archaeological resources records search, pursued historical background research, contacted Native 
American representatives, and carried out an intensive-level field survey of the entire project area.  
The following report is a complete account of the methods, results, and final conclusion of the study.   
 

 
 
Figure 1.  Project vicinity.  (Based on USGS Santa Ana, Calif., 1:250,000 quadrangle [USGS 1979a]) 
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Figure 2.  Project location.  (Based on USGS Bachelor Mtn. and Murrieta, Calif., 1:24,000 quadrangles [USGS 1978; 

1979b]) 
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Figure 3.  Project area. 
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SETTING 

 
CURRENT NATURAL SETTING 
 
The project area is situated near the southern tip of the French Valley, a northerly offshoot of the 
larger Temecula Valley, which is surrounded by the Santa Ana Mountains on the northwest, the San 
Jacinto Mountains on the northeast, and the Santa Rosa Plateau on the south.  Small valleys 
interspersed with rolling hills, rugged mountain ridges, and boulder outcrops characterize the 
geographic setting of the region.  The climate is typical of inland southern California, featuring hot 
and dry summers and mild and rainy winters.  Typical summer highs reach well into the 90s 
(Fahrenheit), while winter lows hover around 40 degrees.  Annual precipitation averages 
approximately 11.4 inches. 
 
The project area is located in a semi-rural area that is largely surrounded by suburban residential 
tracts developed in recent decades.  Existing land uses in the project vicinity include several 
warehouses, churches, rural residences, a commercial nursery, and a shopping center, mixed with 
other parcels of vacant land (Fig. 3).  The project area was evidently once under agricultural use but 
is currently fallow.  The terrain on the property is relatively level (Fig. 4), with elevations ranging 
approximately from 1,340 feet to 1,350 feet above mean sea level.   
 
Soils in the vicinity consist of fine-grained silty-clay loam with less than 10% pea-gravel.  In its 
native state, the project area would likely contain typical vegetation of the coastal sage scrub plant 
community, but most of the native vegetation has been removed by past farming activities, grading 
operations (Chaney et al. 1991), and recent weed abatement efforts.  As a result, vegetation in 
existence today consists primarily of non-native grasses and weeds (Fig. 4). 
 
CULTURAL SETTING 
 
Prehistoric Context 
 
It is widely acknowledged that human occupation in what is now the State of California began 
8,000-12,000 years ago.  In order to understand Native American cultures before European contact,  
 

 
 
Figure 4.  Typical landscapes within the project area.  Left: western portion of the project area, view to the southwest; 

right: eastern portion of the project area, view to the north.  (Photographs taken on March 14, 2016)  
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archaeologists have devised chronological frameworks that endeavor to correlate the observable 
technological and cultural changes in the archaeological record to distinct periods.  Unfortunately, 
none of these chronological frameworks has been widely accepted, and none has been developed 
specifically for the so-called Inland Empire region of southern California, the nearest ones being for 
the Colorado Desert and Peninsular Ranges area (Warren 1984) and for the Mojave Desert (Warren 
and Crabtree 1986). 
 
The development of an overall chronological framework for the region is hindered by the lack of 
distinct stratigraphic layers of cultural sequences that could be dated by absolute dating methods.  
Since results from archaeological investigations in this region have yet to be synthesized into an 
overall chronological framework, most archaeologists tend to follow a chronology adapted from a 
scheme developed by William J. Wallace in 1955 and modified by others (Wallace 1955; 1978; 
Warren 1968; Chartkoff and Chartkoff 1984; Moratto 1984).  Although the beginning and ending 
dates of the different horizons or periods may vary, the general framework of prehistory in this 
region under this chronology consists of the following four periods: 
 
• Early Hunting Stage (ca. 10000-6000 B.C.), which was characterized by human reliance on big 

game animals, as evidenced by large, archaic-style projectile points and the relative lack of plant-
processing artifacts; 

• Millingstone Horizon (ca. 6000 B.C.-1000 A.D.), when plant foods and small game animals 
came to the forefront of subsistence strategies, and from which a large number of millingstones, 
especially heavily used, deep-basin metates, were left; 

• Late Prehistoric Period (ca. 1000-1500 A.D.), during which a more complex social organization, 
a more diversified subsistence base—as evidenced by smaller projectile points, expedient milling 
stones and, later, pottery—and regional cultures and tribal territories began to develop; 

• Protohistoric Period (ca. 1500-1700s A.D.), which ushered in long-distance contact with 
Europeans and led to the historic period. 

 
Ethnohistoric Context 
 
The project area has long been a part of the homeland of the Luiseño Indians, a Takic-speaking 
people whose territory extended from present-day Riverside to Escondido and Oceanside.  The name 
of the group derived from Mission San Luis Rey, which held jurisdiction over most of the traditional 
Luiseño territory during the mission period. Luiseño history, as recorded in traditional songs, tells 
the creation story from the birth of the first people, the kaamalam, to the sickness, death, and 
cremation of Wiyoot, the most powerful and wise one, at Lake Elsinore.  In modern anthropological 
literature, the leading sources on Luiseño culture and history are Kroeber (1925), Strong (1929), and 
Bean and Shipek (1978). 
 
Anthropologists have divided the Luiseño into several autonomous lineages or kin groups, which 
represented the basic political unit among most southern California Indians.  According to Bean and 
Shipek (1978:551), each Luiseño lineage possessed a permanent base camp, or village, on the valley 
floor and another in the mountain regions for acorn collection.  Luiseño villages were made up of 
family members and relatives, where chiefs of the village inherited their rank and each village 
owned its own land.  Villages were usually located in sheltered canyons or near year-round sources 
of freshwater, always near subsistence resources.   
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Nearly all resources of the environment were exploited by the Luiseño in a highly developed 
seasonal mobility system.  The Luiseño people were primarily hunters and gatherers.  They collected 
seeds, roots, wild berries, acorns, wild grapes, strawberries, wild onions, and prickly pear cacti, and 
hunted deer, elks, antelopes, rabbits, wood rats, and a variety of insects.  Bows and arrows, atlatls or 
spear throwers, rabbit sticks, traps, nets, clubs, and slings were the main hunting tools.  Each lineage 
had exclusive hunting and gathering rights in their procurement ranges.  These boundaries were 
respected and only crossed with permission (Bean and Shipek 1978:551). 
 
It is estimated that when Spanish colonization of Alta California began in 1769, the Luiseño had 
approximately 50 active villages with an average population of 200 each, although other estimates 
place the total Luiseño population at 4,000-5,000 (Bean and Shipek 1978:557).  Some of the villages 
were forcefully moved to the Spanish missions, while others were largely left intact (ibid.:558).  
Ultimately, Luiseño population declined rapidly after European contact because of diseases such as 
smallpox and harsh living conditions at the missions and, later, on the Mexican ranchos, where the 
Native people often worked as seasonal ranch hands.   
 
After the American annexation of Alta California, the large number of non-Native settlers further 
eroded the foundation of the traditional Luiseño society.  During the latter half of the 19th century, 
almost all of the remaining Luiseño villages were displaced, their occupants eventually removed to 
the various reservations.  Today, the nearest Native American groups of Luiseño heritage live on the 
Pechanga, Soboba, and Pala Indian Reservations. 
 
Historic Context 
 
After the beginning of Spanish colonization of Alta California in 1769, what is now southwestern 
Riverside County became the first region in the county to be settled by non-Indians.  Around 1818, 
the mission fathers of San Luis Rey erected a group of buildings at the Luiseño village of Temeeku, 
the first to be built by European colonists in the boundaries of Riverside County (Hudson 1989:19).  
By then, the loosely defined mission rancho of Temecula, which encompassed the entire Temecula 
Valley as well as the outlying areas around it, had grown into the principal grain producer for 
Mission San Luis Rey, and one of the mission’s most important holdings (ibid.). 
 
In the 1830s, with the secularization of the mission system, the Temecula rancho, like other mission 
ranchos throughout Alta California, were surrendered to the Mexican authorities, and subsequently 
divided into large land grants.  In the vicinity of the project area, several land grants were created on 
land of the former mission rancho of Temecula, the nearest ones being Rancho Temecula and 
Rancho Pauba, both dating to 1844, but the French Valley was not included in any of the land grants.  
Between the 1860s and the 1890s, the French Valley was settled by a number of natives of France 
and French Switzerland—hence its present name (Gunther 1984:191).   
 
Since its initial settlement, development of the French Valley area has largely been an extension of 
the growth of the nearby towns of Temecula and Murrieta.  For much of the 20th century, the area 
was sparsely populated and agricultural in character, while Temecula and Murrieta remained small 
rural towns deep in the heart of inland southern California.  In the 1980s, as Temecula and Murrieta 
embarked upon a period a rapid urban growth and gradually took on the characteristics of high-tech 
boomtowns, residential, commercial, and industrial development has also begun to transform the 
socioeconomic landscape of the French Valley. 
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RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
Scientific research should be directed by a theoretical orientation that is geared toward gathering 
data to answer questions of current research interest.  While numerous theoretical orientations have 
been put forward and used to guide archaeological research and to improve data-collecting efforts, 
the cultural ecology approach still tends to be the most useful paradigm in archaeological endeavors, 
although it is often used in conjunction with newer models.  Basically, the cultural ecology approach 
to understanding cultural development contends that people develop behavioral patterns in order to 
exploit the resources of the area by means of particular technologies.  It also assumes that there is 
interrelationship of these technologies, the environment, survival, and other aspects of the culture.   
 
Since archaeology deals mostly with the cultural remains that are left long after the people are gone, 
this theoretical orientation has obvious advantages for archaeological research, although it is left to 
the archaeologist to determine the extent to which the behavior patterns used to exploit the 
environment affect other aspects of culture.  Because of its continuing usefulness, the cultural 
ecology theoretical orientation is the basis of the historical/archaeological investigation used in this 
study.   
 
In practice, a research design serves to identify research issues and to illuminate new information for 
the purpose of evaluating the significance of cultural resources present within a study area.  While 
no overarching research design has been established for this part of Riverside County, a standard set 
of research questions, or research domains, can be applied to historical/archaeological investigations 
in the region, especially for Phase I studies such as this.  
 
The primary goal of a Phase I survey is to identify any prehistoric or historic-period cultural 
resources that may be present within the study area.  This identification process generally includes a 
historical/archaeological resources records search, historical background research, Native American 
contacts, and a field inspection.  While little detailed data may be available from the research 
methods employed during Phase I studies, some types of data gathered during the investigation may 
be used to address research issues, at least on a basic level.  For instance, just the presence of cultural 
resources on a property indicates that people used the area.  Other research questions, such as those 
posited below, can be addressed during Phase I studies only if certain types of artifacts or features 
are found within or near the study area: 
 
• Is there any evidence that important events took place on the property or that the property is 

associated with a historically important person? 
• Can anything be learned regarding the time period the area was used?  Can it be determined 

whether people used the area during early or late prehistoric times, or during the historic period? 
• Can anything be learned about the duration of the use of the land?  Was the land used 

continuously for a long period, was it used only briefly, or was it used repeatedly over time?   
• Can anything be learned about the subsistence strategies of the people who used the land?  Is 

there any evidence visible on the surface that indicates what food resources were being processed 
and/or consumed? 

• Would any of the information gathered during a Phase I study shed light on settlement patterns?  
Could activities in the study area be related with broader patterns of human habitation of the 
region?  Did the people live on the property or use it only for resource procurement?  If they 
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lived on the property, was it a dense or sparse population?  Does occupation of the subject 
property disclose any information regarding settlement strategies or preferences?   

• Are there historical/archaeological data to be obtained about trade, travel, or cultural 
interactions? 

 
In addition, a research design should also outline major themes in the prehistory and history of a 
region or specific area, so that any cultural resources encountered during a Phase I study could be 
evaluated within the proper context.  Based on the prehistoric, ethnohistoric, and historic contexts 
discussed above, the following themes can be established for past human activities in the vicinity of 
the current project area: 
 
• Native American land use during the Archaic, Late Prehistoric, and Protohistoric Periods; 
• Early Spanish/Mexican exploration of inland southern California, including the Temecula Valley 

area, during the late 18th and early 19th centuries; 
• Euro-American settlement and agrarian development in the French Valley and southwestern 

Riverside County in general; 
• Periphery influence of the subsequent growth of the nearby towns of Murrieta and Temecula 

since the late 19th century. 
 
 

RESEARCH METHODS 
 
RECORDS SEARCH 
 
On February 24, 2016, CRM TECH archaeologist Nina Gallardo (see App. 1 for qualifications) 
conducted the historical/archaeological resources records search at the Eastern Information Center 
(EIC), University of California, Riverside, which is the State of California’s official repository of 
cultural resources records for Riverside County.  During the records search, Gallardo examined 
maps and records on file at the EIC for previously identified cultural resources in or near the project 
area and existing cultural resources reports pertaining to the vicinity.  Previously identified cultural 
resources include properties designated as California Historical Landmarks, Points of Historical 
Interest, or Riverside County Landmarks, as well as those listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, or the California Historical Resources 
Inventory. 
 
HISTORICAL RESEARCH 
 
Historical background research for this study was conducted by CRM TECH historian Bai “Tom” 
Tang (see App. 1 for qualifications) on the basis of published literature in local and regional history, 
and historic maps and aerial photographs of the French Valley region.  Among maps consulted for 
this study were the U.S. General Land Office’s (GLO) land survey plat maps dated 1857-1883 and 
the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS) topographic maps dated 1901-1979.  These maps are collected 
at the Science Library of the University of California, Riverside, and the California Desert District of 
the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, located in Moreno Valley.  The aerial photographs, taken 
between 1938 and 2014, are available from the NETR Online website and the Google Earth 
software. 
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NATIVE AMERICAN PARTICIPATION 
 
Native American scoping for this study was completed in conjunction with another study on two 
parcels in the same neighborhood, Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 963-070-014 and -015 (CK8036).  On 
February 25, 2016, CRM TECH submitted a written request to the State of California’s Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for a records search in the commission’s sacred lands file.  
In the meantime, CRM TECH notified the nearby Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians of the 
upcoming archaeological fieldwork and invited tribal participation.   
 
On March 11, 2016, following the NAHC’s recommendations and previously established 
consultation protocol, CRM TECH further contacted a total of 14 tribal representatives in the region 
in writing for additional information on potential Native American cultural resources in or near the 
project area.  The correspondences between CRM TECH and the Native American representatives 
are attached to this report as Appendix 2. 
 
FIELD SURVEY 
 
On March 14, 2016, CRM TECH field director Daniel Ballester and project archaeologist Salvadore 
Boites (see App. 1 for qualifications) carried out the intensive-level field survey of the project area 
with the assistance of Native American monitor Beth Cordova from the Pechanga Band of Luiseño 
Indians.  The survey was completed on foot by walking a series of parallel north-south and east-west 
transects spaced 15 meters (approx. 50 feet) apart.  In this way, the ground surface in the entire 
project area was systematically and carefully examined for any evidence of human activities dating 
to the prehistoric or historic period (i.e., 50 years ago or older).  Ground visibility was fair to good 
(50%-80%) depending on the density of the vegetation. 
 
 

RESULTS AND FINDINGS 
 
RECORDS SEARCH 
 
According to EIC records, the entire project area was covered by an archaeological survey 
completed in 1988, prior to the subdivision of the land into the current parcels (Keller 1988; #2305 
in Fig. 5).  In addition, a linear survey in 1993 apparently traversed portions of the project area 
(Landis 1993; #3739 in Fig. 5).  Since the 1988 survey is now nearly 30 years old, a systematic 
resurvey of the project area was deemed necessary for this study, pursuant to guidelines established 
by the California Office of Historic Preservation. 
 
EIC records further indicate that no historical/archaeological sites were previously recorded within 
the project area.  Outside the project boundary, a linear feature designated Site 33-013871 in the 
California Historical Resources Inventory was recorded adjacent to a portion of the project area.  
Originally recorded in 2003, the site represents Winchester Road, the current course of which has 
been in use since at least the late 1940s (Goodwin 2003).  In the original site record from 2003, it is 
noted that the “highway has been resurfaced, widened, realigned, and it has lost its original setting 
(integrity)” (ibid.).  
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Figure 5.  Previous cultural resources studies in the vicinity of the project area, listed by EIC file number.  (See App. 4 

for locations of recorded historical/archaeological resources) 
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Within a one-mile radius of the project location, nearly 70 other cultural resources studies have been 
completed on various tracts of land and linear features (Fig. 5; see App. 3).  In all, some 80% of the 
land within the one-mile radius has been surveyed, which resulted in the identification of 40 
additional historical/archaeological sites and isolates—i.e., localities with fewer than three artifacts 
—within the scope of the records search (see Table 1; App. 4).   
 

Table 1.  Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within the Scope of the Records Search 
(See App. 4 for details) 

Site No. Recorded by/Date Description Distance to 
Project Area 

33-000716 Various 1965-1990 Habitation site 0.25 mile 
33-000856 Various 1975-1984 Lithic scatter 0.35 mile 
33-001001 Various 1972-1998 Bedrock milling features 0.80 mile 
33-001006 Bettinger 1972 Bedrock milling features 0.90 mile 
33-001268 Holcomb et al. 1978 Bedrock milling features 0.90 mile 
33-001269 Holcomb et al. 1978 Bedrock milling features 0.70 mile 
33-001359 Various 1976-1998 Bedrock milling features 0.95 mile 
33-002225 Banks 1981 Bedrock milling features 0.25 mile 
33-002257 Various 1981-1990 Bedrock milling features 0.40 mile 
33-002933 Wilmoth 1984 Bedrock milling features 0.55 mile 
33-002970 Various 1984-1999 Bedrock milling features 0.45 mile 
33-003409 Drover and Jackson 1987 Bedrock milling features 0.40 mile 
33-003839 Various 1990-1999 Bedrock milling features, lithic scatter, rock shelter 0.50 mile 
33-004662 Drover and Smith 1990 Bedrock milling features 0.80 mile 
33-005133 Schaefer et al. 1993 Farmstead ruins, refuse scatter 0.60 mile 
33-005326 Drover and Smith 1993 Single-family residence 0.40 mile 
33-005327 Drover and Smith 1993 Lithic scatter 0.50 mile  
33-007796 Warner 1983 Single-family residence 0.50 mile 
33-011037 Various 2001-2002 Bedrock milling features 0.75 mile 
33-011038 Dice 2001 Bedrock milling features 0.80 mile 
33-011121 Various 2001-2003 Lithic scatter < 0.10 mile 
33-011809 Keller 1988 Isolate: metate fragments < 0.10 mile 
33-012550 Schroth and Everson 1987 Isolate: metate fragment 0.90 mile 
33-012551 Schroth and Everson 1987 Isolate: mortar fragment 0.95 mile 
33-012773 Drover 1990 Isolate: mano 0.95 mile 
33-013242 Goodwin 2003 Foundations 0.95 mile 
33-013268 Various 2003-2013 Isolate: linear rock feature 0.25 mile 
33-013282 Goodwin 2003 Bedrock milling feature, lithic scatter 0.50 mile 
33-013871 Various 2002-2012 Winchester Road (State Route 79) Adjacent 
33-015734 Various 2005-2007 San Diego Aqueduct 0.45 mile 
33-015851 Goodwin 2007 Bedrock milling feature 0.35 mile 
33-015852 Goodwin 2007 Bedrock milling feature 0.25 mile 
33-016709 White 2007 Bedrock milling feature 0.85 mile 
33-016989 Cooley and Patterson 2007 Lithic scatter 0.20 mile 
33-016990 Sanka 2007 Isolate: core 0.50 mile 
33-017362 King and Dietler 2008 Isolate: mano 0.75 mile 
33-017363 King and Dietler 2008 Isolate: steel horseshoe 0.75 mile 
33-020560 Stanton 2011 Road 0.90 mile 
33-023477 Lichtenstein and Moslak 2013 Isolate: metate fragment   0.30 mile 
33-023913 Roy et al. 2013 Isolate: metate fragment 0.35 mile 
33-023953 Smallwood 2014 Los Alamos Road 0.50 mile 
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Other than 33-013871, none of the previously recorded sites or isolates was located within or 
adjacent to the project area.  However, Site 33-011121 and Isolate 33-011809, both of prehistoric 
origin, were discovered in close proximity to the project location, in the area along present-day 
Magdas Coloradas Street (see App. 4 for further information).  Isolate 33-011809, recorded during 
the 1988 survey that also included the project area, consisted of two fragments of a granitic metate.  
Site 33-011121, first recorded in 2001 and later updated in 2003, 2008, and 2013, consisted of 
several mano and metate fragments and a lithic core.   
 
All of the artifacts were found on the surface.  At Site 33-011121, an archaeological testing program 
was completed in 2008, followed in 2013 by archaeological monitoring implemented during 
construction activities in the site area (Smallwood et al. 2008; Tang and Hogan 2014).  These 
investigations reached the depths of three to ten feet below surface, but no subsurface cultural 
deposits were discovered (ibid.). 
 
HISTORICAL RESEARCH 
 
Historical sources consulted for this study suggest that the project area apparently remained 
unsettled and undeveloped throughout the historic period (Figs. 6-9; NETR 1938-2012).  In 1855-
1857, when the U.S. government conducted the earliest systematic land surveys in T7S R2W, the 
only man-made feature observed in the project vicinity was a road running a generally north-south 
course roughly 1,000 feet to the west (Fig. 6).  In the late 1890s, the French Valley area featured a 
number of widely scattered buildings and crisscrossing roads, including the forerunners of today’s 
Winchester Road and Benton Road, both lying adjacent to the project area at the time (Fig. 7).  No  
 

 
 
Figure 6.  The project area and vicinity in 1855-1883.  

(Source: GLO 1857; 1880a; 1880b; 1883)   

 
 
Figure 7.  The project area and vicinity in 1897-1898.  

(Source: USGS 1901)   
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Figure 8.  The project area and vicinity in 1939.  (Source: 

USGS 1942)   

 
 
Figure 9.  The project area and vicinity in 1951-1953.  

(Source: USGS 1953a; 1953b)   
 
buildings or other evidence of any settlement or land development activities were noted within 
project boundaries, however (Fig. 7).   
 
In the 1930s-1970s, most of the project area was evidently used as farmland (NETR Online 1938; 
1967; 1978).  As the result of a realignment between 1939 and 1953, Winchester Road ran across a 
small portion of the project area along the northwestern edge during the 1950s-1960s (Figs. 8, 9; 
NETR Online 1967).  Between 1967 and 1978, the road was again realigned, this time to its present-
day course along the northwestern project boundary, and the segment that once traversed the project 
area was abandoned (NETR Online 1967; 1978).   
 
By 1996, Benton Road had also assumed its present-day alignment, and Briggs Road, Magdas 
Coloradas Street, Temeku Street, and Conchise Circle had been laid out along or, in the case of 
Conchise Circle, with the project boundaries (NETR Online 1996).  The commercial and industrial 
properties clustered around the project location were all constructed in the late 20th century and the 
early years of the current century, and to this day no evidence of any development activities has been 
documented within the project area itself (USGS 1978; 1979b; NETR Online 1978-2012). 
 
NATIVE AMERICAN PARTICIPATION 
 
In response to CRM TECH’s inquiry, the NAHC states in a letter dated March 2, 2016, that the 
sacred lands record search produced negative results for Native American cultural resources in the 
project vicinity, but recommends that local Native American groups be contacted for further  
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information.  For that purpose, the commission provided a list of potential contacts in the region (see 
App. 2).  Upon receiving the commission’s response, on March 11, 2016, CRM TECH sent written 
requests for comments to all seven individuals on the referral list and the tribal organizations they 
represent.  In addition, as recommended by the appropriate tribal government staff, the following 
individuals were also contacted: 
 
• Chris Devers, Vice-Chairman, Pauma Band of Luiseño Indians; 
• Vincent Whipple, Manager, Cultural Resource Department, Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians; 
• Carmen Mojado, Co-Chairperson, San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians;  
• Anna Hoover, Cultural Analyst, Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians; 
• Paul Macarro, Director, Cultural Resources Department, Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians; 
• Rob Roy, Environmental Director, La Jolla Band of Luiseño Indians;  
• Joseph Ontiveros, Cultural Resources Director, Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians. 
 
As of this time, three of the tribes contacted have responded in writing (see App. 2).  In a letter dated 
March 14, 2016, Vincent Whipple of the Rincon Band states that the tribe has no information on any 
Native American cultural resources in the project area and wishes to defer to other tribes located in 
closer proximity, namely the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians and the Soboba Band of Luiseño 
Indians.   
 
In e-mails dated March 14 and 29, 2016, Chris Devers of the Pauma Band similarly indicates that the 
tribe is not aware of specific cultural resources within the project area.  Mr. Devers requests a copy 
of this report for tribal review, and recommends monitoring for the project, based upon the number 
of sites in the surrounding area. 
 
On behalf of the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians, Jessica Valdez of the tribe’s Cultural Resource 
Department states in an e-mail dated April 11, 2016: 
 

Multiple areas of potential impact, were identified during an in-house database search.  
Specifics will be discussed in consultation with the Lead Agency.  The tribe wishes to consult 
with the lead agency under AB 52 for this project. 

 
FIELD SURVEY 
 
No buildings, structures, objects, sites, features, or artifacts of prehistoric or historic origin were 
encountered within the project area during the field survey.  Field observations indicate that virtually 
the entire project area has been disturbed extensively in the past by farming and grading operations 
as well as more recent weed abatement activities.  The presence of Winchester Road, previously 
recorded as Site 33-013871, was noted outside but adjacent to the northwestern boundary of the 
project area.  This segment of the road, however, dates only to the 1967-1978 era, as discussed 
above.  As a working component of the contemporary transportation infrastructure, the road is 
completely modern in appearance and does not retain any distinctive characteristics to relate even to 
that era.  Therefore, it does not contribute to the potential significance of Site 33-013871, and 
requires no further consideration. 
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DISCUSSION 

 
The purpose of this study is to identify any cultural resources within the project area and to assist the 
County of Riverside in determining whether such resources meet the official definition of “historical 
resources,” as provided in the California Public Resources Code, in particular CEQA.  According to 
PRC §5020.1(j), “‘historical resource’ includes, but is not limited to, any object, building, site, area, 
place, record, or manuscript which is historically or archaeologically significant, or is significant in 
the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, 
military, or cultural annals of California.”   
 
More specifically, CEQA guidelines state that the term “historical resources” applies to any such 
resources listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources, included in a local register of historical resources, or determined to be historically 
significant by the lead agency (Title 14 CCR §15064.5(a)(1)-(3)).  Regarding the proper criteria for 
the evaluation of historical significance, CEQA guidelines mandate that “generally a resource shall 
be considered by the lead agency to be ‘historically significant’ if the resource meets the criteria for 
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources” (Title 14 CCR §15064.5(a)(3)).  A 
resource may be listed in the California Register if it meets any of the following criteria: 
 

(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.  
(PRC §5024.1(c)) 

 
As stated above, no potential “historical resources” were previously recorded within the project area, 
and none was encountered during the present survey.  While Winchester Road was previously 
recorded as Site 33-013871, the segment of the road adjacent to the project area is modern in origin 
and does not contribute to the potential significance of the site.  Based on these findings, and in light 
of the criteria listed above, the present report concludes that no “historical resources,” as defined by 
CEQA and associated regulations, are known to exist within or adjacent to the project area.   
 
Although a prehistoric site and a prehistoric isolate were previously recorded outside but near the 
project area, past ground disturbances within the project boundaries have essentially precluded any 
possibility for similar artifacts to occur in intact deposits within the vertical extent of ground 
disturbances required for this project, generally three feet in total depth.  The entire project area was 
sheet-graded in 1991 as a part of planned light industrial development on Tentative Parcel Map No. 
23199, and all compressible alluvial soils were removed from the ground surface (Chaney et al. 
1991:7).  The surface and near-surface soils in the project area today, therefore, consist entirely of 
fill.  At the southern end of the current project area, the depth of the fill is reported to be as much as 
13 feet at the maximum (ibid.:6), far exceeding the depth of disturbance anticipated during this 
project.   
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
CEQA establishes that “a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC 
§21084.1).  “Substantial adverse change,” according to PRC §5020.1(q), “means demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the significance of a historical resource would be 
impaired.” 
In summary of the research results outlined above, no “historical resources,” as defined by CEQA, 
were encountered within project boundaries throughout the course of this study, and the heavily 
disturbed surface and near-surface soils appear to be low in sensitivity for buried deposits of intact, 
potentially significant archaeological remains, especially those of prehistoric origin.  Therefore, 
CRM TECH presents the following recommendations to the County of Riverside: 
 
• The proposed projects will not cause a substantial adverse change to any known “historical 

resources.” 
• No further cultural resources investigation is necessary for the projects unless development plans 

undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study. 
• At the request of the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians, it is recommended that the County of 

Riverside pursue further consultation with the pertinent Native American groups, as a part of the 
AB 52-compliance process, to obtain specific information regarding areas of potential impact 
identified by the tribe.   

• If buried cultural materials are discovered during any earth-moving operations associated with 
the proposed projects, all work in that area should be halted or diverted until a qualified 
archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the finds. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CERTIFICATION:  I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached 

exhibits present the data and information required for this archaeological report, and that the 
facts, statements, and information presented are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

 
Date:  June 7, 2016    Signed:       
 Name:   Bai “Tom” Tang     
 County Registration No.:  114    
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APPENDIX 1: 

PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS 
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR/HISTORIAN 
Bai “Tom” Tang, M.A. 

 
Education 
 
1988-1993 Graduate Program in Public History/Historic Preservation, UC Riverside. 
1987 M.A., American History, Yale University, New Haven, Connecticut. 
1982 B.A., History, Northwestern University, Xi’an, China. 
 
2000 “Introduction to Section 106 Review,” presented by the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation and the University of Nevada, Reno. 
1994 “Assessing the Significance of Historic Archaeological Sites,” presented by the 

Historic Preservation Program, University of Nevada, Reno. 
 
Professional Experience 
 
2002- Principal Investigator, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California. 
1993-2002 Project Historian/Architectural Historian, CRM TECH, Riverside, California. 
1993-1997 Project Historian, Greenwood and Associates, Pacific Palisades, California. 
1991-1993 Project Historian, Archaeological Research Unit, UC Riverside. 
1990 Intern Researcher, California State Office of Historic Preservation, Sacramento. 
1990-1992 Teaching Assistant, History of Modern World, UC Riverside. 
1988-1993 Research Assistant, American Social History, UC Riverside. 
1985-1988 Research Assistant, Modern Chinese History, Yale University. 
1985-1986 Teaching Assistant, Modern Chinese History, Yale University. 
1982-1985 Lecturer, History, Xi’an Foreign Languages Institute, Xi’an, China. 
 
Honors and Awards 
 
1988-1990 University of California Graduate Fellowship, UC Riverside. 
1985-1987 Yale University Fellowship, Yale University Graduate School. 
1980, 1981 President’s Honor List, Northwestern University, Xi’an, China. 
 
Cultural Resources Management Reports 
 
Preliminary Analyses and Recommendations Regarding California’s Cultural Resources Inventory 
System (with Special Reference to Condition 14 of NPS 1990 Program Review Report).  California 
State Office of Historic Preservation working paper, Sacramento, September 1990. 
 
Numerous cultural resources management reports with the Archaeological Research Unit, 
Greenwood and Associates, and CRM TECH, since October 1991. 
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PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR/ARCHAEOLOGIST 
Michael Hogan, Ph.D., RPA* 

 
Education 
 
1991 Ph.D., Anthropology, University of California, Riverside. 
1981 B.S., Anthropology, University of California, Riverside; with honors. 
1980-1981 Education Abroad Program, Lima, Peru. 
 
2002 Section 106—National Historic Preservation Act: Federal Law at the Local Level.  

UCLA Extension Course #888.  
2002 “Recognizing Historic Artifacts,” workshop presented by Richard Norwood, 

Historical Archaeologist. 
2002 “Wending Your Way through the Regulatory Maze,” symposium presented by the 

Association of Environmental Professionals. 
1992 “Southern California Ceramics Workshop,” presented by Jerry Schaefer. 
1992 “Historic Artifact Workshop,” presented by Anne Duffield-Stoll. 
 
Professional Experience 
 
2002- Principal Investigator, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California. 
1999-2002 Project Archaeologist/Field Director, CRM TECH, Riverside. 
1996-1998 Project Director and Ethnographer, Statistical Research, Inc., Redlands. 
1992-1998 Assistant Research Anthropologist, University of California, Riverside 
1992-1995 Project Director, Archaeological Research Unit, U. C. Riverside. 
1993-1994 Adjunct Professor, Riverside Community College, Mt. San Jacinto College, U.C. 

Riverside, Chapman University, and San Bernardino Valley College. 
1991-1992 Crew Chief, Archaeological Research Unit, U. C. Riverside. 
1984-1998 Archaeological Technician, Field Director, and Project Director for various southern 

California cultural resources management firms. 
 
Research Interests 
 
Cultural Resource Management, Southern Californian Archaeology, Settlement and Exchange 
Patterns, Specialization and Stratification, Culture Change, Native American Culture, Cultural 
Diversity. 
 
Cultural Resources Management Reports 
 
Author and co-author of, contributor to, and principal investigator for numerous cultural resources 
management study reports since 1986.   
 
Memberships 
 
* Register of Professional Archaeologists; Society for American Archaeology; Society for California 
Archaeology; Pacific Coast Archaeological Society; Coachella Valley Archaeological Society. 
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PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST/REPORT WRITER 

Deirdre Encarnación, M.A. 
 
Education 
 
2003 M.A., Anthropology, San Diego State University, California. 
2000 B.A., Anthropology, minor in Biology, with honors; San Diego State University, 

California. 
1993 A.A., Communications, Nassau Community College, Garden City, N.Y. 
 
2001  Archaeological Field School, San Diego State University. 
2000  Archaeological Field School, San Diego State University. 
 
Professional Experience 
 
2004- Project Archaeologist/Report Writer, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California. 
2001-2003 Part-time Lecturer, San Diego State University, California. 
2001  Research Assistant for Dr. Lynn Gamble, San Diego State University. 
2001  Archaeological Collection Catalog, SDSU Foundation. 
 
Memberships 
 
Society for California Archaeology; Society for Hawaiian Archaeology. 
 
 

PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST/NATIVE AMERICAN LIAISON 
Nina Gallardo, B.A. 

 
Education 
 
2004 B.A., Anthropology/Law and Society, University of California, Riverside. 
 
Professional Experience 
 
2004- Project Archaeologist, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California. 
 
Honors and Awards 
 
2000-2002 Dean’s Honors List, University of California, Riverside. 
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PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST/FIELD DIRECTOR 

Daniel Ballester, M.S. 
 
Education 
 
2013 M.S., Geographic Information System (GIS), University of Redlands, California. 
1998 B.A., Anthropology, California State University, San Bernardino. 
1997 Archaeological Field School, University of Las Vegas and University of California, 

Riverside. 
1994 University of Puerto Rico, Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico. 
 
2007 Certificate in Geographic Information Systems (GIS), California State University, 

San Bernardino. 
2002 “Historic Archaeology Workshop,” presented by Richard Norwood, Base 

Archaeologist, Edwards Air Force Base; presented at CRM TECH, Riverside, 
California. 

 
Professional Experience 
 
2002- Field Director, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California. 
1999-2002 Project Archaeologist, CRM TECH, Riverside, California. 
1998-1999 Field Crew, K.E.A. Environmental, San Diego, California. 
1998 Field Crew, A.S.M. Affiliates, Encinitas, California. 
1998 Field Crew, Archaeological Research Unit, University of California, Riverside. 
 
 

PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST 
Salvadore Boites, M.A. 

 
Education 
 
2013 M.A., Applied Anthropology, California State University, Long Beach. 
2003 B.A., Anthropology/Sociology, University of California, Riverside. 
 
Professional Experience 
 
2003- Project Archaeologist, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California. 
2010-2011 Adjunct Instructor, Anthropology etc., Everest College, Anaheim, California. 
2001-2002 Teaching Assistant, Moreno Elementary School, Moreno Valley, California. 
1999-2003 Research Assistant, Anthropology Department, University of California, Riverside. 
 

  



23 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 2 
 

CORRESPONDENCE WITH 
NATIVE AMERICAN REPRESENTATIVES* 

 

                                                 
* A total of 14 local Native American representatives were contacted; a sample letter is included in this report. 



 

SACRED LANDS FILE & NATIVE AMERICAN CONTACTS LIST REQUEST 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
915 Capitol Mall, RM 364 

Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 653-4082 

(916) 657-5390 (fax) 
nahc@pacbell.net 

  

Project:  French Valley Industrial Park (CRM TECH Contract No. 3042)  

County:  Riverside  

USGS Quadrangle Name:  Bachelor Mountain and Murrieta, Calif.  

Township  7 South   Range  2 West    SB  BM; Section(s)  6  

Company/Firm/Agency:  CRM TECH  

Contact Person:  Nina Gallardo  

Street Address:  1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite A/B  

City:  Colton, CA   Zip:  92324  

Phone:  (909) 824-6400   Fax:  (909) 824-6405  

Email:  ngallardo@crmtech.us  

Project Description:  The primary component of the project is to develop 10 acres of land into an 
industrial park located southeast of the intersection of Benton Road and Winchester Road in the 
French Valley area near the City of Murrieta, Riverside County, California.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

February 25, 2016 



 

 
From: Nina Gallardo <ngallardo@crmtech.us> 
Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 4:10 PM 
To: Tony Foussat; ahoover@pechanga-nsn.gov 
Subject: Cultural Resources Study & Participation in Fieldwork for the French Valley Industrial 

Park Project in the Community of French Valley, Riverside County (CRM TECH #3042) 
 
Hello, 
 
I’m e-mailing to inform you that CRM TECH will be conducting a cultural resources study for the 
French Valley Industrial Park Project in the community of French Valley, Riverside County (CRM 
TECH #3042).  I’m contacting you to see if the tribe would like to participate in the field survey for 
the project.  I’m also sending some information and a PA map.  CRM TECH would appreciate any 
input regarding the project and we (Daniel or I) will contact the tribe when we have a specific time 
and date for the fieldwork. 
 
Thanks for your time and input. 
 
 
Nina Gallardo 
Project Archaeologist/Native American liaison 
CRM TECH 
1016 E. Cooley Drive Ste. A/B 
Colton, CA 92324 
(909) 824-6400 
  









 

March 11, 2016 
 

Joseph Ontiveros, Cultural Resources Director 
Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 
P. O. Box 487 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 
 
RE: French Valley Industrial Park Project 
 12.37 Acres in the Community of French Valley 
 Riverside County, California 
 CRM TECH Contract #3042 
 
Dear Mr. Ontiveros: 
 
I am writing to bring to your attention an ongoing cultural resources investigation as part of a CEQA 
compliance study for the proposed project referenced above.  The project entails the construction of 
an industrial park in the community of French Valley.  The project area encompasses approximately 
12.37 acres of vacant land located southeast of the intersection of Benton Road and Winchester 
Road, as shown on the attached map.  
 
According to records on file at the Eastern Information Center (EIC), there are no known historical/ 
archaeological sites within the boundaries of the project area.  Outside the project boundaries but 
within a one-mile radius, EIC records show that 31 historical/archaeological sites and 10 isolates—
i.e., localities with fewer than three artifacts—were previously recorded.  Twenty-three of these 
known sites and eight of the isolates were of prehistoric—i.e., Native American—origin, all of them 
consisting of bedrock milling features, such as grinding slicks and mortars.  These sites were 
concentrated among granitic boulder outcrops that surround the project area.  The nearest among 
them to the project location was a lithic scatter located about 0.10 mile to the north.  The eight 
isolates were described as several metate fragments, a mortar fragment, bifacial manos, a granitic 
bowl fragment, and a few cores.  The other eight sites and two isolates dated to the historic period 
and were described as single-family residences, structural remains, roads, and the San Diego 
Aqueduct. 
 
As part of the information gathering process, a request was sent to Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) for a sacred lands record search on the project area.  In a letter dated March 2, 
2016, the NAHC reports that no Native American cultural resources within the project area were  
identified but recommends contacting local Native American groups for possible for further 
information (see attached document).  Therefore, I am writing to ask if the tribe has any specific 
knowledge of sacred/religious sites or other sites of Native American traditional cultural value 
within or near the project area that need to be taken into consideration as part of the cultural 
resources investigation.  Please respond at your earliest convenience by telephone, e-mail, facsimile, 
or standard mail to me at CRM TECH using the contact information provided above and below.  
 
To clarify, the intent of this letter is to collect information regarding any Native American cultural 
resources that may be present in or adjacent to the project area for presentation as part of the 
environmental review for the proposed project.  As the cultural resources consultant for the project, 



 

CRM TECH is not the appropriate entity to initiate government-to-government consultations 
through the AB 52-compliance process.  Requests for documentation or information will be 
forwarded to our client and/or the lead agency, namely the County of Riverside. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Nina Gallardo 
Project Archaeologist/Native American Liaison 
CRM TECH 
Email: ngallardo@crmtech.us 
 
Encl.: NAHC response letter and project location map 
  





 

From: Cultural <Cultural@pauma-nsn.gov> 
Sent: Monday, March 14, 2016 1:14 PM 
To: Nina Gallardo 
Subject: RE: NA Scoping Letter for the French Valley Industrial Park Project in the Community 

of French Valley, Riverside County (CRM TECH # 3042)  
 
Nina, 
 
Thank you for the update. We are unaware of any specific cultural sites or resources on the project 
property. We recommend a Cultural Survey for the project. We would also like to receive a copy of 
the survey once it is completed. 
 
Thank you, 
Chris 
From: Cultural <Cultural@pauma-nsn.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 12:56 PM 
To: Nina Gallardo 
Cc: Dixon, Patti; Jeremy Zagarella 
Subject: French Valley Industrial Park Project 
 
Ms. Gallardo, 
 
The Pauma Band of Luiseno Indians has received your March 11, notice for the French Valley 
Industrial Park Project. We are unaware of any specific cultural sites or resources on the project 
property. With the number of sites nearby, we recommend monitoring for the project. Please contact 
us if any significant discoveries are made. If there are any questions please contact us. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Mr. Chris Devers 
Vice Chairman 
Pauma Band of Luiseno Indians 
From: Jessica Valdez <JValdez@soboba-nsn.gov> 
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 9:53 AM 
To: ngallardo@crmtech.us 
Cc: Joseph Ontiveros 
Subject: French Valley Industrial Park Project (CRM TECH Contract #3042) 
 
Nina, 
 
The Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians is in receipt of your letter, dated March 11, 2016, regarding the 
French Valley Industrial Park Project (CRM TECH Contract #3042).  Multiple areas of potential 
impact, were identified during an in-house database search. Specifics will be discussed in 
consultation with the Lead Agency. The tribe wishes to consult with the lead agency under AB 52 
for this project. A formal request for consultation has been sent directly to the County of Riverside. 



 

Your observance of Tribal Cultural Resources and their preservation in your project, is greatly 
appreciated.   
 
Jessica Valdez  
Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 
Cultural Resource Department 
Office: (951)-654-5544 Ext: 4139 
JValdez@soboba-nsn.gov 
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APPENDIX 3 
 

PREVIOUS STUDIES NEAR THE PROJECT AREA 
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APPENDIX 4 
 

RECORDED CULTURAL RESOURCES 
NEAR THE PROJECT AREA 

 
(Confidential) 
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Locations recorded sites and isolates 
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