
Attachment F-6 
LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST 

For Archaeological Resources 
(Must be attached to report) 

 
APN:  283-190-019, -021, -022,  

-040 and -041 
Project No:  CUP No. 03265 EA Number: 

  Potentially Significant 
Impact 

  Less than Significant 
with Mitigation Incorporated 

  Less than Significant 
Impact 

  No 
Impact 

(Check the level of significance that applies) 

 
Historic Resources 
Would the project: 
 

a) Alter or destroy a historic site?  No. 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in California Code of 

Regulations §15064.5?  No. 
c) Is the resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, for listing in 

the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code §5024.1)?  N/A. 
 
Findings of Fact:  No buildings, structures, or objects more than 50 years of age were encountered on the property.  With 

the exception of a few paved and unpaved roads, all existing built-environment features on the property are modern 
in origin, and none of them predates the 1980s.  The roads, as working components of the modern infrastructure, do 
not demonstrate any distinctively historical characters and are not considered potential “historical resources.” 

Proposed Mitigation:  None. 
Monitoring:  No. 
 
Archaeological Resources 
Would the project:  
 

a) Alter or destroy an archaeological site?  Yes. 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to California Code 

of Regulations §15064.5?  No. 
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?  No. 
d) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact area?  No. 

 
Findings of Fact:  Site 33-028055, representing the remains of a wood-and-metal chute that was once used in association 

with the clay mining operations nearby, was identified and recorded within the project area, but was subsequently 
determined not to meet CEQA’s definition of a “historical resource.” 

Proposed Mitigation:  None. 
Monitoring Proposed:  No. 
 
Prepared By:  Bai “Tom” Tang                                                                       Date:  12/26/2017                                   
 
 

County Use Only 

 
Received by:                                                                                          Date:                                                      
 
PD-B#                                                            Related Case #:        
Revised February 2001 



 

 
 
 
 
 

PHASE 1 CULTURAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT 
 

DAWSON CANYON RECLAMATION PLAN-CORONA CLAY 
 

CUP No. 03265 
Temescal Valley Area 

Riverside County, California 
 
 
 
 
 
 

For Submittal to: 
 

Riverside County Planning Department 
County Administrative Center 

4080 Lemon Street 
Riverside, CA 92502 

 
Prepared for: 

 
Lilburn Corporation 

1905 Business Center Drive 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 

 
Prepared by: 

 
CRM TECH 

1016 East Cooley Drive, Suite A/B 
Colton, CA 92324 

 
Bai “Tom” Tang, Principal Investigator 
Michael Hogan, Principal Investigator 

 
 
 

December 26, 2017 
(Fieldwork Completed on November 17 and 20, 2017) 

CRM TECH Contract No. 3283A 
 



 

 
 

Title: Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment: Dawson Canyon Reclamation 
Plan-Corona Clay, CUP No. 03265, Temescal Valley Area, Riverside 
County, California 
 

Author(s): Bai “Tom” Tang, Principal Investigator 
Deirdre Encarnación, Archaeologist/Report Writer 
Terri Jacquemain, Historian 
Daniel Ballester, Archaeologist/Field Director 
Nina Gallardo, Archaeologist/Native American Liaison 
 

Consulting Firm: CRM TECH 
1016 East Cooley Drive, Suite A/B 
Colton, CA 92324 
(909) 824-6400 
 

Date: December 26, 2017 
 

For Submittal to: Riverside County Planning Department 
County Administrative Center 
4080 Lemon Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 
(951) 951-3200  
 

Prepared for: Martin Derus 
Lilburn Corporation 
1905 Business Center Drive 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 
(909) 890-1818 
 

USGS Quadrangle: Lake Mathews, Calif., 7.5’ quadrangle; Section 35, T4S R6W, San 
Bernardino Baseline and Meridian 
 

Project Size: Approximately 122.71 acres 
 

Keywords: Arcilla area, Temescal Valley, western Riverside County; Assessor’s 
Parcel Nos. 283-190-019, -021, -022, -040 and -041; Site 33-028055: 
remains of historic-period chute; no “historical resources” or “tribal 
cultural resources” affected 

 



 i 

 
 

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 
 

Between October and December 2017, at the request of the Lilburn Corporation, CRM 
TECH performed a cultural resources study on approximately 122.71 acres of rural land 
near the community of Arcilla in the unincorporated Temescal Valley area of Riverside 
County, California.  The subject property of the study consists of Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 
283-190-019, -021, -022, -040 and -041, located near the intersection of Park Canyon Road 
and Dawson Canyon Road, in the northeast quarter of Section 35, T4S R6W, San 
Bernardino Baseline and Meridian.   
 
The study is a part of the environmental review process for the entitlement of existing on-
site uses, including a clay processing facility, seven motorcycle test tracks, a remote-
controlled model airplane field, storage yards, and a residence.  The County of Riverside, 
as the lead agency, required the study in compliance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).  The purpose of the study is to provide the County with the necessary 
information and analysis to determine whether the entitlement would cause substantial 
adverse changes to any “historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources,” as defined by 
CEQA, that may exist in or around the project area. 
 
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.  As a result of 
these research procedures, Site 33-028055, representing the remains of a wood-and-metal 
chute that was once used in association with the clay mining operations nearby, was 
identified and recorded within the project area, but was subsequently determined not to 
meet CEQA’s definition of a “historical resource.”  No other potential “historical 
resources” or “tribal cultural resources” were encountered within or adjacent to the project 
area.   
 
Based on these findings, CRM TECH recommends to the County of Riverside a finding of 
No Impact on cultural resources, pending the completion of Native American consultation 
process by the County pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 to ensure the proper identification of 
potential “tribal cultural resources.”  In light of the results of the study, CRM TECH 
recommends no additional cultural resources investigation unless project plans undergo 
such changes as to include areas not covered by this study.  If buried cultural materials are 
encountered inadvertently during any earth-moving operations associated with the project, 
all work within 50 feet of the discovery should be halted or diverted until a qualified 
archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the finds. 
 
No artifacts were collected during this Phase I survey.  All field notes and photographs are 
on file at the CRM TECH office.  Copies of the report are on file at the Eastern Information 
Center, the County of Riverside Planning Department, and the CRM TECH office. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Between October and December 2017, at the request of the Lilburn Corporation, CRM TECH 
performed a cultural resources study on approximately 122.71 acres of rural land near the 
community of Arcilla in the unincorporated Temescal Valley area of Riverside County, California 
(Fig. 1).  The subject property of the study consists of Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 283-190-019, -021,  
-022, -040 and -041, located near the intersection of Park Canyon Road and Dawson Canyon Road, 
in the northeast quarter of Section 35, T4S R6W, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian (Figs. 2, 3).   
 
The study is a part of the environmental review process for the entitlement of existing on-site uses, 
including industrial, recreational, and storage facilities as well as a residence.  The County of 
Riverside, as the lead agency, 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 with 
the necessary information and analysis to determine whether the entitlement would cause substantial 
adverse changes to any “historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources,” as defined by CEQA, 
that may exist in or around the project area. 
 
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 a systematic field survey of the entire project area.  The following report is a 
complete account of the methods, results, and final conclusion of the study.  Personnel who 
participated in the study are named in the appropriate sections below, and their qualifications are 
provided in Appendix 1. 
 

 
 
Figure 1.  Project vicinity.  (Based on USGS Santa Ana, Calif., 1:250,000 quadrangle [USGS 1979])   



 2 

 

 
 
Figure 2.  Project location.  (Based on USGS Lake Mathews, Calif., 1:24,000 quadrangle [USGS 1997]) 
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Figure 3.  Aerial view of the project area. 
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SETTING 

 
CURRENT NATURAL SETTING 
 
The project area is situated in the rolling hills on the northeastern side of the Temescal Valley, 
approximately two miles across the narrow valley from the base of the Santa Ana Mountains.  The 
natural environment of the area is characterized by the Mediterranean climate typical of inland 
southern California lowlands, featuring hot and dry summers with mild and wet winters.  The 
average high temperature in summer reaches 92º Fahrenheit, while the average low temperature in 
winter dips to 42º.  The average annual precipitation in the area is approximately 12 inches, most of 
which occurs between November and March.   
 
The project area consists of an irregularly shaped tract of partially developed land containing a clay-
processing facility, seven motorcycle test tracks, a remote-controlled model airplane field, storage 
areas, and a residence, all concentrated on the hilltops that have evidently been leveled in the past 
(Figs. 3, 4).  Elevations on the property range approximately from 960 feet to 1,165 feet above mean 
sea level.  The rugged slopes of the hillside at lower elevations are currently undeveloped (Figs. 3, 
4).  Surface soils in the vicinity typically are composed of greyish-brown, fine- to coarse-grained 
sands with some exposed bedrock outcrops.   
 
The native vegetation in the area belongs to the Coastal Sage Scrub plant community and includes 
California sagebrush, buckwheat, manzanita, gooseberry, California aster, golden bush, and coyote 
brush.  The existing vegetation on the property features a mix of native and invasive species, such as 
buckwheat, broom baccharis, sycamore and oak trees, tumbleweed, wild mustard, foxtail, and other 
small grasses and shrubs.  Introduced landscaping plants were also observed around buildings and 
along roads.  The ground surface on the hilltops and along the various roads has been greatly 
disturbed by past construction activities, but retains much more of its natural character on the lower 
slopes (Fig. 4). 
 

 
 
Figure 4.  Typical landscapes in the project area.  Left: view to the north across the western portion; right: clay-

processing facility, view to the south.  (Photographs taken on November 17 and 20, 2017) 
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CULTURAL SETTING 
 
Prehistoric Context 
 
The earliest evidence of human occupation in Riverside County was discovered below the surface of 
an alluvial fan in the northern portion of the Lakeview Mountains, overlooking the San Jacinto 
Valley, with radiocarbon dates clustering around 9,500 B.P. (Horne and McDougall 2008).  Another 
site found near the shoreline of Lake Elsinore, close to the confluence of Temescal Wash and the 
San Jacinto River, yielded radiocarbon dates between 8,000 and 9,000 B.P. (Grenda 1997).  
Additional sites with isolated Archaic dart points, bifaces, and other associated lithic artifacts from 
the same age range have been found in the nearby Cajon Pass area of San Bernardino County, 
typically atop knolls with good viewsheds (Basgall and True 1985; Goodman and McDonald 2001; 
Goodman 2002; Milburn et al. 2008).  
 
The cultural prehistory of southern California has been summarized into numerous chronologies, 
including those developed by Chartkoff and Chartkoff (1984), Warren (1984), and others.  
Specifically, the prehistory of Riverside County has been addressed by O’Connell et al. (1974), 
McDonald et al. (1987), Keller and McCarthy (1989), Grenda (1993), Goldberg (2001), and Horne 
and McDougall (2008).  Although the beginning and ending dates of different cultural horizons vary 
regionally, the general framework of the prehistory of western Riverside County can be broken into 
three primary periods: 
 
• Paleoindian Period (ca. 18,000-9,000 B.P.): Native peoples of this period created fluted 

spearhead bases designed to be hafted to wooden shafts.  The distinctive method of thinning 
bifaces and spearhead preforms by removing long, linear flakes leaves diagnostic Paleoindian 
markers at tool-making sites. Other artifacts associated with the Paleoindian toolkit include 
choppers, cutting tools, retouched flakes, and perforators.  Sites from this period are very sparse 
across the landscape and most are deeply buried.  

• Archaic Period (ca. 9,000-1,500 B.P.): Archaic sites are characterized by abundant lithic scatters 
of considerable size with many biface thinning flakes, bifacial preforms broken during 
manufacture, and well-made groundstone bowls and basin metates.  As a consequence of making 
dart points, many biface thinning waste flakes were generated at individual production stations, 
which is a diagnostic feature of Archaic sites.   

• Late Prehistoric Period (ca. 1,500 B.P.-contact): Sites from this period typically contain small 
lithic scatters from the manufacture of small arrow points, expedient groundstone tools such as 
tabular metates and unshaped manos, wooden mortars with stone pestles, acorn or mesquite bean 
granaries, ceramic vessels, shell beads suggestive of extensive trading networks, and steatite 
implements such as pipes and arrow shaft straighteners.   

 
Ethnohistoric Context 
 
The Temescal Valley area lies within the traditional territory of the Takic-speaking Luiseño people, 
which extended from present-day Riverside to Escondido and Oceanside.  The name of the group is 
derived from Mission San Luis Rey, which held jurisdiction over most of the traditional Luiseño 
territory during the late 18th and early 19th centuries.  Luiseño history, as recorded in traditional 
songs, tells the creation story from the birth of the first people, the kaamalam, to the sickness, death, 
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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 position 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.   
 
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 
small pox as well as 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 and Soboba Indian Reservations. 
 
Historic Context 
 
The Temescal Valley was reportedly named after a Temascal, or Native American sweathouse, that 
was located in the vicinity (Gunther 1984:528-529).  For this area, the historic period began in the 
1810s, when Spanish explorers “discovered” an ancient Indian trail that traversed the entire length of 
the valley (Hoover et al. 1966:290; Jennings et al. 1993:92).  During much of the Spanish and 
Mexican Periods in California history, the Temescal Valley was under the nominal control of 
Mission San Luis Rey, although the claim was contested by the neighboring Mission San Juan 
Capistrano.   
 
In 1818, the Temescal Valley became the site of the first non-Native settlement in what is now 
Riverside County when Leandro José Serrano, a Spanish soldier from San Diego, established his 
Rancho Temescal under a temporary occupancy and grazing permit issued by Mission San Luis Rey 



 7 

(Hoover et al. 1966:292; Jennings et al. 1993:91).  By the mid-1820s, Serrano had built an adobe 
house, planted a garden with fruit trees, and raised considerable cattle and horse stock (Gunther 
1984:532; Jennings et al. 1993:91).  After the American annexation of Alta California in 1848, 
however, the Serrano family’s claim to Rancho Temescal was rejected by the U.S. government in 
1866 since they had never received a clear title to the land during the Spanish and Mexican Periods 
(Gunther 1984:532-534).  The Temescal Valley was subsequently declared open for entry by 
settlers.   
 
In the early years after the American annexation, the Southern Emigrant Road or the Los Angeles-
Fort Yuma Road, as the trail in the Temescal Valley came to be known, served as one of the main 
gateways by which many of the legendary wagon trains from the eastern United States entered 
California.  Between 1858 and 1861, it gained further prestige when John Butterfield’s Overland 
Mail Company selected it for the famed stagecoach line between San Francisco and St. Louis, 
Missouri (Gunther 1984:79-80).  Although it has left little physical remains to be discovered today, 
the heritage of the Southern Emigrant Road has been carried to the present time by a succession of 
modern transportation arteries, including the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway (now 
dismantled), the old Highway 71 (now Temescal Canyon Road), and finally today’s Interstate 
Highway 15. 
 
By the 1870s-1890s, a number of settlers, including some of the early pioneers in the area, had 
established their homesteads in the vicinity of Serrano’s adobe house, while others were scattered 
throughout the valley (GLO 1874a-1892).  For much of the period since then, agriculture remained 
the primary means of livelihood in the Temescal Valley, especially horticulture and apiculture.  In 
the meantime, several mining fevers swept through the area as well, most notably the rush on tin 
claims around Cajalco and the coal and clay mining industry centered at Alberhill.  The Cajalco tin 
mining lasted from the 1850s to the 1890s, but left little impact on the economic and settlement 
pattern in the Temescal Valley at large (Gunther 1984:89-90).  In contrast, the Alberhill coal and 
clay enterprise, started in the 1880s, eventually developed into an important industrial center 
(Hudson 1978:151-152; Gunther 1984:535-537).   
 
Located approximately five miles northwest of Alberhill, the project vicinity was also well-known 
for clay mining, as reflected in the place name Arcilla, the Spanish word for clay (Gunther 1984:28).  
The name was applied to this location in 1927, when the Santa Fe Railway established a siding here 
on its newly completed Temescal Valley line (ibid.).  During the most recent decades, as elsewhere 
in the Inland Empire region, urban expansion spurred by residential and commercial development 
has greatly transformed the socioeconomic landscape at both ends of the Temescal Valley, in the 
Corona and Lake Elsinore-Murrieta areas.   
 
 

RESEARCH METHODS 
 
RECORDS SEARCH 
 
On October 31, 2017, CRM TECH archaeologist Nina Gallardo completed the historical/ 
archaeological resources records search at the Eastern Information Center (EIC).  Located on the 
campus of the University of California, Riverside, the EIC is the State of California’s official 
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cultural resource records repository for the County of Riverside.  During the records search, Gallardo 
examined maps and records on file 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 research for this study was completed in two phases.  The preliminary background 
research was conducted by CRM TECH principal investigator Bai “Tom” Tang on the basis of 
published literature in local and regional history, U.S. General Land Office survey plat maps dated 
1874-1892, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps dated 1901-1997, and aerial 
photographs taken in 1948-2016.  The historic 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 are available at the NETR Online 
website and through the Google Earth software. 
 
After the identification and recordation of historic-period features in the project area during the field 
survey, CRM TECH historian Terri Jacquemain pursued more specific and in-depth research on the 
history of the property.  Sources consulted during this phase of the research included primarily 
property tax assessment records of the County of Riverside, oral historical accounts provided by 
Craig Deleo, long-time owner and operator of the Corona Clay Company, and various online 
genealogical databases, along with the local historical literature. 
 
NATIVE AMERICAN PARTICIPATION 
 
On October 26, 2017, CRM TECH submitted a written request to the State of California Native 
American Heritage Commission for a records search in the commission’s sacred lands file.  In the 
meantime, CRM TECH notified the Tribal Historic Preservation Office of the Pechanga Band of 
Luiseño Indians of the upcoming archaeological fieldwork on October 26 and November 14, and 
invited tribal participation.  Following the commission’s recommendations and previously 
established consultation protocol, on November 2 CRM TECH further contacted a total of 54 tribal 
representatives in the region in writing for additional information on potential Native American 
cultural resources in the project vicinity.  The correspondence between CRM TECH and the Native 
American representatives is attached to this report as Appendix 2. 
 
FIELD SURVEY 
 
On November 17 and 20, 2017, CRM TECH field director Daniel Ballester and project 
archaeologists Nina Gallardo and Ben Kerridge carried out the intensive-level field survey of the 
project area.  The survey was completed on foot by walking a series of parallel transects spaced 15 
meters (approximately 50 feet) apart.  On the relatively level hilltops, the transects were oriented in 
the north-south and northeast-southwest directions, in conformation with existing built-environment 
features.  On the steep hillside, the transects were laid out along the natural contour lines. 
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In this way, the ground surface in the 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).  
Visibility of the native ground surface ranged widely from poor (virtually 0%) to good (80%) 
depending on the density of the vegetation growth.  As a part of the survey procedures, Ballester also 
closely inspected all buildings, structures, and other built-environment features in the project area in 
order to identify and document any that might date to the historic period. 
 
When archaeological features and artifacts were discovered during the survey, their locations were 
marked with survey flags.  Upon completion of the survey, these locations were re-visited and 
photographed.  Further field recordation, including feature descriptions, a location map with UTM 
coordinates, and a scaled sketch map, were completed to document the exact location and physical 
characteristics of the features and artifacts.  The field maps and written descriptions were then 
compiled into a standard site record form and submitted to the EIC for inclusion in the California 
Historical Resources Information System.  No artifacts were collected during the survey. 
 
 

RESULTS AND FINDINGS 
 
RECORDS SEARCH 
 
According to EIC records, portions of the project area were covered by five previous cultural 
resources studies completed between 1976 and 2009 (Fig. 5).  These studies all included pedestrian 
field surveys and records searches for various projects ranging from linear infrastructure 
construction to mining operations.  None of these previous studies, however, covered the entire 
project area.  Furthermore, other than the 2009 study that focused on a series of power pole sites 
(#8632 in Fig. 5), all of them occurred more than 20 years ago and are therefore considered outdated 
for statutory compliance purposes today.  No cultural resources were previously recorded within or 
immediately adjacent to the current project boundaries. 
 
Outside the project area but within a one-mile radius, EIC records yielded more than 30 other studies 
on various tracts of land and linear features (Fig. 5; see App. 3).  In all, over 80% of the land within 
the scope of the records search has been surveyed, which resulted in the identification of 27 
historical/ archaeological sites and 12 isolates—i.e., localities with fewer than three artifacts—within 
the one-mile radius, as listed in Table 1 (see App. 4 for locations). 
 
The majority of these known cultural resources, 22 of the sites and all 12 of the isolates, are of 
prehistoric—i.e., Native American—origin.  Most of these prehistoric resources were clustered 
densely to the west of the project location, especially in the foothills across the Temescal Wash that 
are less rugged and steep than the terrain within project boundaries.  Only a few of the prehistoric 
sites or isolates were found to the north and the east of the project location despite a similar extent of 
past survey coverage, and they tended to be spaced much farther apart, around one quarter-mile from 
one another (see App. 4).   
 
The nearest prehistoric resource to the project area was Site 33-001725, representing a group of 
bedrock milling features with a total of six grinding slicks and a mortar, which was recorded in 1979 
roughly 300 feet to the west of the northwest project boundary (see App. 4).  Other prehistoric  
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Figure 5.  Previous cultural resources studies in the vicinity of the project area, listed by EIC file number.  (See App. 3 

for bibliography) 
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Table 1.  Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within the Scope of the Records Search 
Number Author/Year Description 

33-000034 Various Petroglyph (California Historical Landmark No. 187) 
33-000078 Various Pictographs 
33-000101 Various Native American habitation site and historic-period foundation 
33-000108 Various Native American habitation site 
33-001090 McCarthy 1978 Bedrock milling slicks and lithics artifacts 
33-001099 Various 1985-2007 Native American habitation site 
33-001149 Various 1977-1991 Lithic scatter 
33-001725 Brown 1979 Bedrock milling features 
33-002992 Bonner and Sawyer 1985 Groundstone and flaked-stone scatter 
33-003531 Bergin and Preston 1989 Lithic scatter 
33-003532 Bergin and Preston 1989 Lithic scatter 
33-003830 McCarthy 1990 Pictograph 
33-003831 McCarthy and Goodman 1990 Bedrock milling features 
33-003832 Various Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway, Temescal Valley line 
33-004111 Swope and Hallaran 1991 Serrano Tanning Vats (California Historical Landmark No. 186) 
33-004980 Drover and Smith 1991 Lithic scatter 
33-004981 Various 1991-2015 Native American habitation site 
33-004982 Drover and Smith 1991 Lithic scatter 
33-006438 Various Same as 33-004111 
33-006441 Various Serrano Adobe Ruins (California Historical Landmark No. 224) 
33-008267 Strudwick and King 1998 Lithic scatter 
33-011089 Ballester 2001 Isolate: metate  
33-011090 Ballester 2001 Isolate: pestle and mano 
33-011091 Ballester 2001 Isolate: mano 
33-013484 Pink and Singer 1979 Isolate: metate 
33-013622 Hoover and Garrett 2004 Bedrock milling slick 
33-013623 Hoover and Garrett 2004 Bedrock milling slicks 
33-013624 Hoover and Garrett 2004 Bedrock milling slicks and mano 
33-013625 Hoover and Garrett 2004 Bedrock milling slicks and cupules 
33-013690 Hoover and Blevins 2004 Isolate: mano 
33-013691 Hoover and Blevins 2004 Isolate: mano 
33-013692 Hoover and Blevins 2004 Isolate: mano 
33-013693 Hoover and Blevins 2004 Isolate: millingstone fragment 
33-015427 Goodman et al. 2006 Remnants of irrigation system 
33-016699 Clowery-Moreno 2007 Isolate: lithic core 
33-016700 Clowery-Moreno 2007 Isolate: flake 
33-016701 Clowery-Moreno 2007 Isolate: flake 
33-016702 Clowery-Moreno 2007 Isolate: hammerstone 
33-024861 Hahnlen 2016 Bedrock milling feature 

 
resources in the vicinity included several habitation areas, pictographs/petroglyphs, and scattered 
groundstone and flaked-stone artifacts, as demonstrated by Table 1.   
 
The other five sites recorded within one mile of the project location dated to the historic period and 
included two California Historical Landmarks associated with Leandro José Serrano’s Rancho 
Temescal settlement as well as more recent infrastructure features.  Among these, Site 33-003832, 
lying a short distance outside the southwestern project boundary (see App. 4), represented the 
abandoned grade of the former Santa Fe Railway line through the Temescal Valley, which was built 
in 1927 and removed in the 1970s (McCarthy 1990:1; Love and Tang 1996:2).  Since none of these 
recorded sites or isolates was found within or adjacent to the project area, none of them requires 
further consideration during this study.   
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FIELD SURVEY 
 
During the field survey, the remains of a wood-and-metal chute, which was evidently historical in 
age and associated with the clay mining operations nearby, was noted on a south-facing hillside in 
the northwestern portion of the project area, occupying a roughly 65x40-foot area (Fig. 6; see App. 
5).  The site was recorded into the California Historical Resources Inventory as a result of this study 
and was subsequently designated 33-028055 by the EIC.  The primary components of the site 
include the remnants of two parallel metal rails running generally north-south down a finger ridge, 
each of them supported by a set of vertical metal beams.  The western rail has almost disappeared, 
and what is left of the eastern one measures approximately 10 feet long.   
 
Lumber that appears to have been part of the assembly lies on either side of the rail alignment, 
scattered on the slopes.  To the southwest and northeast of the alignment, 6x6-inch wooden beams 
protrude from the hillside, supporting the remains of a rudimentary retaining structure.  These beams 
are lashed together crudely with rusted metal cables.  From the southwestern portion of the retaining 
structure, the cables extend up the hill to connect to the metal rails.  The southwestern end of the 
retaining structure is now in disarray, as a portion of the finger ridge has collapsed. 
 
The soil in the site area is very fine, red and grey in color, and exhibits substantial concreting action.  
This soil is several inches thick, as evidenced by a collapsed section of the finger ridge that exposed 
the subsurface soil strata.  The chute once extended at least 22 feet down the slope from its 
northernmost point, presumably leading to a local dock and the Santa Fe Railway siding below.  
Debris within the site boundaries include several rusted metal nails measuring six inches long and 
fragments of a vehicle license plate. 
 

 
 
Figure 6.  Chute remains at 33-028055, view to the southeast.  (Photograph taken on November 20, 2017) 
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Figure 7.  Representative buildings in the project area.  Clockwise from top left: storage building; caretaker’s residence; 

office/employee lounge; shade structure at the model airplane field.  (Photographs taken on November 17 and 20, 
2017) 

 
No other potential “historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources” were observed within or 
adjacent to the project area during the survey.  Buildings and structures currently extant in the 
project area include a large metal storage building, a concrete-block residence for the caretaker, a 
small office and employee lounge, and a number of trailers and shade structures (Fig. 7).  All of 
these are evidently modern—i.e., less than 50 years old—in origin, and none of them predates 1980 
(see below).   
 
Some of the roads that cross the project area, such as Park Canyon Road, Dawson Canyon Road, and 
Clay Canyon Road, trace their roots to the historic period (see below).  However, these roads, paved 
or unpaved, represent the results of repeated upgrading and constant maintenance over the years, and 
none of them demonstrates any distinctively historical character.  Therefore, none of them is 
considered a potential “historical resource.” 
 
HISTORICAL RESEARCH 
 
Sources consulted for this study revealed ample evidence of settlement and development activities in 
the surrounding area throughout the historic period.  As early as the 1850s-1870s, several settlers’ 
houses and farmlands, including an olive orchard planted by the Serrano family, were noted on the 
level floor of the Temescal Valley nearby, along the Southern Emigrant Road, which is identified in 
historic maps simply as “Old Road” (Fig. 8).  A secondary road branched off from the Southern 
Emigrant Road and extended to the northeast, crossing the northwestern portion of the project area 
along a similar course to that of present-day Clay Canyon Road (Fig. 8).   
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By the 1890s, a second road extended across the southeastern portion of the project area along 
roughly the same course as today’s Dawson Canyon Road (Fig. 9).  In the 1930s-1950s, the 
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway’s Temescal Valley line, constructed in 1927, was observed 
in close proximity to the southwestern edge of the project area, along with a portion of the Arcilla 
siding (Figs. 10, 11; NETR Online 1948).  Throughout the historic period, however, no major man-
made features were reported within the project boundaries other than the roads (Figs. 8-11; NETR 
Online 1948-1967).  A clay pit located roughly a quarter-mile north of the project location, at the 
end of Clay Canyon Road, was evidently the focal point for the activities in and around the project 
area at that time (Figs. 10, 11; NETR Online 1948). 
 
Historically, the 122.71-acre project area was part of a much larger parcel, at least 560 acres in size, 
that was the long-time property of the Temescal Water Company (County Assessor 1899-1926).  
Although undeveloped, the property was leased to a number of mining interests over the years, 
including legendary industrialist Henry J. Kaiser, who procured from this area the clay needed for 
his steel plant in Fontana (Deleo 2017).  Others who held mining leases on the property included 
American Container, United Tile, the Harrington Company, and the McClinton family, who shared 
the area under separate leases (ibid.).  In the 1960s, Corona Clay Company, the current owner of 
parcels in the project area, also became a lessee (ibid.).   
 
Corona Clay Company was founded in 1948 by the Deleo family, and was incorporated 10 years 
later (Corona Clay Company n.d.).  The most notable family member in this venture, Joe Deleo, 
worked as a mining employee in his youth and, except for a period of military service at the Mira 
Loma Quartermaster Depot in present-day Jurupa Valley during World War II, spent his whole life  
 

 
 
Figure 8.  The project area and vicinity in 1853-1874.  

(Source: GLO 1874a; 1874b)   

 
 
Figure 9.  The project area and vicinity in 1894-1899.  

(Source: USGS 1901; 1902) 
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Figure 10.  The project area and vicinity in 1939.  

(Source: USGS 1942) 

 
 
Figure 11.  The project area and vicinity in 1948-1953.  

(Source: USGS 1953) 
 
in clay mining (Deleo 2017).  Current family patriarch Gerald Deleo, 84, secured the mining lease in 
the project vicinity in the 1960s, as mentioned above, and his son, Craig, now 65, has stayed in the 
family business since age 16 (ibid.).  The family bought the property in the 1980s (ibid.).  
 
The mining operations in this area were focused on excavating a fine-grained red clay favored in 
brick and tile making as well as beauty treatments such as “mud baths” at the nearby health spa of 
Glen Ivy (Deleo 2017).  The clay from the mining pit to the north was transported to the project area 
and funneled down the hillside through a gravity-driven chute at Site 33-028055 (ibid.).  At the 
bottom of the chute, the clay was loaded onto waiting trucks bound for local manufacturers such as 
L.A. Brick, Liston Brick, and Pacific Clay, or onto open rail cars on the Santa Fe Railway for 
shipment to the Phoenix Brick Yard in Arizona, which was founded in 1917 and is still among the 
largest brick manufacturers today (ibid.; Summit Brick n.d.).  According to Craig Deleo (ibid.), the 
chute eventually fell out of use after the automotive industry produced more powerful trucks that 
were better able to climb the hills to the clay pit. 
 
The chute was among a few rudimentary structures needed for the clay mining operations until the 
company secured a contract around 1965 to supply clay for the new Angel Stadium that was being 
built in Anaheim (Deleo 2017).  As fine as the raw clay was, it needed to be even finer for the 
ballpark’s infield base, so a mechanical crusher was brought in for the job (ibid.).  In any event, prior 
to 1980 the project area evidently served solely as a transportation corridor for the company’s 
operations, and no buildings or structures were present within the current project boundaries in 
1966-1967 (NETR Online 1966; 1967). 
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To take further advantage of its capabilities, around 1980 the Corona Clay Company launched a 
short-lived joint venture with a partner to produce pressed brick pavers, which resulted in the 
construction of the large storage building in the project area during the 1980s (NETR Online 1981; 
1994; Deleo 2017).  Prior to that, the caretaker’s house was built around 1980 (NETR Online 1980; 
Deleo 2017).  Also in the 1980s, Western Waste Industries, now a part of Waste Management, Inc., 
acquired the adjacent property to the north of the project area, but the clay pit remained accessible 
through leases (Deleo 2017).   
 
In the 1990s, the clay pit was finally closed after Western Waste Industries acquired that area and 
turned it into a part of the El Sobrante Landfill (Deleo 2017).  Since then, the project area has been 
gradually converted into other uses.  By 1994, the model airplane field in the southeastern portion of 
the project area was in place, along with two of the seven motorcycle test tracks (NETR Online 
1994).  They were followed by the other five tracks over the next 22 years, with the last one, Track 
No. 6B, completed in 2014-2016 (NETR Online 1994-2012; Google Earth 1994-2016). 
 
NATIVE AMERICAN PARTICIPATION 
 
In response to CRM TECH’s inquiry, the Native American Heritage Commission reported in a letter 
dated October 31, 2017, that the sacred lands record search yielded negative results for Native 
American cultural resources in the project area.  However, the commission recommended that local 
Native American groups be contacted for further information, and provided a list of potential 
contacts in the region for that purpose (see App. 2).   
 
Upon receiving the commission’s response, CRM TECH sent written requests for comments to 40 of 
the 43 individuals on the referral list (see App. 2).  The other three persons, John Perada of the Los 
Coyotes Band of Cahuilla and Cupeño Indians, Jim McPherson of the Rincon Band of Luiseño 
Indians, and Julie Hagen of the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, no longer serve the tribes as 
spokespersons on cultural resources issues, according to previous tribal responses.  Meanwhile, as 
recommended by the appropriate tribal government staff, the following designated spokespersons for 
the tribes were also contacted:  
 
• David L. Saldivar, Tribal Government Affairs Manager, Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians; 
• Judy Stapp, Director of Cultural Affairs, Cabazon Band of Mission Indians; 
• Bobby Ray Esparza, Cultural Director, Cahuilla Band of Indians; 
• Desiderio Vela, Environmental Program Manager, Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians; 
• Samuel H. Dunlap, Cultural Resources Director, Gabrielino Tongva Nation; 
• Rob Roy, Environmental Director, La Jolla Band of Luiseño Indians; 
• Veronica Santos, Cultural Resources Coordinator, Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation; 
• Raymond Huaute, Cultural Resource Specialist, Morongo Band of Mission Indians; 
• Chris Devers, Vice-Chairman and Cultural Committee member, Pauma Band of Luiseño Indians; 
• Tuba Ebru Ozdil, Planning Specialist, Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians; 
• Destiny Colocho, Manager, Cultural Resource Department, Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians; 
• Jim McPherson, Director, Monitoring Program, San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians;  
• Gabriella Rubalcava, Environmental Director, Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians;  
• Ernest Pingleton, Cultural Resources Manager, Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians. 
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The requests for comments were sent to the tribal representatives on November 2, 2017.  As of this 
time, nine tribal representatives have responded in writing (see App. 2).  Seven of them, Destiny 
Colocho of the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians, Katie Croft of the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians, Chris Devers of the Pauma Band of Luiseño Indians, Steven Estrada of the Santa Rosa Band 
of Cahuilla Indians, Judy Stapp of the Cabazon Band of Mission Indians, Ray Teran of the Viejas 
Band of Kumeyaay Indians, and Amanda Vance of the Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians, 
expressed no specific concerns over this project.   
 
Among the seven tribal representatives, Ms. Croft, Mr. Estrada, Mr. Teran, and Ms. Vance deferred 
to other tribes located in closer proximity to the project area, such as the Soboba Band of Luiseño 
Indians.  Additionally, Mr. Devers and Ms. Vance recommended monitoring of ground disturbing 
activities associated with the project, Mr. Devers and Ms. Colocho requested copies of all cultural 
resources documentation for the project, while Mr. Teran and Ms. Vance asked to be notified of any 
Native American cultural resource discoveries. 
 
On behalf of the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians, Tuba Ebru Ozdil identified the project location 
to be a part of the tribe’s ancestral territory and found the general area to be culturally sensitive to 
the Pechanga people.  Therefore, she requested notification when the project begins the entitlement 
process, copies of all cultural resources documentation associated with the project, further 
government-to-government consultation with the County of Riverside, and the presence of a 
qualified archaeologist and a professional Pechanga tribal monitor during all earth-moving activities 
in the project area, pending review of the environmental documents. 
 
Joseph Ontiveros, Cultural Resources Director for the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians, also claimed 
the project location as a part of the tribe’s traditional use area and an area considered to be culturally 
sensitive to the Soboba people.  He requested further consultation with the project proponent and the 
County of Riverside, Native American monitoring of the project by a representative of the Soboba 
Band, and proper treatment of cultural remains discovered during the project.  In addition, Mr. 
Ontiveros stated that data maintained by the Soboba Band identified “multiple areas of potential 
impact,” and offered to share specific information during future consultation with the County of 
Riverside. 
 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
The purpose of this study is to identify any cultural resources within or adjacent to the project area, 
and to assist the County of Riverside in determining whether such resources meet the official 
definition of “historical resources” or “tribal cultural 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 
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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)) 
 
For “tribal cultural resources,” PRC §21074, enacted and codified as part of a 2014 amendment to 
CEQA through Assembly Bill 52, provides the statutory definition as follows: 
 

“Tribal cultural resources” are either of the following: 
(1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a 

California Native American tribe that are either of the following: 
(A) Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical 

Resources. 
(B) Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 

5020.1. 
(2) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 

to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1.  In applying the 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for the purposes of this paragraph, the lead 
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

 
In summary of the research results presented above, Site 33-028055, representing the remains of a 
chute that was used during the historic period in association with nearby clay mining operations, is 
the only potential “historical resource” identified within or adjacent to the project area.  Once a part 
of the clay transportation system from a mining pit north of the project area to the highway and 
railway on the valley floor below, the chute was eventually abandoned when it was rendered 
obsolete by the advent of better trucks and, ultimately, the removal of the rail line in the 1970s.   
 
The features recorded at Site 33-028055 are in an extremely dilapidated state today, barely 
recognizable as the remnants of a chute.  As such, they retain poor historic integrity to relate to their 
original historic context, namely the clay-mining industry in the Temescal Valley.  As the 
fragmented remains of a minor element in the clay-mining industry, the site does not demonstrate a 
particularly close or important association with this pattern of events or any specific events in 
history, nor with any persons of recognized historic significance.  Furthermore, it does not exhibit 
any remarkable qualities in engineering or construction, nor does it hold the potential for any 
important historical information.   
 
Based on these considerations, and in light of the criteria listed above, the present study concludes 
that Site 33-028055 does not appear to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources, and does not qualify as a “historical resource” under CEQA guidelines.  No other 
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potential “historical resources” were encountered throughout the course of this study, nor were any 
properties of Native American cultural value identified within or adjacent to the project area.  With 
the exception of a few paved and unpaved roads, all built-environment features present in the project 
area are modern in origin, and the roads, as working components of the modern infrastructure, do not 
demonstrate any distinctively historical character to be considered potential “historical resources.” 
 
In conclusion, no “historical resources” exist within or adjacent to the project area, nor have any 
“tribal cultural resources” been identified during this study.  The final determination on the presence 
or absence of “tribal cultural resources” in the project area, however, will need to be made by the 
County of Riverside upon completion of the government-to-government consultations that the 
County will be conducting with pertinent Native American tribes pursuant to provisions of 
Assembly Bill 52. 
 
 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
CEQA establishes that a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
“historical resource” or a “tribal cultural resource” is a project that may have a significant effect on 
the environment (PRC §21084.1-2).  “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.”   
 
As stated above, this study has concluded that Site 33-028055, the only property of historical or 
prehistoric origin in the project area, does not constitute a “historical resource,” as defined by 
CEQA.  No other potential “historical resources” or “tribal cultural resources” were identified 
throughout the course of this study.  Therefore, CRM TECH presents the following 
recommendations to the County of Riverside: 
 
• A finding of No Impact on cultural resources appears to be appropriate for this project, pending 

the completion of Native American consultation process by the County of Riverside pursuant to 
Assembly Bill 52 to ensure the proper identification of potential “tribal cultural resources.” 

• No additional cultural resources investigation will be necessary unless project plans undergo 
such changes as to include areas not covered by this study. 

• If buried cultural materials are discovered inadvertently during any earth-moving operations 
associated with the project, all work within 50 feet of the discovery 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:  December 26, 2017   SIGNED:       
 Print Name:  Bai “Tom” Tang    
 County Registration No.:  114    
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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. 
 
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, ARCHAEOLOGY 
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; California Native Plant 
Society. 
 
 

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. 

• Surveys, excavations, construction monitoring, field recordation, mapping, 
records searches, and Native American liaison. 

 
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/GIS Specialist, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California. 

• Report writing, site record preparation, and supervisory responsibilities over all 
aspects of fieldwork and field crew.  Manages and updates CRM TECH’s GIS 
database, produces maps and extracts data using GIS.  Manages field crews for 
field surveys, testing and data recovery projects.  Oversees work to ensure correct 
procedures.   

2011-2012 GIS Specialist for Caltrans District 8 Project, Garcia and Associates, San Anselmo, 
California. 
• Created archaeological site maps based off points taken with hand-held GPS unit; 

responsible for accurately inputting data.   
2009-2010 Field Crew Chief, Garcia and Associates, San Anselmo, California. 
2009-2010 Field Crew, ECorp, Redlands.  
1999-2002 Project Archaeologist, CRM TECH, Riverside, California. 

• Conducted field surveys, site recording, site testing and data recovery; familiar 
with all types of prehistoric and historic period sites.  

1998-1999 Field Crew, K.E.A. Environmental, San Diego, California. 
• Two and a half months of excavations on Topomai village site, Marine Corp Air 

Station, Camp Pendleton. 
1998 Field Crew, A.S.M. Affiliates, Encinitas, California. 

• Two weeks of excavations on a site on Red Beach, Camp Pendleton, and two 
weeks of survey in Camp Pendleton, Otay Mesa, and Encinitas. 

1998 Field Crew, Archaeological Research Unit, University of California, Riverside. 
• Two weeks of survey in Anza Borrego Desert State Park and Eureka Valley, 

Death Valley National Park. 
 
 



 27 

PROJECT HISTORIAN 
Terri Jacquemain, M.A. 

 
Education 
 
2004 M.A., Public History and Historic Resource Management, University of California, 

Riverside. 
2002 B.S., Anthropology, University of California, Riverside. 
2001 Archaeological Field School, University of California, Riverside. 
1991 A.A., Riverside Community College, Norco Campus. 
 
Professional Experience 
 
2003- Historian/Architectural Historian/Report Writer, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, 

California. 
2002-2003 Teaching Assistant, Religious Studies Department, University of California, 

Riverside. 
2002 Interim Public Information Officer, Cabazon Band of Mission Indians. 
2000 Administrative Assistant, Native American Student Programs, University of 

California, Riverside. 
1997-2000 Reporter, Inland Valley Daily Bulletin, Ontario, California. 
1991-1997 Reporter, The Press-Enterprise, Riverside, California. 
 
 

PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST 
Ben Kerridge, M.A. 

 
Education 
 
2014 Archaeological Field School, Institute for Field Research, Kephallenia, Greece. 
2010 M.A., Anthropology, California State University, Fullerton. 
2009 Project Management Training, Project Management Institute/CH2M HILL. 
2004 B.A., Anthropology, California State University, Fullerton. 
 
Professional Experience 
 
2015- Project Archaeologist/Report Writer, CRM TECH, Colton, California. 
2015 Teaching Assistant, Institute for Field Research, Kephallenia, Greece. 
2009-2014 Publications Delivery Manager, CH2M HILL, Santa Ana, California. 
2010- Naturalist, Newport Bay Conservancy, Newport Beach, California. 
2006-2009 Technical Publishing Specialist, CH2M HILL, Santa Ana, California. 
 
Memberships 
 
Society for California Archaeology; Pacific Coast Archaeological Society 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

CORRESPONDENCE WITH 
NATIVE AMERICAN REPRESENTATIVES* 

                                                 
* A total of 54 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 
1550 Harbor Blvd., Suite 100 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 

(916)373-3710 
(916)373-5471 Fax 
nahc@pacbell.net 

 
 

Project:  Corona Clay/Deleo Property Project (CRM TECH Contract No. 3283A)  
 
County:  Riverside  
 
USGS Quadrangle Name:  Lake Mathews, Calif.  
 
Township  4 South   Range  6 West    SB  BM; Section(s)  35  
 
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 approximately 122 acres 

of land located east of Tom’s Farm, off Temescal Canyon Road, southwest of the El Sobrante 
Landfill, near the City of Corona, Riverside County, California.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

October 26, 2017 



 

 
From: ngallardo@crmtech.us 
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2017 3:42 PM 
To: ‘Tony Foussat’; ‘eozdil@pechang-nsn.gov’ 
Subject: Cultural Study and Participation in Fieldwork for the Corona Clay/Deleo Property Project 

near the City of Corona, Riverside County (CRM TECH No. 3283A) 
 
Hello, 
 
I’m emailing to inform you that CRM TECH will be conducting a cultural study for the Corona 
Clay/Deleo Property Project near the City of Corona, Riverside County (CRM TECH No. 3283A).  
I’m contacting you to see if the tribe would like to participate in the field survey for the project and 
we will contact the tribe again when we have a specific time and date, possibly early next week, for 
the fieldwork.  I am also writing to request your input on potential Native American cultural 
resources in or near the project area and I’m attaching the project area map and other information.  
 
Thank you for your time and input on this project. 
 
Nina Gallardo 
(909) 824-6400 (phone) 
(909) 824-6405 (fax) 
CRM TECH 
1016 E. Cooley Drive, Ste. A/B 
Colton, CA 92324 
  













 

 
November 2, 2017 

 
Jeff Grubbe, Chairperson 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
5401 Dinah Shore Drive 
Palm Springs, CA 92264 
 
RE: Corona Clay/Deleo Property Project 
 Approximately 122 Acres Near the City of Corona 
 Riverside County, California 
 CRM TECH Contract #3283A 
 
Dear Mr. Grubbe: 
 
I am writing to bring your attention to an ongoing CEQA-compliance study for the proposed project 
referenced above.  The project entails implementation of a land reclamation plan on a former clay 
processing operation and development of a motorcycle track on approximately 122 acres of partially 
developed land located east of Park Canyon Drive and Canta Rosa Road.  The accompanying map, 
based on the USGS Lake Mathews, Calif., 7.5’ quadrangle, depicts the location of the project area in 
the northeast quarter of Section 35, T4S R6W, SBBM. 
 
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 27 historical/archaeological sites and 12 isolates—i.e., 
localities with fewer than three artifacts—were previously recorded.  Twenty-two of these known 
sites and all of the isolates were of prehistoric—i.e., Native American—origin, consisting mostly of 
bedrock milling features such as slicks, habitation sites, lithic scatters, petroglyphs, and pictographs.  
These sites were concentrated among granitic boulder outcrops located in the rolling hills that 
surround the project area.  The nearest among them to the project area was Site 33-001725, located 
about 250 feet to the west and described as a bedrock milling feature with six grinding slicks and one 
mortar on a boulder outcrop.  The isolates consisted of metavolcanics flakes, a core, several metates, 
several granitic manos, and a basalt pestle.  The other five sites dated to the historic period and 
included the Santa Fe Railway grade through the Temescal Valley, a water conveyance system, and 
historical markers for the Serrano Tanning Vats and Ruins of the Third Serrano Adobe. 
 
In a letter dated October 31, 2017, the Native American Heritage Commission reports that the sacred 
lands record search identified no Native American cultural resources within the project area, but 
recommends that local Native American groups be contacted for further information (see attached).  
Therefore, as part of the cultural resources study for this project, I am writing to request your input 
on potential Native American cultural resources in or near the project area. 
 
Please respond at your earliest convenience if you have any specific knowledge of sacred/religious 
sites or other sites of Native American traditional cultural value in or near the project area, or any 
other information to consider during the cultural resources investigations.  Any information or 
concerns may be forwarded to CRM TECH by telephone, e-mail, facsimile, or standard mail.  



 

Requests for documentation or information we cannot provide will be forwarded to our client and/or 
the lead agency, namely the County of Riverside. 
 
We would also like to clarify that, as the cultural resources consultant for the project, CRM TECH is 
not involved in the AB 52-compliance process or in government-to-government consultations.  The 
purpose of this letter is to seek any information that you may have to help us determine if there are 
cultural resources in or near the project area that we should be aware of and to help us assess the 
sensitivity of the project area.  Thank you for your time and effort in addressing this important 
matter. 
 
Respectfully,  
 
 
Nina Gallardo 
Project Archaeologist/Native American liaison 
CRM TECH 
From: Steven Estrada <SEstrada@santarosacahuilla-nsn.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, November 2, 2017 6:37 PM 
To: ngallardo@crmtech.us 
Cc: Joseph Ontiveros 
Subject: Re: NA Scoping Letter for the Corona Clay/Deleo Property Project near the City of 

Corona, Riverside County (CRM TECH # 3283A) 
 
Thank you.  We defer further consultation to the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians. 
From: THPO Consulting <ACBCI-THPO@aguacaliente.net> 
Sent: Friday, November 3, 2017 8:04 AM 
To: ‘ngallardo@crmtech.us’ 
Subject: RE: NA Scoping Letter for the Corona Clay/Deleo Property Project near the City of 

Corona, Riverside County (CRM TECH # 3283A) 
 
Greetings, 
 
A records check of the Tribal Historic preservation office’s cultural registry revealed that this project 
is not located within the Tribe’s Traditional Use Area. Therefore, we defer to the other tribes in the  
area.  This letter shall conclude our consultation efforts. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Katie Croft 
Cultural Resources Manager 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
  





 

From: Cultural Pauma <cultural@pauma-nsn.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 6, 2017 7:26 AM 
To: ngallardo@crmtech.us 
Cc: Dixon, Patti; Jeremy Zagarella 
Subject: RE: NA Scoping Letter for the Corona Clay/Deleo Property Project near the City of 

Corona, Riverside County (CRM TECH # 3283A) 
 
Ms. Gallardo, 
 
Thank you for the notice for the Corona Clay/Deleo Property Project near the city of Corona. We are 
unaware of any specific cultural resources on the project property. We do believe the potential for 
discovery of cultural resources if high. As the project proceeds, we would recommend monitors for 
any ground disturbance that occurs. We would also like to request a copy of the Cultural Study to 
review and comment on. If there are any questions please contact us. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Mr. Chris Devers 
Cultural Liaison 
Pauma Band of Luiseno Indians 
 
  





 

 
From: ngallardo@crmtech.us 
Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 2:48 PM 
To: ‘Tony Foussat’ 
Subject: Fieldwork for the Corona Clay/Deleo Property Project near the City of Corona, Riverside 

County (CRM TECH # 3283A) 
 
Hi Tony, 
 
I’m contacting you to see if this Friday, November 17th (around seven in the morning) would be 
convenient for the tribe to join us to conduct the fieldwork for the above-mentioned project. Please 
let me know if this is a convenient day for you. 
 
Thanks again for your time, 
 
Nina Gallardo 
(909) 824-6400 (phone) 
(909) 824-6405 (fax) 
CRM TECH 
1016 E. Cooley Drive, Ste. A/B 
Colton, CA 92324 
From: Tony Foussat <tfoussat@pechanga-nsn.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 15, 2017 8:41 AM 
To: ‘ngallardo@crmtech.us’ 
Subject: RE: Fieldwork for the Corona Clay/Deleo Property Project near the City of Corona, 

Riverside County (CRM TECH # 3283A) 
 
Hello Nina, 
 
I will try and join the crew at some point in the day. 
 
Thank you 
 
Tony Foussat 
 
Pechanga Cultural Resources Department 
Monitor Supervisor 
Tel: 951-770-6303 
Cell: 951-265-1069 
Email: tfoussat@pechanga-nsn.gov 
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APPENDIX 3 
 

PREVIOUS STUDIES NEAR THE PROJECT AREA 
 



Report List

Report No. Year Title AffiliationAuthor(s) ResourcesOther IDs

RI-00281 1977 Archaeological Element of an Environmental 
Impact Report, Leighton Project No. 77023-1, 
(Tallichet-Hurford Ranch)

Jean Tadlock and W. 
Lewis Tadlock

33-000853, 33-001143, 33-001144, 
33-001145, 33-001146, 33-001147, 
33-001148

NADB-R - 1080333; 
Voided - MF-0252

RI-00336 1978 An Archaeological Survey of Parcel Nos. 1, 2, 
and 3 on Parcel Map 11561, County of 
Riverside, California

Saddleback Community 
College, Mission Viejo, CA

Christina BrewerNADB-R - 1080393; 
Voided - MF-0305

RI-00337 1996 Archaeological Assessment for Corona Clay 
Parcels 1, 2, and 3 Temescal Canyon 
Vicinity, Riverside County, California

Petra Resources, Inc., 
Irvine, CA

Jane RosenthalNADB-R - 1084932; 
Voided - MF-0305

RI-00757 1980 Cultural Resource Impact Evaluation: 
Archaeological Inspection of Tentative Parcel 
Map No. 15490, Portion of Dawson Canyon, 
Corona, Riverside County

Field Survey Consultants, 
Chico, CA

James E. BaldwinNADB-R - 1080807; 
Voided - MF-0677

RI-01077 1980 An Archaeological Assessment of 7.92 Acres 
in thr Temescal Valley (Portion of Parcel 2, 
Parcel Map 7239)

Consulting Archaeologist, 
Riverside, CA

Jean A. SalpasNADB-R - 1081178; 
Voided - MF-1023

RI-01479 1982 ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE 
TEMESCAL VALLEY PROJECT, COUNTY 
OF RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 
CORPORATION

SCHROTH, ADELLA 33-000108, 33-000642, 33-001423, 
33-001446, 33-001461

NADB-R - 1081740; 
Voided - MF-1553

RI-01877 1984 AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF 
PROPOSED CALSS II SANITARY LANDFILL 
SITE NO. 8, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA

AUTHOR(S)SALPAS, JEANNADB-R - 1082252; 
Voided - MF-2037

RI-01878 1990 AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF 
THE EL SOBRANTE LANDFILL EXPANSION 
TEMESCAL CANYON, RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA.

AUTHORDROVER, 
CHRISTOPHER E.

NADB-R - 1083225; 
Voided - MF-2037

RI-01879 1991 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT EVALUATION:  
A CULTURAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT 
OF THE 1100 ACRE EL SOBRANTE 
LANDFILL PROJECT; LAKE MATHEWS 
USGS QUADRANGLE, RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

AUTHORDROVER, 
CHRISTOPHER E.

33-001143, 33-001144, 33-001146, 
33-001147, 33-001148, 33-001149, 
33-001651, 33-004307, 33-004980, 
33-004981, 33-004982

NADB-R - 1084194; 
Voided - MF-2037

RI-01880 1993 REPORT:  RECONNAISSANCE SURVEY 
OF PREVIOUSLY RECORDED SITES - 
PROPOSED EL SOBRANTE LANDFILL 
EXPANSION PROJECT AREA, RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

ENVIRONMENTAL 
SOLUTIONS, INC.

BERGIN, KATHLEEN 33-001143, 33-001144, 33-001146, 
33-001147, 33-001148, 33-001149, 
33-001651, 33-004307, 33-004980, 
33-004981, 33-004982

NADB-R - 1084454; 
Voided - MF-2037

Page 1 of 5 EIC 10/31/2017 12:17:44 PM



Report List

Report No. Year Title AffiliationAuthor(s) ResourcesOther IDs

RI-01949 1985 FINAL REPORT: AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPOSED 
VALLEY-SERRANO 500 KV 
TRANSMISSION LINE CORRIDOR, 
ORANGE AND RIVERSIDE COUNTIES

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RESEARCH UNIT, U.C. 
RIVERSIDE

BOUSCAREN, STEPHEN 33-000714, 33-001078, 33-001655, 
33-001725

NADB-R - 1082345; 
Submitter - 809; 
Voided - MF-2120

RI-02270 1988 AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF 
THE PROPOSED TEMSCAL WASH SAND 
AND GRAVEL MINING OPERATION, 
TEMSCAL CANYON, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA

AUTHOR(S)DROVER, C.E. 33-000078NADB-R - 1082708; 
Voided - MF-2464

RI-02419 1989 TEST EXCAVATIONS OF RIV-1520, THE 
PABLO APIS ADOBE

AUTHOR(S)DROVER, 
CHRISTOPHER E. and 
COLE PARKER

33-001520NADB-R - 1082913; 
Voided - MF-2655

RI-02650 1989 TECHNICAL REPORT 3: 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH REPORT 
FOR THE TEMESCAL CANYON 
COMPOSING FACILITY EIR RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA.  SCH 88100318

HARMSWORTH 
ASSOCIATES

BERGIN, KATHLEEN A. 
and RANDAL P. 
PRESTON

33-003531, 33-003532NADB-R - 1083120; 
Voided - MF-2855

RI-02651 1991 LETTER REPORT:  CULTURAL 
RESOURCES MONITORING:  TEMESCAL 
CANYON COMPOSTING PROJECT

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RESEARCH UNIT

LOVE, BRUCE 33-003531NADB-R - 1083701; 
Submitter - 1109; 
Voided - MF-2855

RI-02743 1990 ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE 
MORGER PROPERTY LOCATED IN OLSEN 
CANYON IN TEMESCAL VALLEY, 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RESEARCH UNIT

MCCARTHY, DANIEL 33-003819, 33-003820, 33-003821, 
33-003822, 33-003823, 33-003824, 
33-003825, 33-003826, 33-003827, 
33-003828, 33-003829, 33-003830, 
33-003831, 33-003832

NADB-R - 1083352; 
Voided - MF-2947

RI-02744 1990 ARCHAEOLOGICAL TEST EXCAVATIONS 
IN THE TEMESCAL QUARRY SITE, OLSEN 
CANYON, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA

AUTHORMCKENNA, JEANETTE 
A., KEN HEDGES, and 
DIANE HAMANN

33-003826, 33-003827, 33-003828, 
33-003829

NADB-R - 1083778; 
Voided - MF-2947

RI-02984 1990 AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF 
THE TEMESCAL VALLEY PROJECT, 
TEMESCAL VALLEY, EAST OF CORONA, 
CALIFORNIA.

AUTHOR(S)DROVER, 
CHRISTOPHER

33-001089NADB-R - 1083524; 
Voided - MF-3205

RI-03175 1991 CULTURAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT:  
TEMESCAL VALLEY PROJECT, RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RESEARCH UNIT, U.C. 
RIVERSIDE

SWOPE, KAREN 33-000101, 33-000630, 33-000642, 
33-001099, 33-003832, 33-004111, 
33-004112, 33-013146, 33-013147, 
33-013148

NADB-R - 1083733; 
Submitter - 1111; 
Voided - MF-3393
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Report List

Report No. Year Title AffiliationAuthor(s) ResourcesOther IDs

RI-03306 1989 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY REPORT: 
CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT OF 
THE SEIGAL FARMS PROPERTY LAKE 
MATHEWS, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
ASSOCIATES, LTD.

FREEMAN, TREVOR A. 
and DAVID M. VAN 
HORN

33-001144, 33-001146, 33-001147, 
33-001536, 33-002529, 33-004307, 
33-004308, 33-004309

NADB-R - 1083904; 
Voided - MF-3538

RI-03721 1992 PHASE I ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF 
THE 15+ ACRE TOM'S FARMS PROPERTY 
LOCATED IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA; PARCEL MAP 4927

SCIENTIFIC RESOURCE 
SURVEYS

WHITNEY-DESAUTELS, 
NANCY

NADB-R - 1084527; 
Submitter - 999a; 
Voided - MF-4045

RI-03722 1993 GEOPHYSICAL INVESTIGATIONS AND 
SUBSURFACE RECOVERY ON TOM'S 
FARMS PROPERTY, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA; PARCEL MAP 4927

SCIENTIFIC RESOURCE 
SURVEYS

DESAUTELS, NANCY 
and ROBERT BEER

NADB-R - 1084528; 
Submitter - 999b/c; 
Voided - MF-4045

RI-04097 1998 RESULTS OF A PHASE I CULTURAL 
RESOURCES SURVEY OF THE TOM'S 
FARMS PROPERTY IN TEMESCAL 
CANYON, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA

MACKO INC.MACKO, MICHAEL E. 33-000101NADB-R - 1085269; 
Other - 
CUP3246/VAR1649; 
Voided - MF-4559

RI-04144 1998 CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT: 
TEMESCAL VALLEY REGIONAL 
INTERCEPTOR, SANTA ANA WATERSHED 
PROJECT AUTHORITY, RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

CRM TECHLOVE, BRUCE and BAI 
"TOM" TANG

33-000100, 33-000630, 33-001099, 
33-003832, 33-004112

NADB-R - 1085336; 
Submitter - 324; 
Voided - MF-4620

RI-04146 1998 LETTER REPORT: 
HISTORICAL/ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RECORDS SEARCH ON LOTS 26, TRACT 
NO. 19176

CRM TECHLOVE, BRUCE and BAI 
"TOM" TANG

NADB-R - 1085338; 
Other - TR 19176; 
Voided - MF-4622

RI-04446 1987 A PRELIMINARY CULTURAL RESOURCE 
ASSESSMENT OF PROPERTIES IN 
TEMESCAL VALLEY, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA

GARY E. STICKELSTICKEL, E. GARYNADB-R - 1085791

RI-04737 1999 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY, TESTING 
AND EVALUATION OF SITES CA-RIV-
101/H, CA-RIV-2992/H, CA-RIV-6152/H AND 
CA-RIV-6153 FOR THE TEMESCAL 
SUMMIT PROJECT, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA

LSA ASSOCIATES INC.STRUDWICK, IVAN H. 
and KATHLEEN ANN 
BERGIN

33-000101, 33-002992, 33-008267, 
33-008433

NADB-R - 1086099; 
Submitter - GRH830
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RI-04765 2004 AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND 
PALEONTOLOGICAL PHASE I SURVEY, A 
PHASE II SIGNIFICANCE TESTING 
PROGRAM, AND A HISTORIC 
PROPERTIES EVALUATION REPORT, THE 
SERRANO SPECIFIC PLAN (SSP), CASE 
#441, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

L&L ENVIRONMENTAL, 
INC.

HOOVER, ANNA M., 
KRISTIE R. BLEVINS, 
HUGH M. WAGNER, and 
STEPHEN VAN 
WORMER

33-000034, 33-000108, 33-001090, 
33-003832, 33-004111, 33-006438, 
33-006441, 33-006820, 33-013622, 
33-013623, 33-013624, 33-013625, 
33-013690, 33-013691, 33-013692, 
33-013693

NADB-R - 1086127

RI-06888 2006 Cultural Resources Assessment of the Valley-
Ivyglen Transmission Line Project, Riverside 
County, California

Statistical Research, Inc.Lerch, Michael K. and 
Gray, Marlesa A.

33-015346, 33-015347, 33-015348, 
33-015349, 33-015350, 33-015351, 
33-015352, 33-015353, 33-015354, 
33-015355, 33-015356, 33-015357, 
33-015358, 33-015359, 33-015360, 
33-015361, 33-015362, 33-015363, 
33-015364, 33-015365, 33-015375, 
33-015376, 33-015377, 33-015378, 
33-015379, 33-015380, 33-015416, 
33-015417, 33-015418, 33-015419, 
33-015420, 33-015422, 33-015423, 
33-015424, 33-015425, 33-015427

Submitter - 06-63

RI-07367 2007 Archaeological Survey Report for Southern 
California Edison Company Chase- Ivy Glen 
Fiber Optic Cable Project Riverside County, 
California

Jones and StokesPatterson, Joshua 33-000101, 33-000883, 33-001099, 
33-004111, 33-004112, 33-006439, 
33-006442, 33-011089, 33-011090, 
33-011091, 33-011183, 33-011184, 
33-012559, 33-013147, 33-013148

Other - 006644.07

RI-08145 2008 Letter Report: Cultural Resource Records 
Search and Site Visit Results for American 
Tower Facility Candidate

Michael Brandman 
Associates, Irvine, California

Wayne Bonner and 
Marnie Aislin-Kay

Submitter - 301100

RI-08171 2008 Cultural Resources Assessment Public 
Safety Enterprise Communication Project 
Riverside, Orange, San Bernadino, and San 
Diego Counties, FM 04174400010

Michael Brandman 
Associates

Jennifer M. Sanka and 
Marnie Aislin-Kay

RI-08348 2009 Historical / Archaeological Resources Survey 
Lee Lake Water District Sewer Pipeline 
Project (Clay Canyon) Glen Ivy Area, 
Riverside County, California.

CRM TECHBai "Tom" TangSubmitter - CRM 
TECH Contract 
#2398A

RI-08468 2010 Archaeological Survey Report for Southern 
California Edison's Deteriorated Pole Project 
on the Barney Le 12kV Transmission Line 
Riverside County, California

AECOMGary A. JonesOther - SCE 
Purchase Order 
Number: 
4500032069; 
Other - WO 6088-
4800/0-4833
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RI-08534 2010 Letter Report: Deterioarated Pole 
Replacements Projects (WO 6088-4800; 0-
4876, 0-4877, 0-4881, 0-4883.2010), 
Riverside County, California

Compass Rose 
Archaeological, Inc

James J. SchmidtOther - WO 6088-
4800; 0-4876, 0-
4877, 0-4881, 0-
4883.2010; 
Other - WO 6088-
4800; 0-4876, 0-
4877, 0-4881, 0-
4883.2010

RI-08585 2011 Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment 
Temescal Canyon Road Improvement Project 
Corona Vicinity, Riverside County, California

PBS & JJennifer M. Sanka and 
William R. Gillean

Other - Job No. 
100019791; 
Submitter - Job No. 
100019791

RI-08632 2009 Cultural Resources Inventory of 7 Proposed 
Pole Replacements in Temescal Valley and 
Dawson Canyon Riverside County, California 
(WO 6088-4800, AI 9-4812)

ECORP Consulting, Inc.Cary D. Cotterman and 
Evelyn N. Chandler

Other - WO 6088-
4800, AI 9-4812

RI-09419 2014 A Section 106 (NHPA) Cultural Resources 
Study for the Toscana Project, Riverside 
County, California

Brian F. Smith and 
Associates, Inc.

Brian F. Smith, David K. 
Grabski, and Tracy A. 
Stopes

RI-09770 2014 A Phase II Cultural Resource Evaluation 
Report For RIV-8118 at the Toscana Project

Brian F. Smith and 
Associates, Inc.

Brian F. Smith and David 
K. Grabski

RI-09771 2014 Historic Structure Asssessment 11950 EL 
Hermando Road

Brian F. smith and 
Associates, Inc.

Brian F. Smith and 
Jennifer R. Kraft
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LOCATIONS OF PREVIOUSLY RECORDED 
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APPENDIX 5 
 

CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL RESOURCES INFORMATION SYSTEM 
RECORD FORMS: SITE 33-028055 
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