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 MANAGEMENT SUMMARY/ABSTRACT 
 

BFSA Environmental Services, a Perennial Company (BFSA), was contracted by the 
applicant to supply a Section 106 compliance report in support of the Mortgage Insurance Premium 
(MIP) bond award from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the 
Maison’s Sierra Project in the City of Lancaster, California.  BFSA was retained to complete a Class 
I inventory of a one-mile radius around the project and to conduct a Class III intensive pedestrian 
archaeological survey of the proposed undertaking to assess the potential adverse effects to any 
historic resources within the Area of Potential Effect (APE).  Elements of the following report reflect 
information gathered by BFSA as part of the evaluation of potential impacts to historic resources.  
This study was completed in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 

The undertaking is located west of Sierra Highway, east of the intersection of Fig Avenue 
and W Avenue H-4 within the City of Lancaster, California, and includes Assessor’s Parcel 
Numbers (APNs) 3135-001-903 through -915, -917, and -918.  The project is situated within Section 
10, Township 7 North, Range 12 West on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) (7.5-minute) 
Lancaster West, California topographic quadrangle.  The proposed undertaking will consist of the 
development of 401 homes, 98 accessory dwelling units (ADUs), and associated infrastructure 
within the approximately 45.5-acre APE.  The purpose of this investigation is to locate and record 
any historic resources present within the APE and subsequently evaluate any resources as part of 
the environmental review of the development conducted in compliance with the NHPA.   

BFSA conducted a Class I inventory at the South Central Coastal Information Center 
(SCCIC) at the California State University at Fullerton (CSU Fullerton) in order to assess previous 
archaeological studies and identify any previously recorded archaeological sites within the APE or 
in the immediate vicinity.  A review of the records search provided by the SCCIC indicates that one 
previously recorded historic structure was recorded within the APE, and 142 historic resources lie 
within a one-mile radius of the APE.  Aerial photographs indicate that the previously recorded 
structure (P-19-187612) was demolished and removed from the property circa 2011. The records 
search results also indicate that 55 archaeological studies have been conducted within a one-mile 
radius of the APE, five of which are recorded as including portions of the APE (Norwood 1992a; 
Norwood 1992b; Love et al. 2002; Tang et al. 2004; Smallwood 2006).  A Sacred Lands File (SLF) 
search was also requested from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), which was 
returned with negative results.  The lead agency will also be conducting their own Native American 
consultation for the undertaking.   

The property is characterized by relatively flat, previously graded terrain with limited 
vegetation.  The Class III survey was conducted on April 20, 2023, and did not identify the presence 
of new historic resources within the APE.  As a result, no effects to historic resources are anticipated 
as a result of the current undertaking, and no additional work is recommended. A copy of this report, 
the associated notes, and any additional site documentation will be permanently filed with the 
SCCIC at CSU Fullerton.  All notes, photographs, and other materials related to this project will be 
curated at the archaeological laboratory of BFSA in Poway, California. 
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1.2.2  Cultural Setting 
Prehistoric Period 

The Antelope Valley occupies the western portion of the Mojave Desert and is an area 
with limited prehistoric subsistence resources.  However, this area has supported a long and 
occasionally dense prehistoric Native American population.  Evidence of villages and camps, 
burials, quarries, rock features, and bedrock mortars has been documented at archaeological sites 
across the desert, some of which contain evidence of a lengthy prehistoric time period.  The 
prehistoric cultural sequence for Antelope Valley is generally believed to have begun at the end 
of the Pleistocene, represented by the fluted point tradition (Glennan 1971, 1987).  Although 
early archaeological remains are not frequently found, when they are, it is generally along the 
margins of former pluvial lakes or in areas of dune deflation.  In contrast, artifacts on the desert 
floor may be sparse, widely scattered, and mixed with the desert pavements.  For the region, 
archaeologists have reached a broad consensus regarding the general cultural chronology.  The 
identified sequence includes the Paleo Indian Period, the Pinto Period, the Gypsum Period, the 
Saratoga Springs Period, and the Ethnohistoric Period. 
 
Paleo Indian Period (12,000 to 7,000 Years Before the Present [YBP]) 

The earliest documented evidence of human occupation in the Mojave Desert comes from 
the Paleo Indian Period, a cultural expression referred to as the Western Pluvial Lakes Tradition 
(WPLT).  The WPLT occurred in the western Great Basin and covered an area that stretched 
from the now arid lands of southern California to Oregon.  A cultural adaptation to pluvial 
conditions (e.g., lakes, marshes, and grasslands) flourished for thousands of years after 
approximately 9000 B.C., but it disappeared in response to the warming and drying trends of the 
Altithermal climatic period (Moratto 1984).  One of the most well-known expressions of the 
WPLT is the Lake Mojave Complex, which is thought to have covered a vast area including 
parts of the southwestern Great Basin and the Mojave Desert and may have reached as far south 
as the San Diego area.  Artifacts indicative of the Lake Mojave Complex include foliated points 
and knives, Lake Mojave points, Silver Lake points, and flaked-stone crescents.  Similar artifacts 
have been subsequently recorded along the shoreline of many other pluvial lakes in the Mojave 
Desert. 
 
Pinto Period (7,000 to 4,000 YBP) 

The Pinto Period dates to the end of the Pleistocene, when the severe and dramatic 
environmental change from pluvial to arid conditions began.  Pinto Period sites are found mostly 
near ephemeral lakes and now dry streams and springs, suggesting a wetter climate than the 
present.  Projectile points associated with the Pinto Period are characterized as larger atlatl dart 
points, as opposed to arrowhead points, which were introduced later.  This period has been 
described as a highly mobile desert economy, with an emphasis upon hunting, that is 
supplemented by the use of processed seeds (Moratto 1984).  Pinto Period artifacts have been 
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interpreted as indications of temporary or seasonal occupations by small groups of people.  It is 
during the Pinto Period that the familiar milling stone features begin to appear, represented by 
unshaped manos and metates (Warren and Crabtree 1986:185–187).  By approximately 2000 
B.C., in conjunction with the onset of the “Little Pluvial” climatic episode (cf. Harrington 1957), 
the transition from the Pinto Period into the Gypsum Period is apparent and characterized by 
several diagnostic types of medium- and large-sized projectile points among assemblages that 
seem to reflect a far greater range of cultural influence from areas outside the western Mojave 
Desert. 
 
Gypsum Period (4,000 to 1,500 YBP) 

The presence of Humboldt Concave Base, Gypsum Cave, Elko Eared, or Elko Corner-
Notched points are believed to be indicative of the Gypsum Period (radiocarbon dated from 
4,000 to 1,500 years ago).  The Gypsum Period reflects a more intensive desert occupation.  
Indications of trade with coastal populations are evidenced by shell beads in the archaeological 
record.  An increase in milling stones and manos has been found in association with this period, 
which indicates an increased use of hard seeds (Moratto 1984).  Several scholars associate this 
period with the division of the Uto-Aztecan language, approximately 3,000 to 2,500 years ago.  
The major language groups that emerged from this division are Numic, spoken by the Kawaiisu 
and Piute; Takic, spoken by the Kitanemuk, Serrano, Gabrielino, and other southern California 
Shoshonean speakers; Hopic, spoken in the southwest; and Tubatulabalic, spoken by the 
Tubatulabal in the southern Sierra Nevada Mountains.  A shift in settlement patterns toward a 
more sedentary lifestyle occurred during this period, characterized by the emergence of large 
permanent or semi-permanent village sites and associated cemeteries. 
 
Saratoga Springs Period (1,500 to 800 YBP) 

The Saratoga Springs Period is characterized by a transition from larger dart points to 
smaller arrow points.  This, combined with evidence from rock art motifs, leads scholars to argue 
for a shift from atlatls to use of the bow and arrow either during the end of the Gypsum Period or 
the beginning of the Saratoga Springs Period.  This period represents a significant shift in 
cultural development that demonstrates a seemingly effortless adaptive response to increasingly 
arid desert conditions in the western Mojave Desert.  Major village occupations within Antelope 
Valley began to appear just prior to the Saratoga Springs Period (cf. Sutton 1980; Robinson 
1987), at which point bedrock milling features became a common element for the processing of 
acorns and other resources associated with mortar and pestle use.   

As a response to increasingly arid conditions, areas with fairly reliable fresh water 
sources were intensely occupied over vast lengths of time.  This adaptation is of major 
significance when addressing the prehistory of the Leona Valley and sites along the San Andreas 
Rift Zone adjacent to Ritter Ridge.  Springs and seeps are common occurrences along the San 
Andreas fault, and soils of the lowlands in the Leona Valley suggest that considerable water 
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resources were present in the area until only fairly recently.  It could be expected, then, that sites 
exhibiting at least some evidence of semi-sedentary habitation would be represented in the 
vicinity.  This period saw an increase in trade with Arizona and other areas of the Southwest.  
Evidence in the archaeological record shows that Brown and Buff wares (pottery styles) 
characteristic of Arizona made their way to the California desert by A.D. 900.  It is also believed 
that the Anasazi mined turquoise in the eastern California desert about this time.  

 
Ethnohistoric Period (800 YBP to European Contact) 

The presence of the cultures associated with the Late Prehistoric Period, or as it is 
sometimes referred to, the Shoshonean Period, can be clearly discerned through the comparison 
of archaeological and ethnohistorical records.  Ethnographic data indicates that the Antelope 
Valley was occupied by speakers of the Takic Shoshonean languages.  The Kitanemuk resided in 
much of the valley and the western foothill areas, while the Tataviam occupied much of the 
north-facing slopes of the San Gabriel and Sierra Pelona mountains, as well as the areas around 
Acton, Saugus, and Newhall.  Prior to European contact, these cultures consisted of patrilineally 
organized family bands of advanced sociopolitical organization (Blackburn and Bean 1978:567), 
most likely related to a very well developed and maintained economic trade network wherein 
these groups served as intermediaries between coastal, desert, central valley, and southern Sierra 
Nevada groups (Robinson 1987; Sutton 1980). 

The project area for this study is located in what is traditionally the homeland of the 
Kitanemuk, a small tribe principally located on the southern and western flanks of the Tehachapi 
Mountains (Blackburn and Bean 1978).  The general ecological adaptation and subsistence 
technology of the Kitanemuk differed little from that of their neighbors to the north or west, such 
as the Southern Valley Yokuts.  Linguistic evidence suggests the presence of some form of the 
patrilineal system found elsewhere in southern California, but the lineages were not totemic, nor 
was there evidence of moieties.  Precise data on the demographic characteristics and political 
organization of the Kitanemuk can no longer be obtained.  The Kitanemuk may have had contact 
with the Spanish colonies as early as the 1770s, but little historical information is available today 
on this small tribe, which had no more than 500 to 1,000 members at the peak of its population.  
The tribe was apparently represented at the San Fernando, San Gabriel, and San Buenaventura 
missions.  Some Kitanemuks were found on the Tejon Reservation in the 1850s, and later at the 
Tule River Reservation, where some of their descendants still reside. 
 
Historic Period  

Scholars often attribute Father Francisco Garces as the first known European to travel 
through the Western Mojave in the late 1770s.  However, it has been proposed that Pedro Fages, 
the first governor of Alta California, actually traversed the Western Mojave nearly ten years 
before Garces in pursuit of military deserters (Stickel et al. 1980).  One source indicates Fages 
passed Hughes Lake, which would have placed his route through the Antelope Valley (Hoover et 
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al. 1966).  Nevertheless, little is actually known about Fages’ expedition across the desert and 
Garces, a Jesuit priest, is the first European visitor to have documented visiting the general area 
(Stickel et al. 1980).  Garces acted as a guide to Juan Bautista de Anza in 1774 on an expedition 
to establish shorter and quicker routes from the Colorado River to the coastal Spanish missions.  
Garces further explored the Mojave Desert in 1775 on his own expedition, under the orders of 
Anza, to better acquaint himself with the Mojave Desert (Stickel et al. 1980).  Garces traveled 
from present-day Needles through the Western Mojave with Native Americans from the 
Colorado River regions as his guides, eventually reaching Mission San Gabriel in March of 1776 
(Stickel et al. 1980). 

In 1842, Placerita Canyon, located to the south of the current study area, became one of 
the first important gold mines in southern California (Greenwood and McIntyre 1998), but it was 
not until Don Alexander and Phineas Banning established a stage line through the southern edge 
of the Antelope Valley from Los Angeles that the area became better known.  Homesteading 
along the surface water deposits in the 1870s and the construction of the Southern Pacific 
Railroad line through Antelope Valley in 1876 led to development in the region.  Further, the 
state legislature passed the Wright Act in 1887, which gave private corporations and 
unincorporated communities the authority to develop and maintain irrigation works (Dumke 
1944).  Many farmers journeyed to the Antelope Valley, unaware of the scarcity of water and 
unreliable annual rainfall. 

The Wright Act and rail travel led to an influx of land speculators to the area, including 
the establishment of the townsite of Lancaster in 1884.  The townsite was laid out by Moses 
Landley Wicks, a real estate developer who had purchased 640 acres of land in the area.  What 
followed was a land boom, and the town prospered due to an abundance of water from artesian 
wells.  However, beginning in 1895, settlers in Lancaster and many other Antelope Valley 
communities were forced to abandon their properties due to several years of drought (Hamilton 
et al. 1913). 

The area recovered slowly, and water and irrigation continued to dominate the history of 
the Antelope Valley into the mid-twentieth century.  However, the development of improved 
groundwater extraction technologies, particularly the electric-driven water pump, improved 
agriculture in the region, leading to a new influx of farmers to the region (Padon and Crownover 
1989).  Agriculture in the region mainly focused on produce and cattle grazing.   

The Antelope Valley was transformed by World War II and the establishment of the 
Muroc Army Airfield in 1942.  The population influx caused a boost to the economy and a need 
for more services.  Muroc Army Airfield was put on hiatus shortly after the war, which caused a 
decline in the local economy.  However, this was only temporary; after the Korean War, the 
airfield was renamed Edward Air Force Base (Conard 1989).  In 1977, Lancaster was 
incorporated as a city (City of Lancaster N.d.).  Today, the Antelope Valley is experiencing 
further development as a suburban outgrowth of the Los Angeles metropolitan area. 
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1.3  Results of the Archaeological Records Search 
An archaeological records search for a one-mile radius around the APE was conducted by 

the SCCIC at CSU Fullerton, the results of which were reviewed by BFSA (Appendix II).  The 
SCCIC reported that 142 previously recorded archaeological sites are present within the one-mile 
search radius (Table 1.3–1), one of which (P-19-187612) was previously recorded within the 
eastern portion of the APE.  However, the single-story industrial building recorded as P-19-
187612 was demolished and removed from the property circa 2011.  Of the remaining 141 sites, 
one is prehistoric and 140 are historic, including one prehistoric lithic scatter, 54 historic 
commercial buildings, 46 historic single-family residences, 13 historic multi-family residences, 
eight historic ancillary buildings, six historic trash scatters, three historic churches, three historic 
foundations, one historic hotel, one historic community center/social hall, one historic 
government building, one historic educational building, one historic wall, one historic orchard, 
and one historic road. 
 

Table 1.3–1 
Archaeological Resources Within One Mile of the APE 

 

Site Number(s) Site Type 

P-19-186680, P-19-186683, P-19-187597, 
P-19-187602, P-19-187609, P-19-187623, 
P-19-187631, P-19-188320, P-19-188321, 
P-19-191861, P-19-191862, P-19-191866, 
P-19-191867, P-19-191868, P-19-191869, 
P-19-191870, P-19-191871, P-19-191872, 
P-19-191873, P-19-191876, P-19-191877, 
P-19-191878, P-19-191879, P-19-191880, 
P-19-191881, P-19-191882, P-19-191883, 
P-19-191884, P-19-191885, P-19-191886, 
P-19-191887, P-19-191888, P-19-191891, 
P-19-191895, P-19-191896, P-19-191902, 
P-19-191903, P-19-191904, P-19-191906, 
P-19-191912, P-19-191927, P-19-191928, 
P-19-191929, P-19-191931, P-19-191932, 

P-19-191933 

Historic single-family residence 

P-19-187596, P-19-187601, P-19-191863, 
P-19-191874, P-19-191893, P-19-191898, 
P-19-191899, P-19-191901, P-19-191922, 
P-19-191923, P-19-191930, P-19-191935, 

P-19-191936 

Historic multiple family residences 
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Site Number(s) Site Type 

P-19-187584, P-19-187591, P-19-187592, 
P-19-187603, P-19-187607, P-19-187608, 
P-19-187611, P-19-187612, P-19-187613, 
P-19-187617, P-19-187618, P-19-187619, 
P-19-187621, P-19-187622, P-19-187624, 
P-19-187625, P-19-187626, P-19-187628, 
P-19-187629, P-19-187630, P-19-187633, 
P-19-188293, P-19-188294, P-19-188295, 
P-19-188296, P-19-188297, P-19-188298, 
P-19-188299, P-19-188300, P-19-188302, 
P-19-188303, P-19-188304, P-19-188305, 
P-19-188306, P-19-188307, P-19-188308, 
P-19-188309, P-19-188310, P-19-188311, 
P-19-188312, P-19-188313, P-19-188314, 
P-19-188315, P-19-188316, P-19-188317, 
P-19-188318, P-19-188319, P-19-188322, 
P-19-188323, P-19-188324, P-19-191924, 
P-19-191937, P-19-191938, P-19-191939 

Historic commercial building 

P-19-180627, P-19-180628, P-19-180629, 
P-19-180631, P-19-180632, P-19-180633, 

P-19-180635, P-19-180636 
Historic ancillary building 

P-19-187632 Historic hotel 
P-19-187610 Historic community center/social hall  
P-19-188301 Historic government building 
P-19-191889 Historic educational building 

P-19-191614, P-19-191875, P-19-191890 Historic church 
P-19-189433, P-19-189434 Historic wall 

P-19-002016, P-19-002183, P-19-002215 Historic foundation 
P-19-002171 Historic orchard 

P-19-002013, P-19-002184, P-19-002199, 
P-19-002904, P-19-002905, P-19-003819 Historic trash scatter 

P-19-002903 Historic road 
P-19-002185 Prehistoric lithic scatter 

 
In total, 55 archaeological resource studies have been conducted within a one-mile radius 

of the APE (see Table 1.3–2 in Appendix IV).  According to the SCCIC, five of the previous 
studies directly overlap the Maison’s Sierra Project APE; however, only two (Love et al. 2002; 
and Tang et al. 2004) conducted by CRM TECH are relevant to the current APE.  The remaining 
studies (Norwood 1992a; Norwood 1992b; Smallwood 2006) are larger overviews not relevant to 
the specific undertaking.  The two CRM TECH studies conducted within the Maison’s Sierra 
Project APE are much larger studies completed in the 2000s.  These studies included 
archaeological surveys and the evaluation of resources.  The initial survey of the majority of the 
current APE was conducted in 2002 (Love et al. 2002), and no resources were identified within 
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the current portion of the APE covered by the 2002 study at that time.  In 2004 (Tang et al. 
2004), CRM TECH performed a historic period building survey for the Northeast Gateway 
Corridors Plan EIR that also overlapped the current APE.  It was at this time that P-19-187612 
was identified and recorded.    

BFSA also reviewed the following historic sources: 
 
• The NRHP Index 
• The Office of Historic Preservation, Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility 
• The Office of Historic Preservation, Built Environment Resource Directory 

 
These sources did not indicate the presence of any other historic resources within or immediately 
adjacent to the APE.   
 

1.4  Applicable Regulations 
The goal of numerous laws, regulations, and statutes at federal and state levels is to 

protect and direct the management of historic resources.  These include: 
 

• The Antiquities Act of 1906 
• The Historic Sites Act of 1935 
• The Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 
• The NHPA of 1966 
• The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 
• Executive Order 11593 (Projection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, 

1971) 
• 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 800 and CFR 60 (Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation: Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties, Amendments to 
Existing Regulations, 1/30/1979; NRHP, Nominations by State and Federal Agencies, 
Rules and Regulations, 1/9/1976) 

• Revisions to 36 CFR 800 (Protection of Historic Properties, 1/10/1986) 
• The Archaeological and Historical Preservation Act of 1974 
• The American Indian Religious Freedom Joint Resolution of 1978 
• The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 
• The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 

 
Collectively, these regulations and guidelines establish a comprehensive program for the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of historic resources.  Resource importance is assigned 
to districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess exceptional value or quality, 
illustrating or interpreting the heritage of Los Angeles County in history, architecture, 
archaeology, engineering, and culture.  A number of criteria are used in demonstrating resource 
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importance.  Specifically, criteria outlined in Section 106 of the NHPA provide the guidance for 
making such a determination.  The following sections detail Section 106 and NEPA criteria that 
a resource must meet in order to be determined important. 

 
1.4.1  Federal Significance Criteria 

The four primary evaluation criteria to determine a resource’s eligibility to the NRHP, in 
accordance with the regulations outlined in 36 CFR 800, are identified by 36 CFR 60.4.  These 
criteria (listed below) are used to facilitate the determination of which properties should be 
considered for protection from destruction or impairment resulting from project-related impacts 
(36 CFR 60.2).  These include impacts to the quality of significance in American history, 
architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture present in districts, sites, buildings, 
structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association, and: 

 
(A) Resources that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to 

the broad patterns of our history; or 
(B) Resources that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
(C) Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

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

(D) Resources that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history (36 CFR 60.4). 
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2.0 GUIDELINES FOR DETERMINING ADVERSE EFFECT 
 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register 
in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association.  According to 36 CFR 800.5, consideration must be given 
to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including those that may have been identified 
subsequent to the original evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the National Register.  
Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may 
occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative.  Examples of adverse effects 
on historic properties include, but are not limited to: 

 
(ii) Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property; 
(iii) Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 

stabilization, hazardous material remediation, and provision of handicapped access, 
that is not consistent with the Secretary’s standards for the treatment of historic 
properties (36 CFR part 68) and applicable guidelines; 

(iv) Removal of the property from its historic location; 
(v) Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the 

property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance; 
(vi) Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of 

the property’s significant historic features; 
(vii) Neglect of a property that causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and 

deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance 
to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization; and 

(viii) Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal ownership or control without adequate 
and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of 
the property’s historic significance.  

 
Traditional Cultural Properties 
Native American Heritage Values 

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

Also potentially relevant to prehistoric archaeological sites is the category termed 
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) in discussions of historic resource management performed 
under federal auspices.  According to Patricia L. Parker and Thomas F. King (1998), “Traditional” 
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in this context refers to those beliefs, customs, and practices of a living community of people that 
have been passed down through the generations, usually orally or through practice.  The traditional 
cultural significance of a historic property, then, is significance derived from the role the property 
plays in a community’s historically rooted beliefs, customs, and practices.  Examples of properties 
possessing such significance include: 

 
1. A location associated with the traditional beliefs of a Native American group about its 

origins, its cultural history, or the nature of the world; 
2. A rural community whose organization, buildings and structures, or patterns of land 

use reflect the cultural traditions valued by its long-term residents; 
3. An urban neighborhood that is the traditional home of a particular cultural group, and 

that reflects its beliefs and practices; 
4. A location where Native American religious practitioners have historically gone, and 

are known or thought to go today, to perform ceremonial activities in accordance with 
traditional cultural rules of practice; and 

5. A location where a community has traditionally carried out economic, artistic, or other 
cultural practices important in maintaining its historic identity. 

 
A TCP, then, can be generally defined as one that is eligible for inclusion on the NRHP 

because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that are (a) rooted 
in that community’s history and (b) important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of 
the community. 
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3.0 RESEARCH DESIGN 
 

The primary goal of the research design is to attempt to understand the way in which 
humans have used the land and resources within the project area through time, as well as to aid in 
the determination of resource significance.  For the current project, the area under investigation 
includes the Antelope Valley  region of Los Angeles County.  The scope of work for the historical 
resources study conducted for the Maison’s Sierra Project included the survey of the entire 45.5-
acre APE.  Given the study area involved and the narrow focus of a Class III survey, the research 
design for this project was limited and general in nature.  Since the main objective of the 
investigation was to identify the presence of and potential impacts to historic resources, the goal 
is not necessarily to answer wide-reaching theories regarding the development of early southern 
California, but to investigate the role and importance of the identified resources.  Nevertheless, the 
assessment of the significance of a resource must take into consideration a variety of 
characteristics, as well as the ability of the resource to address regional research topics and issues. 

Although survey-level investigations are limited in terms of the amount of information 
available, several specific research questions were developed that could be used to guide the initial 
investigations of any observed historic resources.  The following research questions take into 
account the size and location of the APE discussed above.  
 
Research Questions: 

• Can located historic resources be situated with a specific time period, population, or 
individual? 

• Do the types of located historic resources allow a site activity/function to be determined 
from a preliminary investigation?  What are the site activities?  What is the site 
function?  What resources were exploited? 

• How do located sites compare to others reported from different surveys conducted in 
the area? 

• How do located sites fit existing models of settlement and subsistence for valley 
environments of the region? 

 
Data Needs 

At the survey level, the principal research objective is a generalized investigation of 
changing settlement patterns in both the prehistoric and historic periods within the study area.  The 
overall goal is to understand settlement and resource procurement patterns of the project area 
occupants.  Therefore, adequate information on site function, context, and chronology from an 
archaeological perspective is essential for the investigation.  The fieldwork and archival research 
were undertaken with the following primary research goals in mind: 
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1) To identify historic resources occurring within the APE; 
2) To determine, if possible, site type and function, context of the deposit, and 

chronological placement of each historic resource identified; 
3) To place each historic resource identified within a regional perspective; and 
4) To provide recommendations for the treatment of each of the historic resources 

identified. 
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4.0 METHODOLOGY 
 

The archaeological assessment conducted for the Maison’s Sierra Project consisted of a 
Class I institutional records search and a Class III reconnaissance by qualified archaeologists that 
included the entire APE.  This archaeological study conformed to the NHPA, Section 106, and the 
NEPA of 1969.  The NHPA and Section 106 were followed in evaluating potential impacts. 
 
 4.1  Field Methodology 

The Class III archaeological survey of the APE was conducted on April 20, 2023.  The 
survey included an intensive pedestrian reconnaissance consisting of a series of parallel transects 
spaced at approximately five-meter intervals across the APE.  The entire APE was reviewed as 
part of the current survey.  Photographs were taken to document project conditions during the 
survey (see Section 5.2).  Ground visibility throughout the property was excellent, with limited 
vegetation, with approximately 85 percent of the ground surface visible within the study area.  In 
addition, all rodent spoil piles, and cuts were closely inspected for evidence of archaeological 
materials.  No historic resources were identified within or immediately adjacent to the APE.  No 
additional constraints were encountered during the field survey.   
 
 4.2  Archaeological Records Search 

The records search conducted by the SCCIC at CSU Fullerton was reviewed for an area of 
one mile surrounding the APE in order to determine the presence of any previously recorded sites.  
Results of the records search are provided in Appendix II and discussed in Section 5.1.  Land 
patent records held by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and accessible through the BLM 
Government Land Office website were also reviewed for pertinent project information.  In 
addition, the BFSA research library was consulted for any relevant historical information. 

 
4.3  Report Preparation and Recordation 
This report contains information regarding previous studies, statutory requirements for the 

project, a brief description of the setting, the research methods employed, and the overall results 
of the survey program and significance evaluation.  The report includes all appropriate illustrations 
and tabular information needed to make a complete and comprehensive presentation of these 
activities, including the methodologies employed and the personnel involved.  A copy of this report 
will be placed at the SCCIC at CSU Fullerton. 
 
 4.4  Native American Consultation 

BFSA requested a review of the SLF by the NAHC.  The search was returned with negative 
results for any recorded Native American sacred sites or locations of religious or ceremonial 
importance are present within one mile of the APE.  All correspondence is provided in Appendix 
III. 
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5.0 REPORT OF FINDINGS 
 

The historical resources study of the Maison’s Sierra Project consisted of a Class III 
pedestrian survey of the entire 45.5-acre APE.  This study was conducted in conformance with 
Section 106 of the NHPA.  Statutory requirements of Section 106 were followed for the 
identification of any historic resources.  Specific definitions for historic resource type(s) used in 
this report are those established by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO 1995).   

 
5.1  Results of the Field Survey 
Principal Investigator Tracy A. Stropes, M.A., RPA, directed the survey of the property on 

April 20, 2023, with assistance from field archaeologist Mary Chitjian.  The archaeological survey 
of the property was an intensive reconnaissance consisting of a series of parallel survey transects 
spaced at approximately five-meter intervals.  Generally, visibility throughout the property was 
excellent due to recent clearing and limited vegetation, which primarily consisted of introduced 
grasses.  Note impacts to the property consist of previous grading, dirt access roads, existing catch 
basins, and modern trash found throughout the APE.  Overviews of the APE are provided in Plates 
5.1–1 to 5.1–4.  

 

 
 
 

Plate 5.1–1: View from the northeast portion of the APE, facing west. 
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 Plate 5.1–3: View from the eastern portion of the APE showing an existing catch basin. 

Plate 5.1–2: View from the northwest portion of the APE, facing southeast. 
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The survey of the APE did not result in the identification of any newly recorded historic 
resources.  One previously recorded historic commercial building (P-19-187612) is recorded 
within the eastern portion of the APE (Figure 5.1–1).  The structure was identified by Tang et al. 
(2004) as a historic resource.  Tang’s (Tang et al. 2004) site record form for the building includes 
the following details about the structure: 

 
This building was originally constructed in 1950 by Whitford B. Carter to house 
the first radio station in the Antelope Valley, KAVL.  Although Carter’s primary 
business was the management of his ranch and other real estate holdings, he also 
presided over the Antelope Valley Bus Company and its subsidiary, the Antelope 
Valley Cab Company; Lancaster Radio, Inc., an electronics and appliances retail 
and service establishment; and the Antelope Broadcasting Company, which 
operated the radio station.  In addition to his diverse business pursuits, Carter served 
at various times as the chairman of at least ten community organizations and public 
committees and was considered one of Lancaster’s most influential “movers and 
shakers” through much of the 20th century.  In 1960, after the radio station moved 
its office to another location on Avenue I, Whitford Carter deeded the property to 
Hjalmer C. and Alice I. Brakke.  The building was subsequently turned into a 
restaurant, and substantially altered, especially in its originally plain, unadorned 

Plate 5.1–4: View from the southeast portion of the APE, facing north. 
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façade.  One of the most prominent features of the radio station, the transmission 
tower, was removed from the property, probably at the time of the station’s 
relocation.  In 1963, the Brakkes opened Brakke’s Inn, the third eatery to be 
operated in the former radio station, and the building has remained in that role to 
the present time.  Despite the extensive alteration to the building’s appearance, this 
location continues to be recognized by local residents as the site of the Antelope 
Valley’s first radio station. 
 

The current survey did not identify any remaining portion of P-19-187612 within the APE.  A 
review of aerial photographs indicates that the structure was demolished circa 2011, as it is no 
longer visible on aerial imagery after that time.  The historical aerial imagery, in combination with 
the current survey results, indicates that no elements of the resource remain in existence.  No 
further indications of any historic or prehistoric use or occupation of the APE were noted.  From 
the perspective of the prehistoric occupation of the area in and around the Antelope Valley region, 
most prehistoric sites are associated with bedrock granite exposures or boulders and accessible 
water sources.  While a limited number of these resources are within the APE, evidence of 
prehistoric or historic use is absent. 
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6.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
  

The Class III archaeological assessment for the Maison’s Sierra Project was positive for 
the presence of one previously recorded historic resource (P-19-187612).  However, the historic 
commercial structure recorded within the eastern portion of the APE was demolished and removed 
from the site circa 2011.  Therefore, P-19-187612 is considered not significant and not eligible for 
listing on the NRHP according to federal criteria identified in 36 CFR 60.4.  The proposed 
undertaking will not represent an adverse effect to P-19-187612. 

No new historic resources were identified as a result of the current study.  Further, an 
adequate archaeological sample of the surrounding area indicates that prehistoric resources are 
limited within the immediate vicinity of the APE.  The majority of the resources surrounding the 
project area are historic in age and include primarily built environment resources.  Based upon the 
review of previous studies, previous impacts to the property, and historic aerial imagery, there is 
a low possibility that significant archaeological deposits are present within the APE.  Therefore, it 
is recommended that the project be allowed to proceed without additional archaeological studies 
while adopting a finding of “No Effect” for historic resources within the APE.  Because no 
significant historic resources were identified and the records search does not indicate that any 
historic resources are present in the direct vicinity of the Permit Area, measures to reduce impacts 
will not be required.   
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7.0 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 and have been 
compiled in accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA. 
 
 
        September 14, 2023 
 Tracy A. Stropes     Date 

Principal Investigator 
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Resumes of Key Personnel 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Tracy A. Stropes, MA, RPA 
Director/Principal Investigator 
BFSA Environmental Services, A Perennial Company 
14010 Poway Road  Suite A   
Phone: (858) 679-8218  Fax: (858) 679-9896  E-Mail: tstropes@bfsa.perennialenv.com   
 

Education 

Master of Arts, Anthropology, San Diego State University, California                          2007 

Bachelor of Science, Anthropology, University of California, Riverside        2000 

Professional Memberships 

Register of Professional Archaeologists 
Society for California Archaeology 
Archaeological Institute of America 

Experience  

Director/Principal Investigator                                                                                          March 2009–Present 
BFSA Environmental Services, a Perennial Company                                                        Poway, California  

Project Management of all phases of archaeological investigations for local, state, and federal 
agencies, field supervision, lithic analysis, National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) site evaluations, and authoring/coauthoring of cultural resource 
management reports. 
 

Archaeological Principal Investigator                                                                    June 2008–February 2009  
TRC Solutions                                                                                                                            Irvine, California 

Cultural resource segment of Natural Sciences and Permitting Division; management of archaeological 
investigations for private companies and local, state, and federal agencies, personnel management, 
field and laboratory supervision, lithic analysis, Native American consultation and reporting, MRHP and 
CEQA site evaluations, and authoring/coauthoring cultural resource management reports. 
 

Principal Investigator and Project Archaeologist                                                          June 2006–May 2008 
Archaeological Resource Analysts                                                                              Oceanside, California 

As a sub consultant, served as Principal Investigator and Project Archaeologist for several projects for 
SRS Inc., including field direction, project and personnel management, lab analysis, and authorship of 
company reports. 
 

Project Archaeologist                                                                                          September 1996–June 2006  
Gallegos & Associates                                                                                                     Carlsbad, California 

Project management, laboratory management, lithic analysis, field direction, Native American 
consultation, report authorship/technical editing, and composition of several data 
recovery/preservation programs for both CEQA and NEPA level compliance. 
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Project Archaeologist                                                                                September 1993–September 1996 
Macko Inc.                                                                                                                       Santa Ana, California 

Project management, laboratory management, lithic analysis, field supervision, and report 
authorship/technical editing.  
 

Archaeological Field Technician                                                                 January 1993–September 1993 
Chambers Group Inc.                                                                                                             Irvine, California 

Archaeological excavation, surveying, monitoring, wet screen facilities management, and project 
logistics.  
 

Archaeological Field Technician                                                                       May 1992–September 1992 
John Minch and Associates                                                                        San Juan Capistrano, California 

Archaeological excavation, surveying, monitoring, wet screen facilities management, and project 
logistics. 
 

Professional Accomplishments 

Mr. Stropes is a professional archaeologist with over 30 years of experience in cultural resource 
management.  His experience includes over ten years in project management, report authorship, lithic 
analysis, laboratory management, Native American consultation, and editing for several technical 
reports for numerous projects throughout southern California.   Mr. Stropes has conducted cultural 
resource surveys, archaeological site testing and evaluations for National Register eligibility and 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance, mitigation of resources through data 
recovery for archaeological sites, budget and report preparation, and direction of crews of all sizes for 
projects ranging in duration from a single day site visit to one year.   Mr. Stropes is a Registered 
Professional Archaeologist and on the list of archaeological consultants qualified to conduct 
archaeological investigations southern California and the County of San Diego.   He has served as 
project archaeologist for numerous projects and composed data recovery and preservation programs 
for sites throughout California for both CEQA and NEPA level compliance.   He has acted as teaching 
assistant for archaeological field classes at several sites in Orange (Cypress College), Los Angeles 
(Cypress College), and San Diego Counties (San Diego State University).   In addition, Mr. Stropes was 
employed to teach discussion sessions for introduction to cultural anthropology classes at 
SDSU.   Internationally, Mr. Stropes has acted as field surveyor for the Natural History Foundation of 
Orange County & Institucion Nacional de Antropologia y Historia surveying and relocating several sites 
in northern Baja California.  Mr. Stropes has served as the senior project archaeologist on the following 
select projects.  

1900 and 1912 Spindrift Drive: An extensive data recovery and mitigation monitoring program at the 
Spindrift Site, an important prehistoric archaeological habitation site stretching across the La Jolla 
area.  The project resulted in the discovery of over 20,000 artifacts and nearly 100,000 grams of bulk 
faunal remains and marine shell, indicating a substantial occupation area (2013-2014). 

Ocean Breeze Ranch: An extensive CEQA and Section 106 archaeological investigation of 1,400 acres 
and 20 cultural resources, both prehistoric and historic, within the Bonsall neighborhood of the county of 
San Diego.  The project included an assessment of sites for eligibility for listing on the California Register 
of Historical Resources, the County of San Diego Resource Protection Ordinance, and the National 
Register of Historic Places, which resulted in the identification of four CRHR-eligible, RPO-significant, and 
NRHP-eligible sites.  
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Citracado Parkway Extension: An ongoing project in the city of Escondido to mitigate impacts to an 
important archaeological occupation site.  Various archaeological studies have been conducted by 
BFSA, including CEQA-level survey and testing programs and Section 106 historic resources studies, 
resulting in the identification of a significant cultural deposit within the project area (2009-present).   

Otay Ranch Village 13: An extensive archaeological investigation of nearly 2,000 acres and 84 
archaeological sites, both prehistoric and historic, within the county of San Diego, which included 
prehistoric habitation sites, quarry sites, resource processing sites, and extensive lithic scatters.  The 
project included an assessment of sites for eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
(2016-2018).   

Westin Hotel and Timeshare (Grand Pacific Resorts): Data recovery and mitigation monitoring program 
in the city of Carlsbad consisted of the excavation of 176 one-square-meter archaeological data 
recovery units which produced thousands of prehistoric artifacts and ecofacts, and resulted in the 
preservation of a significant prehistoric habitation site.  The artifacts recovered from the site presented 
important new data about the prehistory of the region and Native American occupation in the area 
(2017).   

Cantarini Ranch: A Section 106 archaeological assessment and evaluation for the NRHP of 15 
archaeological sites and three isolates, including NRHP-significant prehistoric temporary 
camp/habitation sites, in the city of Carlsbad (2015-2017).   

Citracado Business Park West: An archaeological survey and testing program at a significant prehistoric 
archaeological site and historic building assessment for a 17-acre project in the city of Escondido.  The 
project resulted in the identification of 82 bedrock milling features, two previously recorded loci and two 
additional and distinct loci, and approximately 2,000 artifacts (2018). 

College Boulevard: A Section 106 archaeological assessment and evaluation for the NRHP of seven 
archaeological sites, including prehistoric temporary camp/habitation sites, bedrock milling feature 
sites, and both prehistoric and historic artifact scatters in the city of Carlsbad (2015).   

The Everly Subdivision Project: Data recovery and mitigation monitoring program in the city of El Cajon 
resulted in the identification of a significant prehistoric occupation site from both the Late Prehistoric 
and Archaic Periods, as well as producing historic artifacts that correspond to the use of the property 
since 1886.  The project produced an unprecedented quantity of artifacts in comparison to the area 
encompassed by the site, but lacked characteristics that typically reflect intense occupation, indicating 
that the site was used intensively for food processing (2014-2015).   
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Archaeological Records Search Results 
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APPENDIX III 
 

NAHC Sacred Lands File Search Results 
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Table 1.3–2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
















	Maison 106 TS 1.0 Sept 2023.pdf
	1.2.2  Cultural Setting
	Prehistoric Period
	1.3  Results of the Archaeological Records Search
	Table 1.3–1

	Maison 106 TS 5.0 Sept 2023.pdf
	5.1  Results of the Field Survey
	Principal Investigator Tracy A. Stropes, M.A., RPA, directed the survey of the property on April 20, 2023, with assistance from field archaeologist Mary Chitjian.  The archaeological survey of the property was an intensive reconnaissance consisting of...

	Maison 106 TS 6.0 Sept 2023.pdf
	The Class III archaeological assessment for the Maison’s Sierra Project was positive for the presence of one previously recorded historic resource (P-19-187612).  However, the historic commercial structure recorded within the eastern portion of the AP...

	Stropes 2020 Short.pdf
	Education
	Master of Arts, Anthropology, San Diego State University, California                          2007
	Bachelor of Science, Anthropology, University of California, Riverside        2000

	Professional Memberships
	Director/Principal Investigator                                                                                          March 2009–Present
	BFSA Environmental Services, a Perennial Company                                                        Poway, California 
	Archaeological Principal Investigator                                                                    June 2008–February 2009 
	TRC Solutions                                                                                                                            Irvine, California
	Principal Investigator and Project Archaeologist                                                          June 2006–May 2008
	Archaeological Resource Analysts                                                                              Oceanside, California
	Project Archaeologist                                                                                          September 1996–June 2006 
	Gallegos & Associates                                                                                                     Carlsbad, California
	Project Archaeologist                                                                                September 1993–September 1996
	Macko Inc.                                                                                                                       Santa Ana, California
	Archaeological Field Technician                                                                 January 1993–September 1993
	Chambers Group Inc.                                                                                                             Irvine, California
	Archaeological Field Technician                                                                       May 1992–September 1992
	John Minch and Associates                                                                        San Juan Capistrano, California

	Maison Table 1.3-2.pdf
	Table 1.3–2




