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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
In 2020, Spindrift Archaeological Consulting, LLC (Spindrift) was contracted to conduct a pedestrian 
survey and archaeological constraints analysis for the Lake Jennings Campground Improvement Project 
(Project). The constraints analysis included a cultural resource records search at the South Coastal 
Information Center (SCIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) at San 
Diego State University, a search of the Sacred Lands Files (SLF) at the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC), along with an archaeological field reconnaissance and review of previous testing of 
the Project site. In 2025, the Baranek Consulting Group requested that ASM Affiliates (ASM) continue the 
Project and conduct the intensive systematic pedestrian survey of the entire Project area of potential effect 
(APE), as recommended by Spindrift. ASM resurveyed the area in March 2025. This report summarizes 
the 2020 and 2025 efforts, survey results and recommendations. 
 
This study was completed to satisfy requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
which requires evaluation of the historical significance of cultural resources and the significance of 
potential adverse effects on lands planned for development. ASM also prepared this report in compliance 
with County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance (County of San Diego 2007a), Report 
Format and Content Guidelines (County of San Diego 2007b), Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), 
Section 21083.2 of the Public Resources Code, and the San Diego County CEQA Guidelines. The results 
of this archaeological inventory will assist the Helix Water District (HWD) in determining the direct 
impacts to resources and with the creation of a preservation plan or mitigation for any significant resources.  
 
This Project to renovate and expand the facilities and amenities offered at the existing 18-acre 
campground and resurface the access road to the campground beside Lake Jennings in Lakeside, San 
Diego County. The Project is located at 10108 Bass Road, within HWD managed lands beside Lake 
Jennings.  
 
The record search revealed 21 previously recorded cultural resources within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project 
area; this includes 13 archaeological sites and 8 isolates. The record search also identified 47 cultural 
resource reports addressing the 0.5-mile radius of the Project area, two of which intersect the Project area. 
On March 21, 2025, the Project area was surveyed by ASM. No artifacts were identified during the survey. 
The Project bisects the Chet Harritt Dam (P-37-038826). 
 
Spindrift obtained a positive result to the SLF check performed by the NAHC. The NAHC letter indicated 
that Spindrift should contact the Barona Group of the Capitan Grande, the Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay 
Indians, the Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians, the Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation, and 
the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians for more information (in addition to 15 other Tribal contacts). 
Spindrift sent information request letters to the 20 Tribal contacts between February 21, 2021, and April 6, 
2021.  
 
As of April 2025, government to government AB-52 consultation was still in process. AB-52 consultation 
letters were mailed on April 4, 2025, with a requested response date of May 16, 2025 (30 business days). 
A summary of the consultation will be included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).  
 
Based on the request from the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians and the Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay 
Indians to monitor work in this area, the presence of pre-contact resources within 0.5-mile of the Project 
area, and the poor ground visibility during survey (due to the paved nature of the campground), monitoring 
of the initial ground disturbance by an archaeologist and Native American monitor is recommended to 
mitigate for potential impacts to known or unknown cultural resources due to inadvertent discoveries. 
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All field notes and photographs from ASM’s survey are on file at ASM’s office in San Diego, California. 
California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms for each resource documented are provided 
as an appendix to this report and will be submitted to the SCIC of the California Historical Resources 
Information System (CHRIS) at San Diego State University (SDSU). 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
ASM was contracted to conduct a pedestrian survey for the Lake Jennings Campground Improvements 
Project (Project). The investigation included a cultural resource records search at the South Coastal 
Information Center (SCIC) of the CHRIS at San Diego State University and a search of the Sacred Lands 
Files (SLF) at the Native American Heritage Commission (both completed by Spindrift), along with an 
archaeological survey and testing of the site. The study was conducted to provide compliance with the 
County of San Diego Guidelines, the County Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The report was compiled in accordance with the County of San Diego 
Guidelines for Determining Significance (County of San Diego 2007a) and Report Format and Content 
Guidelines (County of San Diego 2007b), the RPO, Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 (CEQA), and 
the County of San Diego CEQA Guidelines. This report addresses the direct impacts to resources and makes 
an assessment of impact severity as outlined in Section 4.2 of the County Guidelines.  

1.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The Project is located in eastern San Diego County, within unincorporated Lakeside, which is 
approximately 18 miles northeast of downtown San Diego (Figure 1, Regional Location). The 85-acre 
reservoir is located along Harritt Road, approximately 0.60-mile north of Interstate 8 (I-8). The Project is 
situated at two, non-contiguous sites along the lake’s shoreline, as shown in Figure 2, Aerial Photograph. 
The approximately 19-acre Project is proposed at the existing Lake Jennings Campground and a nearby 
surface parking lot. The two project sites were considered in ASM’s review; however, the first site is the 
campground area, which is the focus of ASM’s survey. The second site is a new recreational amenity 
consisting of a playground and dog park with parking lot which is proposed on an existing, 0.9 acre paved 
lot south of the campground. No survey or recommendations were considered for the second site, the 
amenity site, since it is a paved parking lot. The Project is accessible from Bass Road, the internal access 
road that parallels the lake’s shoreline and connects with Lake Jennings Park Road via Harritt Road. Helix 
Water District (HWD) operates the lake and the nearby water treatment and filtration facilities using the 
reservoir for storage and recreation. The district facilities at Lake Jennings produce potable water which is 
delivered to cities and communities within its service area. As a recreational facility, Lake Jennings offers 
fishing, camping, hiking, and picnicking activities.  
 
The Project is proposed to renovate and expand the existing campground facilities at Lake Jennings, adding 
new campsites and recreational amenities. 
 
1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The 18-acre, 97-space Lake Jennings campground features both recreational vehicle (RV) spots and tent 
sites, as well as recreational amenities. The campground contains 35 full-hookup RV sites (water, 
electricity, and sewer), 17 partial-hookup RV sites (electricity and water), 44 non-hookup sites for RVs or 
tents, and a group camp site which accommodates up to five tents. Existing amenities at the campground 
include three restroom buildings, an enclosed pavilion and covered playground, an outdoor lounge area, 
several outdoor game areas (e.g., ladder golf and horseshoe pits) and a semi-enclosed gazebo at the group 
camp site. Hiking trails exist throughout the campground, creating internal connections and linking the 
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campground facilities to the nearby shoreline and other hiking trails in the Project vicinity. An existing 
office building close to the campground entry point serves as an office for the campground management 
staff.  
The Lake Jennings campground operates year-round. The lake is open for fishing and boating every 
weekend, Friday through Sunday and on Monday holidays. Shoreline fishing is available from the 
campground daily. As a drinking water reservoir, swimming is prohibited by the County Health 
Department. Leashed pets are allowed at the campground but are not permitted down by the water or on 
the lake loop trail. Campfires are only permitted within designated fire rings. 
 
Project construction is anticipated to begin in June 2026 commencing with site preparation. Construction 
of the Project is expected to occur over a period of 12 months and is anticipated to be completed around 
summer 2027. Construction activities would occur on approximately 9.54 acres of the campground and 
would include demolition, grading, paving, and landscaping. Grading would primarily consist of the 
importation of soil for fill and minor cuts. Grading quantities are estimated at approximately 16,000 cubic 
yards (cy) of import combined with approximately 3,800 cy of cut, resulting in approximately 19,800 cy of 
fill placement across both Project site locations. Grading quantities would ultimately be determined during 
final engineering. No soil export is anticipated. See Figure 3 for a map of proposed campground 
improvements and Figure 4 for a map of proposed County Recreational Amenity. 
 
Construction equipment expected to be utilized during demolition and construction would be typical of 
similar construction activities and may include equipment such as a backhoe, front-loader, excavator, 
concrete breaker, dump trucks, equipment trucks, air compressors, hydraulic pumps, concrete boom pump 
trucks, concrete delivery trucks, and paving trucks. Generally, construction would occur between the hours 
of 8 am and 5 pm, Monday through Friday, excluding holidays. 
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Figure 1. Regional Location Map 
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Figure 2. Aerial Photograph Showing Project Area 
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Figure 3. Proposed Campground Improvements. 
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Figure 4. Proposed County Recreational Amenity.
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1.2.1 Environmental Setting 

Natural Setting 
The following is summarized from a geological study of the Lake Jennings area (Thompson 1967). Lake 
Jennings is located within the Quail Canyon. The Canyon was formed by alternating volcanic and fluvial 
activity in the late Cretaceous (Thompson 1967). Lake Jennings is located on top of the Peninsular Range 
Batholith (dating to approximately 100 million years before present), with lithic materials dominated by 
fine-grained granites (Cook et.al 1999). The Project area is dominated by amphibolite and conglomerate, 
with a small amount of recognizable metavolcanics and leucocratic gneiss directly west of the Project 
(Thompson 1967). Santiago Peak metavolcanic materials are present within the area, as well as veins of 
quartz and sub-angular schist cobbles (Cook, et al. 1999). Soils in the Project area are dominated by 
Bosanko stony clay with 5-9% slopes, Friant fine sandy loam with 30-50% slopes, and Friant rocky fine 
sandy loam with 30-70% slopes (Natural Resources Conservation Service).  
 
The Project is located within the Diegan Western Granitic Foothills ecoregion in the lower Peninsular 
Ranges (Griffith, et al. 2016). This area is characterized by lower hills within a mountainous region, with 
broad valleys and canyons (such as the Quail Canyon, within which this Project is located). Naturally 
occurring vegetation in the area are generally comprised of mixed chaparral with various species of oaks, 
chamise, and California sagebrush (Griffith, et al. 2016). The Project area itself is a highly developed 
landscape with a mix of native and exotic, ornamental vegetation. Noted onsite vegetation consisted of 
pepper trees (Schinus molle), eucalyptus trees, sumac trees (Malosma laurina), buckwheat (Eriogonum 
fasciculatum), prickly pear (Opuntia oricola), and various grasses.  
 
Common fauna in the Diegan Western Granitic Foothills include small mammals such as the California 
ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi), desert cottontails (Sylvilagus audubonii), raccoons (Procyon 
lotor), and the Virgina opossum (Didelphis virginiana). Larger mammals include the gray fox (Urocyon 
cinereoargenteus), bobcat (Lyunx rufus), coyotes (Canis latrans) and the mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus). 
Reptiles like the western diamondback (Crotalus atrox), rosy boa (Lichanura trivirgata), flat-tail horned 
lizard (Phrynosoma mcallii), and other snakes and various lizards are common in the habitat. 

Cultural Setting 
Archaeological investigations in southern California have documented a diverse range of human 
adaptations extending from the late Pleistocene up to the time of European contact (e.g., Erlandson and 
Colten 1991; Erlandson and Glassow 1997; Erlandson and Jones 2002; Jones and Klar 2007; Moratto 1984). 
To describe and discuss this diversity, local investigators have proposed a variety of different chronologies 
and conceptual categories (periods, horizons, stages, phases, traditions, cultures, peoples, industries, 
complexes, and patterns), often with confusingly overlapping or vague terminology.  
 
The prehistory of San Diego County is most frequently divided chronologically into three or four major 
periods. An Early Man stage, perhaps dating back tens of thousands of years, has been proposed. More 
generally accepted divisions include a Terminal Pleistocene/Early Holocene period (ca. 12,000–6000 B.C.) 
(Paleo-Indian stage; Clovis and San Dieguito patterns), a Middle/Late Holocene period (ca. 6000 B.C.–
A.D. 800) (Archaic stage; La Jolla, Millingstone, or Encinitas pattern), and a Late Prehistoric period (ca. 
A.D. 800–1769) (Archaic stage; Yuman, Cuyamaca, Patayan, or Hakataya pattern). 

Hypothetical Early Man (pre-ca. 12,000 B.C.) 
The antiquity of human occupation in the New World has been the subject of considerable interest and 
debate for more than a century. At present, the most widely accepted model is that humans first entered 
portions of the Western Hemisphere lying to the south of Alaska between about 15,000 and 12,000 B.C., 
either along the Pacific coastline or through an ice-free corridor between the retreating Cordilleran and 
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Laurentide segments of the continental glacier in Canada, or along both routes. While there is no generally 
accepted evidence of human occupation in coastal southern California prior to about 11,000 B.C., ages 
estimated at 48,000 years and even earlier sometimes have been reported (e.g., Bada et al. 1974; Carter 
1980). However, despite intense interest and the long history of research, no widely accepted evidence of 
human occupation of North America dating prior to about 14,000 B.C. has emerged. 
 
Local claims for Early Man discoveries have generally been based either on the apparent crudeness of the 
lithic assemblages that were encountered or on the finds’ apparent Pleistocene geological contexts (Carter 
1957, 1980; Minshall 1976, 1989; Reeves et al. 1986). The amino acid racemization technique was used in 
the 1970s and early 1980s to assign Pleistocene ages to several coastal San Diego sites (Bada et al. 1974), 
but the technique’s findings have been discredited by more recent accelerator mass spectrometry 
radiocarbon dating (Taylor et al. 1985). 

Terminal Pleistocene/Early Holocene Period (ca. 12,000-6000 B.C.) 
The earliest chronologically distinctive archaeological pattern recognized in most of North America is the 
Clovis pattern. Dated to around 11,500 B.C., Clovis assemblages are distinguished by fluted Projectile 
points and other large bifaces, as well as extinct large mammal remains. At least three isolated fluted points 
have been reported within San Diego County, but their occurrence is very sparse, and their dating and 
contexts are uncertain (Davis and Shutler 1969; Kline and Kline 2007; Rondeau et al. 2007).  
 
The most widely recognized archaeological pattern within this period is termed San Dieguito and has been 
dated from at least as early as 8500 B.C. to perhaps around 6000 B.C. (Rogers 1966; Warren 1966; Warren 
et al. 2008). Proposed characteristics to distinguish San Dieguito flaked lithic assemblages include large 
Projectile points (Lake Mojave, Silver Lake, and other, less diagnostic forms), bifaces, crescents, scraper 
planes, scrapers, hammers, and choppers. The San Dieguito technology involved well-controlled percussion 
flaking and some pressure flaking.  
 
Malcolm Rogers (1966) suggested that three successive phases of the San Dieguito pattern (San Dieguito 
I, II, and III) could be distinguished in southern California, based on evolving aspects of lithic technology. 
However, subsequent investigators have generally not been able to confirm such changes, and the phases 
are not now generally accepted.  
 
A key issue has concerned ground stone, which was originally suggested as having been absent from San 
Dieguito components but has subsequently been recognized as occurring infrequently within them. It was 
initially suggested that San Dieguito components, like other Paleo-Indian manifestations, represented the 
products of highly mobile groups that were organized as small bands and focused on the hunting of large 
game. However, in the absence of supporting faunal evidence, this interpretation has increasingly been 
called into question, and it has been suggested that the San Dieguito pattern represented a more generalized, 
Archaic-stage lifeway, rather than a true Paleo-Indian adaptation. 
 
A vigorous debate has continued for several decades concerning the relationship between the San Dieguito 
pattern and the La Jolla pattern that succeeded it and that may have been contemporaneous with or even 
antecedent to it (e.g., Gallegos 1987; Warren et al. 2008). The initial view was that San Dieguito and La 
Jolla represented the products of distinct ethnic groups and/or cultural traditions (e.g., Rogers 1945; Warren 
1967, 1968). However, as early Holocene radiocarbon dates have been obtained for site components with 
apparent La Jolla characteristics (shell middens, milling tools, and simple cobble-based flaked lithic 
technology), an alternative interpretation has gained some favor: that the San Dieguito pattern represented 
a functional pose related in particular to the production of bifaces, and that it represents activities by the 
same people who were responsible for the La Jolla pattern (e.g., Bull 1987; Hanna 1983). 
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Middle/Late Holocene Period (ca. 6000 B.C.-A.D. 800) 
Archaeological evidence from this period, derived primarily from the coastal region, has been characterized 
as belonging to the Archaic stage, Millingstone horizon, Encinitas tradition, or La Jolla pattern (Moratto 
1984; Rogers 1945; Wallace 1955; Warren 1968; Warren et al. 2008). Adaptations during this period 
apparently emphasized gathering, in particular the harvesting of shellfish and hard plant seeds, rather than 
hunting. Distinctive characteristics of the La Jolla pattern include extensive shell middens, portable ground 
stone metates and manos, crudely flaked cobble tools, occasional large expanding-stemmed Projectile 
points (Pinto and Elko forms) and flexed human burials. Inland variants are less clearly understood (Warren 
et al. 1961). 
 
Investigators have called attention to the apparent stability and conservatism of the La Jolla pattern 
throughout this long period, as contrasted with less conservative patterns observed elsewhere in coastal 
southern California (Hale 2009; Sutton 2010; Sutton and Gardner 2010; Warren 1968). However, distinct 
chronological phases within the pattern have also been suggested, based on changes in the flaked lithic and 
ground stone technologies, the shellfish species targeted, and burial practices (Harding 1951; Moriarty 
1966; Rogers 1945; Shumway et al. 1961; Sutton and Gardner 2010; Warren 1964; Warren et al. 2008). 

Late Prehistoric Period (ca. A.D. 800-1769) 
A Late Prehistoric period in San Diego County has been distinguished, primarily on the basis of three major 
innovations: the use of small Projectile points (Desert Side-notched, Cottonwood triangular, and Dos 
Cabezas forms), associated with the adoption of the bow and arrow in place of the atlatl as a primary hunting 
tool and weapon; brownware pottery, presumably supplementing the continued use of basketry and other 
containers; and the practice of human cremation in place of inhumation. Uncertainty remains concerning 
the exact timing of these innovations, and whether they appeared simultaneously or sequentially (e.g., 
Griset 1996; Laylander 2011; Yohe 1992). 
 
Labels applied to the archaeological manifestations of this period include Yuman, Cuyamaca, Patayan, and 
Hakataya (Rogers 1945; True 1970; Schroeder 1978; Waters 1982). These remains have generally been 
associated with the ethnohistorically known Kumeyaay (Diegueño, Tipai, Ipai) and have been seen as 
perhaps marking the initial local appearance of that group in a migration from the lower Colorado River 
region. Traits characterizing the Late Prehistoric period include a shift toward greater use of inland rather 
than coastal settlement locations, greater reliance on acorns as an abundant but labor-expensive food 
resource, a greater emphasis on hunting of both large and small game (particularly deer and rabbits), a 
greater amount of interregional exchange (seen notably in more use of obsidian), more elaboration of 
nonutilitarian culture (manifested in more frequent use of shell beads, decorated pottery, and the distinctive 
Rancho Bernardo and La Rumorosa rock art styles), and possibly denser regional populations (Christenson 
1990; McDonald and Eighmey 2008). Whether settlement became sedentary during this period, as 
compared with the preceding period, is uncertain. 

Ethnohistoric Period 
In ethnohistoric times, central and southern San Diego County was occupied by speakers of a Yuman 
language or languages, variously referred to as Kumeyaay, Diegueño, Tipai, and Ipai. Kumeyaay territory 
extended from south of Agua Hedionda Lagoon, Escondido, and Lake Henshaw to some distance south of 
Ensenada in northern Baja California, and east nearly as far as the lower Colorado River. Linguistic 
evidence (e.g., Golla 2007; Laylander 2010) suggests that the Yuman-Cochimí families of languages may 
have been affiliated with a widespread Hokan phylum, represented by scattered languages and families 
around the periphery of California and extending south into Mexico, and probably dating back at least as 
far as the early Holocene. Subsequent separations within the Yuman-Cochimí group may represent 
territorial expansions or migrations: the separation of Yuman and central Baja California’s Cochimí (ca. 
2000 B.C.?); the differentiation of Core Yuman from Kiliwa (ca. 1000 B.C.?); of Core Yuman into Delta-
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California, River, and Pai branches (ca. A.D. 1?); of Delta-California Yuman into Diegueño and Cocopah 
(ca. A.D. 500?); and of Diegueño into Kumeyaay proper, Ipai, Tipai, and Ku’ahl languages or dialects (ca. 
post-A.D. 1000?). The boundary between Ipai and Kumeyaay proper (or Tipai) languages or dialects on the 
San Diego coast has generally been put just south of the San Diego River (Luomala 1978). 
 
While Kumeyaay cultural patterns, as recorded subsequent to European contact, cannot necessarily be 
equated with Late Prehistoric patterns, at a minimum they provide indispensable clues to cultural elements 
that would be difficult or impossible to extract unaided from the archaeological record alone. A few 
important ethnohistoric accounts are available from Hispanic-period explorers and travelers, Spanish 
administrators, and Franciscan missionaries, primarily in coastal areas (Fages 1937; Geiger and Meighan 
1976; Laylander 2000). Many accounts by ethnographers, primarily recorded during the early twentieth 
century, are available (Almstedt 1982; Drucker 1937, 1941; Gifford 1918, 1931; Hicks 1963; Hohenthal 
2001; Kroeber 1925; Laylander 2004; Luomala 1978; Shipek 1982, 1991; Spier 1923; Waterman 1910). 
 
The Kumeyaay inhabited a diverse environment that included littoral, valley, foothill, mountain, and desert 
resource zones. Because of the early incorporation of coastal Kumeyaay into the mission system, most of 
the available ethnographic information relates to inland groups that lived in the Peninsular Range or the 
Colorado Desert. There may have been considerable variability among the Kumeyaay in settlement and 
subsistence strategies and in social organization (Laylander 1991, 1997; Luomala 1978; Spier 1923; but cf. 
Shipek 1982). Acorns were a key resource, but a wide range of other mineral, plant, and animal resources 
were exploited (Hedges 1986; Shipek 1991; Wilken 2012). Precontact practices of land management and 
agriculture west of the Colorado Desert have been suggested but not confirmed (Shipek 1993; cf. Laylander 
1995). Some degree of residential mobility seems to have been practiced, although its extent and nature 
(e.g., within patterns of community fission and fusion) may have varied considerably among different 
communities and settings. The fundamental Kumeyaay social unit above the family was the šimuɬ 
(patrilineage) and the residential community or band, to the extent that those two units were not identical. 
Leaders performed ceremonial, advisory, and diplomatic functions, rather than judicial, redistributive, or 
military ones. There seems to have been no national level of political unity and perhaps little sense of 
commonality within the language group (but cf. Shipek 1982). 
 
Kumeyaay material culture was effective, but it was not highly elaborated. Structures included houses with 
excavated floors, ramadas, sweathouses, ceremonial enclosures, and acorn granaries. Hunting equipment 
included bows and arrows, curved throwing sticks, nets, and snares. Processing and storage equipment 
included a variety of flaked stone tools, milling implements, ceramic vessels, and baskets. 
 
Nonutilitarian culture was not neglected. A range of community ceremonies was performed, with particular 
emphases placed on marking individuals’ coming of age and on death and mourning. Oral literature 
included, in particular, an elaborate creation myth that was shared with other Yuman groups as well as with 
Takic speakers (Luiseño, Cupeño, Cahuilla, and Serrano) to the north (Kroeber 1925; Laylander 2001; 
Waterman 1909). 
 
Research analysis conducted at CA-SDI-7074 for the East County Substation Project showed a pattern of 
harvesting and processing vegetal resources in earth ovens dating as far back as 7780-7590 B.C. (8660 ±40 
radiocarbon years ago to 180±30 radiocarbon years ago) and continuing thru to the modern period, 
approximately 150 years ago, but may have not been consistent throughout that entire period (Williams 
2014). Significantly, five features, all presumed earth ovens, produced a cluster of dates at the latter end of 
the Late Archaic period. Although the earliest (and very rare) fire-affected rock features in North America 
date back to the late Pleistocene, approximately 10,500 B.P. at Moose Creek, Alaska (Pearson 1999) and 
Indian Sands, Oregon (Davis et al. 2006), these five features from CA-SDI-7074 are among the oldest in 
the western United States and are representative of the very beginning of the proliferation of “hot rock 
cookery” practices that occurred throughout much of North America in the early Archaic (Thoms 2009). 



1. Introduction 

Lake Jennings Campground Improvement Project 11 

Historic Period 
European exploration of the San Diego area began in 1542 with the arrival of a maritime expedition under 
Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo, followed by a similar reconnaissance in 1602 by Sebastián Vizcaíno (Pourade 
1960). It is possible that additional brief, unrecorded contacts with the crews of the Manila galleons may 
have occurred during the following century and a half, and that other influences, such as an awareness of 
alien technologies or the introduction of diseases, may have reached the region overland from earlier 
outposts of the Spanish empire in Baja California or Sonora.  
 
The historic period proper did not begin until 1769, when multiple seaborne and overland expeditions under 
the leadership of the soldier Gaspar de Portolá and the Franciscan missionary Junípero Serra reached the 
region from Baja California and passed northward along the coastal plain to seek Monterey. In that year, a 
royal presidio and the Misión San Diego de Alcalá were founded, and the incorporation of local Kumeyaay 
into the mission system was begun. Shortly after the mission had been moved a short distance to the east 
from the presidio, a Kumeyaay uprising in 1775 resulted in the burning of the mission and the killing of 
one of its Franciscan missionaries (Carrico 1997). However, the uprising was soon suppressed. An 
asistencia or satellite mission was established at Santa Ysabel in 1818. 
 
As Spanish attention was consumed by the Napoleonic wars in Europe, California and its government and 
missions were increasingly left to their own devices. In 1821, Mexico gained its independence from Spain, 
and the region became more open to outside visitors and influences (Pourade 1961). The loyalty to Mexico 
of the European Franciscans was considered to be in doubt, and private secular interests clamored for a 
greater share of the region’s resources. The missions were secularized by act of the Mexican Congress in 
1833. Native Americans released from the San Diego mission returned to their native villages, moved east 
to areas lying beyond Mexican control, or sought work on ranchos or in the town of San Diego. Numerous 
large land grants were issued to private owners during the Mexican period, including Janal, Jamacha, Jamul, 
El Cajon, Cañada de San Vicente, San Bernardo, Santa María, Cuyamaca, Santa Ysabel, and San Felipe in 
inland southern and central San Diego County (Pourade 1963). 
 
The conquest and annexation of California by the United States in the Mexican-American War between 
1846 and 1848 ushered in many more changes (Pourade 1963, 1964, 1965, 1967, 1977; Pryde 2004). Faced 
with debts and difficulties in confirming land grants, many Californio families lost their lands to outsiders. 
Cultural patterns that were brought by immigrants from the eastern U.S. gradually supplanted old Californio 
customs. Native American reservations were established at Mesa Grando, Santa Ysabel, Inaja, Cosmit, 
Barona, Capitan Grande, Viejas, Cuyapaipe, Sycuan, Manzanita, La Posta, and Campo (Shipek 1978). 
 
The region experienced cycles of economic and demographic booms and busts, with notable periods of 
growth in the mid-1880s, during World Wars I and II, and on a more sustained basis throughout the postwar 
decades. Aspects of development included the creation of transportation networks based on port facilities, 
railroads, highways, and airports; more elaborate systems of water supply and flood control; grazing 
livestock and growing a changing array of crops; supporting military facilities; limited amounts of 
manufacturing; and accommodating visitors and retirees. After false starts, San Diego converted itself to a 
substantial city, and then into a metropolis. Other cities were incorporated in the inland southern and central 
region of San Diego County, including El Cajon (1912), La Mesa (1912), Lemon Grove (1977), Santee 
(1980), and Poway (1980). Notable unincorporated communities include Spring Valley, Lakeside, Alpine, 
and Ramona (Pryde 2004). 
 
This Project is located near the unincorporated town of Lakeside, first established in 1886 (Lakeside 
History). Lake Jennings was constructed by the HWD in the 1962, and first appears on the 1964 aerial 
photographs, and the 1969 topographic map (historicaerials.com). The earliest topographic maps of the area 
show that it was largely undeveloped as of 1893 (historicaerials.com). The Chet Harritt Dam (P-37-038826) 
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was constructed in 1962 and was named for the former manager of the HWD, Chet Harritt (Fetzer 2005). 
The Lake Jennings campground was constructed simultaneously with the lake and dam in 1962 and has 
been in continuous use as a recreation area. 

1.2.2 Record Search Results 
In order to ascertain the proximity of existing cultural resources to the proposed Project area, a record search 
was undertaken by the SCIC (see Appendix A). The search encompassed a 0.5-mi. radius around the 
proposed Project area. In addition to the records search at the SCIC, an examination of historic maps and 
aerials was also conducted via a historic maps and aerials repository. This record search was completed to 
determine the general character of the cultural resources within the area as well as to gauge the potential 
effects of proposed construction activities.  

Previous Studies 
A total of 47 previous reports have addressed areas within a 0.5-mi. radius of the Project area (Table 1.1), 
with two of the studies intersecting the proposed Project area.  
 

Table 1.1 Previous Cultural Resources Reports Addressing the Project Area 
(Intersecting Reports in Bold) 

Report 
Number 

Authors/ 
Publishers Date Title 

Distance 
to Project 

Area 
(mi.) 

SD-
00089  

APPLE, 
STEPHEN A. 
AND KEITH 
R. OLMO  

1980  AN INVESTIGATION OF ARCHEOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES QUAIL CANYON ESTATES, 
LAKESIDE, CALIFORNIA.  0.42-mi. 

 
SD-
00336  

CARRICO, 
RICHARD  

1978  ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT 
LAKE JENNINGS RANCH UNIT 1, SITES SDI-
5552(LJR-6) AND SDI-5553 (LJR-7)  

0.45-mi. 
 

SD-
00546  

CUPPLES, 
SUE ANN  

1975  AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE 
SAN DIEGO RIVER VALLEY  

0.17-mi. 
 

SD-
01764  

MULTI 
SYSTEMS 
ASSOCIATE
S, INC.  

1976  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT QUAL 
CANYON ESTATES, LAKESIDE, CALIFORNIA  

0.42-mi. 
 

SD-
01986  

WIRTH 
ASSOCIATE
S  

1974  APS/SDG&E INTERCONNECTION PROJECT 
TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENVIRONMENTAL 
STUDY PHASE TWO CORRIDOR STUDIES 
CULTURAL RESOURCES: ARCHAEOLOGY 
APPENDICES  

0.001-mi. 
 

SD-
02106  

LORENZ,CR
AIG R. AND 
ASSOCIATE
S  

1988  QUAIL CANYON SPECIFIC PLAN SP77-01 
PHASE 3, TM 4627, LOG 76-14-155 LAKESIDE 
COMMUNITY PLAN AREA COUNTY OF SAN 
DIEGO, CALIFORNIA  

0.42-mi. 
 

SD-
02160  

CRAIG R. 
LORENZ 
AND 
ASSOCIATE
S  

1989  QUAIL CANYON SPECIFIC PLAN SP77-01 
PHASE 4, TM 4809 RPL, LOG#88-14-144 
LAKESIDE COMMUNITY PLAN AREA 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEG0 CALIFORNIA  0.42-mi. 
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Report 
Number 

Authors/ 
Publishers Date Title 

Distance 
to Project 

Area 
(mi.) 

SD-
03566  

MCDONALD
, MEG AND 
DREW 
PALLETTE  

1998  NEGATIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF 
THE SR-125 BIOLOGICAL MITIGATION 
PARCELS LOCATED NEAR LAKE JENNINGS 
SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA  

0.001-mi. 
 

SD-
03836  

TOWNSEND
, JAN  

1984  SOUTHWEST POWERLINK CULTURAL 
RESOURCES MANAGMENT PLAN  

Intersects 
 

SD-
03952  

GALLEGOS, 
DENNIS, 
ADELLA 
SCHROTH, 
AND LARRY 
TIFT  

1998  CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY FOR THE 
SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 
MORENO-LAKESIDE PIPELINE  

0.02-mi. 
 

SD-
04849  

WIRTH 
ASSOCIATE
S  

1980  APS/SDG&E INTERCONNECTION PROJECT 
SYSTEM ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY PHASE II 
CORRIDOR STUDIES NATIVE AMERICAN 
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  

0.001-mi. 
 

SD-
08506  

HANNA, 
DAVID  

1977  LAKE JENNINGS VISTA COUNTY OF SAN 
DIEGO ARCHAEOLOGY SURVEY AND 
REPORT  

0.26-mi. 
 

SD-
10432  

HECTOR, 
SUSAN M.  

2006  CULTURAL RESOURCES SENSITIVITY 
ANALYSIS FOR THE CARRYOVER STORAGE 
AND SAN VICENTE DAM RAISE PROJECT 
(CSP) ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS  

0.44-mi. 
 

SD-
11745  

BOWDEN-
RENNA, 
CHERYL 
AND 
REBECCA 
MCCORKLE 
APPLE  

2008  ARCHAEOLOGICAL LITERATURE REVIEW, 
SITE VISIT, AND RESEARCH DESIGN FOR 
CA-SDI-13652 AND CA-SDI-17300 AND FOR EL 
MONTE VALLEY NATURE PARK PROJECT, 
SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA  

0.27-mi. 
 

SD-
12711  

GARCIA-
HERBST, 
ARLEEN, 
DAVID 
IVERSEN, 
DON 
LAYLANDE
R, AND 
BRIAN 
WILLIAMS  

2010  FINAL INVENTORY REPORT OF THE 
CULTURAL RESOURCES WITHIN THE 
APPROVED SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC 
SUNRISE POWERLINK FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR SOUTHERN 
ROUTE, SAN DIEGO AND IMPERIAL 
COUNTIES, CALIFORNIA  

0.26-mi. 
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Report 
Number 

Authors/ 
Publishers Date Title 

Distance 
to Project 

Area 
(mi.) 

SD-
13631  

BLOTNER, 
NICOLE  

2010  ETS #20587, CULTURAL RESOURCES 
SURVEY FOR THE TL 678 W2S: 
DISTRIBUTION RELOCATION FOR THE TL 
678 WOOD STEEL AND RECONDUCTOR 
PROJECT, LOS COCHES TO ALPINE 
SUBSTATIONS, SAN DIEGO COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA  

0.12-mi. 
 

SD-
13651  

CLOWERY, 
SARA C. 
AND 
NICOLE 
BLOTNER  

2010  ETS #8789; TL 678 WOOD TO STEEL AND 
RECONDUCTOR, LOS COCHES TO ALPINE 
SUBSTATIONS, CULTURAL RESOURCES 
INVENTORY REPORT  0.10-mi. 

 
SD-
13691  

MORGAN, 
NICOLE B.  

2011  ETS #20687; CULTURAL RESOURCES 
INVENTORY REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 
LOS COCHES SUBSTATION EXPANSION, 
LAKESIDE, SAN DIEGO COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA  

0.003-mi. 
 

SD-
14123  

PIGNIOLO, 
ANDREW, 
CANDACE 
EHRINGER, 
AND 
MADELEINE 
BRAY  

2011  DRAFT PHASE I CULTURAL RESOURCES 
SURVEY AND ASSESSMENT FOR THE EL 
MONTE VALLEY MINING, RECLAMATION, 
AND GROUNDWATER RECHARGE PROJECT  

0.27-mi. 
 

SD-
14655  

MCGINNIS, 
PATRICK  

2013  LETTER REPORT: ETS 20687- CULTURAL 
RESOURCES TESTING AND EVALUATION OF 
SITE CA-SDI-20170 FOR LOS COCHES 
SUBSTATION MODIFICATION, COMMUNITY 
OF LAKESIDE, EASTERN SAN DIEGO 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA- IO 7011102  

0.25-mi. 
 

SD-
14656  

MCGINNIS, 
PATRICK  

2013  LETTER REPORT: ETS 20687- CULTURAL 
RESOURCES MONITORING FOR LOS COCHES 
SUBSTATION MODIFICATION, COMMUNITY 
OF LAKESIDE, EASTER SAN DIEGO COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA- IO 7011102  

0.20-mi. 
 

SD-
15004  

BRAIN 
SPELTS  

2014  LETTER REPORT: ETS 25986- CULTURAL 
RESOURCES MONITORING REPORT FOR 
INSTALLATION OF NEW INTERSET POLE 
(P250034), COMMUNITY OF LAKESID  

0.37-mi. 
 

SD-
15210  

MICHAEL 
T. 
CONNOLLY  

2012  ETS #23648, CULTURAL RESOURCES 
SURVEY FOR THE RES EXT., P249819, 
JACOB SIMPSON, LAKESIDE PROJECT, 
SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA (HDR 
#192643)  

Intersects 
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Report 
Number 

Authors/ 
Publishers Date Title 

Distance 
to Project 

Area 
(mi.) 

SD-
16241  

WAYNE 
GLENNY  

2015  LETTER REPORT: ETS 20687 - CULTURAL 
RESOURCES MONITORING FOR LOS COCHES 
SUBSTATION MODIFICATION, COMMUNITY 
OF LAKESIDE, EASTERN SAN DIEGO 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA - IO 7011102  0.02-mi 

SD-
16242  

WAYNE 
GLENNY  

2015  LETTER REPORT: ETS 20687 - CULTURAL 
RESOURCES MONITORING FOR LOS COCHES 
SUBSTATION MODIFICATION DISTRIBUTION 
WORK, COMMUNITY OF LAKESIDE, 
EASTERN SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA - IO 
701102  0.02-mi 

SD-
16243  

WAYNE 
GLENNY  

2015  LETTER REPORT: ETS 20687 - CULTURAL 
RESOURCES MONITORING FOR LOS COCHES 
SUBSTATION ANCHOR HOLE WORK, 
COMMUNITY OF LAKESIDE, EASTERN SAN 
DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA - IO 7011102  0.33-mi 

SD-
16626  

PIGNIOLO, 
ANDREW  

2016  CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY AND 
HISTORICAL EVALUATION OF THE GREEN 
HILLS RANCH PHASE II PROJECT, LAKESIDE, 
SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA PDS2014-
MPA-14-023  

0.13-mi. 
 

SD-
17158  

GIACINTO, 
ADAM  

2015  CULTURAL RESOURCES PHASE I SURVEY 
REPORT FOR THE HANSON EL MONTE POND 
FLOOD CONTROL, RESTORATION, AND 
RECHARGE PROJECT, SAN DIEGO COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA, PDS2014-LDGRMJ-00012  

0.26-mi. 
 

SD-
17349  

COOLEY, 
THEODORE 
G AND 
KYLE 
PORTS  

2018  LETTER REPORT: ETS 35636 - CULTURAL 
RESOURCES MONITORING FOR SECURITY 
FENCE INSTALLATION AND WEED 
ABATEMENT ACTIVITIES, LOS COCHES 
SUBSTATION, COMMUNITY OF LAKESIDE, 
EASTERN SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
- IO 200494181  

0.20-mi. 
 

SD-
18242  

MCCAUSLA
ND, ANNIE  

2019  EL MONTE TUNNEL REHABILITATION PLAN  0.20-mi. 
 

 
 

Previously Recorded Sites within the Study Area 
The results of the records search at the SCIC revealed that a total of 21 previously recorded cultural 
resources are within a 0.5-mi. radius of the current Project area (Confidential Map 1.4 – Appendix A). No 
previously recorded resources are located within the Project area. 
   

Table 1.2 Previous Recorded Cultural Resources within a 0.5-mi. Radius of the Project Area 
(Intersecting Resources in Bold) 
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Designation 

Site Type Recorder, Date/ Update 
Distance to 

Project Area 
(mi.) 

Primary 
Number Trinomial 

P- CA- 

37- 011269 SDI- 
011269 Historic structure Kristin Walker, 2010 0.18-mi 

37- 030954 SDI- 
019643 Pre-contact shell scatter A Dorrler and D Hubbs, 

2009/ AECOM, 2018 0.26-mi 

37- 031176 SDI- 
019752 Pre-contact shell scatter Nicole Blotner, 2010 0.09-mi 

37- 031183 SDI- 
019759 

Pre-contact bedrock milling 
feature, lithic and ceramic 
scatter, historic rock wall 

HDR, 2010 0.23-mi 

37- 031753 SDI- 
020170 Historic structure 

N. Morgan and K. 
Tennesen, 2010/ 
AECOM, 2017 

0.25-mi 

37- 032967 - Pre-contact isolate (possibly 
non-cultural) C. Ehringer, 2011 0.43-mi 

37- 034482 - Historic pump house T. Yates and K. Chmiel, 
2014 0.27-mi 

37- 034483 - Pre-contact bedrock milling 
feature 

Michael D. Richards, 
2014 0.25-mi 

37- 034484 - Pre-contact bedrock milling 
feature 

Michael D. Richards, 
2014 0.28-mi 

37- 034485 - Historic foundation Michael Richards, 2014 0.27-mi 

37- 034486 - Historic water conveyance 
system 

M. Richards and T. 
Yates, 2014 0.23-mi 

37- 035817 SDI- 
021861 

Historic well standpipe, pre-
contact isolated artifact 

M. Vader, J. Spenard, 
and F. Brown, 2015/ 

Carol Serr, 2016 
0.42-mi 

37- 035827 - Pre-contact isolate M. Vader, J. Spenard, 
and F. Brown, 2015 0.44-mi 

37- 035828 - Pre-contact isolate M. Vader, J. Spenard, 
and F. Brown, 2015 0.41-mi 

37- 035829 - Pre-contact isolate M. Vader, J. Spenard, 
and F. Brown, 2015 0.42-mi 

37- 035830 - Pre-contact isolate M. Vader, J. Spenard, 
and F. Brown, 2015 0.29-mi 

37- 035831 - Pre-contact isolate M. Vader, J. Spenard, 
and F. Brown, 2015 0.46-mi 

37- 035877 - Pre-contact isolate Andrew Pigniolo, 2016 0.43-mi 
37- 035878 - Pre-contact isolate Andrew Pigniolo, 2016 0.42-mi 

37- 037613 SDI-22453 Pre-contact bedrock milling 
station 

Julie Roy and Julie 
Hagan, 2018 0.36-mi 

37- 038826 - Chet Harrit Earthen Rock 
Dam McCausland, 2019 Intersects 
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P-37-038826 
P-37-038826 was originally recorded in 2019 by the HWD as the historic Chet Harritt Dam, an earthen fill 
dam, constructed between 1960 and 1962 (McCausland 2019). This dam is approximately 1,167-ft long, 
975-ft wide, and 202-ft tall, with a paved road running along the top of the dam (McCausland 2019).  
 
This resource was visited by ASM and found in the same condition as previously described, so no update 
was conducted. Although this resource intersects the Project area, it is unlikely to be greatly impacted by 
this work as the proposed Project improvements consist of resurfacing the road.  

1.3 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS 

Resource importance is assigned to districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess exceptional 
value or quality illustrating or interpreting the heritage of San Diego County in history, architecture, 
archaeology, engineering, and culture. Several criteria are used in demonstrating resource importance. 
Specifically, criteria outlined in CEQA, and the San Diego County Local Register provide the guidance for 
making such a determination. The County of San Diego Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) does not 
apply to this Project because HWD is the CEQA Lead Agency, and there are no discretionary permits 
required for the Project. The following section(s) details the criteria that a resource must meet to be 
determined important.  

1.3.1 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
According to CEQA (§15064.5a), the term “historical resource” includes the following: 
 

(1) A 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 SS5024.1, Title 
14 CCR. Section 4850 et seq.). 

 
(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 

5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code, or identified as significant in an historical resource 
survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be 
presumed to be culturally significant. Public agencies must treat any such resource as 
significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or 
culturally significant. 

 
(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency 

determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, 
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of 
California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency’s 
determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. 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 (Pub. 
Res. Code SS5024.1, Title 14, Section 4852) including the following: 

(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of California’s history and cultural heritage; 

(B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
(C) 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; or 

(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 
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(4)  The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to 
section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in an historical resources 
survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resource Code) does not 
preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as 
defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 

 
According to CEQA (§15064.5b), a Project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of an historical resource is a Project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment. CEQA defines a substantial adverse change as: 

 
(1) Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means physical 

demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings 
such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired. 

 
(2) The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a Project: 

 
(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of 

an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion 
in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources; or 

(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that 
account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to section 
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical resources 
survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, 
unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the Project establishes by a 
preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; 
or 

(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of 
an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility 
for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead 
agency for purposes of CEQA. 

Section 15064.5(c) of CEQA applies to effects on archaeological sites and contains the following 
additional provisions regarding archaeological sites: 
 

(1) When a Project will impact an archaeological site, a lead agency shall first determine whether 
the site is an historical resource, as defined in subsection (a). 

 
(2) If a lead agency determines that the archaeological site is an historical resource, it shall refer 

to the provisions of Section 21084.1 of the Public Resources Code, and this section, Section 
15126.4 of the Guidelines, and the limits contained in Section 21083.2 of the Public Resources 
Code do not apply. 

 
(3) If an archaeological site does not meet the criteria defined in subsection (a), but does meet the 

definition of a unique archaeological resource in Section 21083.2 of the Public Resources Code, 
the site shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of section 21083.2. The time and cost 
limitations described in Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 (c-f) do not apply to surveys 
and site evaluation activities intended to determine whether the Project location contains unique 
archaeological resources. 

 
(4) If an archaeological resource is neither a unique archaeological nor an historical resource, the 

effects of the Project on those resources shall not be considered a significant effect on the 
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environment. It shall be sufficient that both the resource and the effect on it are noted in the 
Initial Study or EIR, if one is prepared to address impacts on other resources, but they need not 
be considered further in the CEQA process. 

 
Section 15064.5 (d) & (e) contain additional provisions regarding human remains. Regarding Native 
American human remains, paragraph (d) provides: 

 
(d) When an initial study identifies the existence of, or the probable likelihood, of Native 

American human remains within the Project, a lead agency shall work with the appropriate 
Native Americans as identified by the Native American Heritage Commission as provided in 
Public Resources Code SS5097.98. The applicant may develop an agreement for treating or 
disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any items associated with Native 
American burials with the appropriate Native Americans as identified by the Native American 
Heritage Commission. Action implementing such an agreement is exempt from: 

 
(1) The general prohibition on disinterring, disturbing, or removing human remains 

from any location other than a dedicated cemetery (Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5). 

(2) The requirement of CEQA and the Coastal Act. 

1.3.2 San Diego County Local Register of Historical Resources 
The County requires that resource importance be assessed not only at the State level, as required by 
CEQA, but at the local level as well. If a resource meets any one of the following criteria as outlined in 
the Local Register, it will be considered an important resource. 
 

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
San Diego County’s history and cultural heritage; 

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important to the history of San Diego County or 
its communities; 

(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, San Diego County region, or method 
of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high 
artistic values; or 

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

1.3.3 Traditional Cultural Properties / Tribal Cultural Resources 
Federal and state laws mandate that consideration be given to the concerns of contemporary Native 
Americans with regard to potentially ancestral human remains, associated funerary objects, and items of 
cultural patrimony. Consequently, an important element in assessing the significance of the study site has 
been to evaluate the likelihood that these classes of items are present in areas that would be affected by the 
proposed Project. 
 
Potentially relevant to pre-contact archaeological sites is the category termed Traditional Cultural 
Properties (TCP) in discussions of cultural resource management (CRM) performed under federal auspices. 
According to Patricia L. Parker and Thomas F. King (1998), “Traditional” 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. 
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The County of San Diego Guidelines (2007a) identify that cultural resources can also include TCPs, such 
as gathering areas, landmarks, and ethnographic locations in addition to archaeological districts. These 
guidelines incorporate both State and Federal definitions of TCPs. Generally, a TCP may consist of a single 
site, or group of associated archaeological sites (district; traditional cultural landscape), or an area of 
cultural/ethnographic importance.  
 
The Traditional Tribal Cultural Places Bill of 2004 requires local governments to consult with Native 
American representatives during the Project planning process. The intent of this legislation is to encourage 
consultation and assist in the preservation of “Native American places of pre-contact, archaeological, 
cultural, spiritual, and ceremonial importance” (County of San Diego 2007a). It further allows for tribal 
cultural places to be included in open space planning. State Assembly Bill (AB) 52, in effect as of July 1, 
2015, introduces the Tribal Cultural Resource (TCR) as a class of cultural resource and additional 
considerations relating to Native American consultation into CEQA. As a general concept, a TCR is similar 
to the federally-defined TCP; however, it incorporates consideration of local and state significance and 
required mitigation under CEQA. A TCR may be considered significant if included in a local or state 
register of historical resources; or determined by the lead agency to be significant pursuant to criteria set 
forth in PRC §5024.1; or is a geographically defined cultural landscape that meets one or more of these 
criteria; or is a historical resource described in PRC §21084.1, a unique archaeological resource described 
in PRC §21083.2, or is a non-unique archaeological resource if it conforms with the above criteria. 
 
In 1990, the NPS and Advisory Council for Historic Preservation introduced the term “TCP” through 
National Register Bulletin 38 (Parker and King 1998). A TCP may be considered eligible based on “its 
association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that (a) are rooted in that community’s 
history, and (b) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community” (Parker and 
King 1998:1). Strictly speaking, Traditional Cultural Properties are both tangible and intangible; they are 
anchored in space by cultural values related to community-based physically defined “property referents” 
(Parker and King 1998:3). On the other hand, TCPs are largely ideological, a characteristic that may present 
substantial problems in the process of delineating specific boundaries. Such a property’s extent is based on 
community conceptions of how the surrounding physical landscape interacts with existing cultural values. 
By its nature, a TCP need only be important to community members, and not the general outside population 
as a whole. In this way, a TCP boundary, as described by Bulletin 38, may be defined based on viewscape, 
encompassing topographic features, extent of archaeological district or use area, or a community’s sense of 
its own geographic limits. Regardless of why a TCP is of importance to a group of people, outsider 
acceptance or rejection of this understanding is made inherently irrelevant by the relativistic nature of this 
concept. 
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2.0 GUIDELINES FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE 
2.1  CEQA GUIDELINES 

The following guidelines are used in determining whether the proposed Project would have a significant 
environmental impact to cultural resources: 
 

(1) The Project causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
as defined in §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. This shall include the destruction, 
disturbance or any alteration of characteristics or elements of a resource that cause it to be 
significant in a manner not consistent with the Secretary of Interior Standards. 

 
(2) The Project causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 

resource pursuant to §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. This shall include the 
destruction or disturbance of an important archaeological site or any portion of an important 
archaeological site that contains or has the potential to contain information important to 
history or prehistory. 

 
(3) The Project disturbs any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 

cemeteries. 
 
(4) The Project proposes activities or uses damaging to significant cultural resources as 

defined by the Resource Protection Ordinance and fails to preserve those resources. 
 
(5) The Project proposes activities or uses that would cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined under Public Resources Code §21074. 
 
The Guidelines listed above have been selected for the following reasons: 
 
Guidelines 1 and 2 are derived directly from CEQA. Sections 21083.2 of CEQA and 15064.5 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines recommend evaluating historical and archaeological resources to determine whether or 
not a proposed action would have a significant effect on unique historical or archaeological resources.  
 
Guideline 3 is included because human remains must be treated with dignity and respect and CEQA 
requires consultation with the “Most Likely Descendant” as identified by the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) for any Project in which human remains have been identified. 
 
Guideline 4 was selected because the Resource Protection Ordinance requires that cultural resources be 
considered when assessing environmental impacts. Any Project that would have an adverse impact (direct, 
indirect, and cumulative) on significant cultural resources as defined by this Guideline would be 
considered a significant impact. The only exemption is scientific investigation. 
 
All discretionary Projects are required to be in conformance with applicable County standards related to 
cultural resources, including the noted RPO criteria on precontact and historic sites, as well as 
requirements listed in the Zoning Ordinance, General Plan, and the Grading, Clearing and Watercourses 
Ordinance (§87.429). The RPO does not apply, as this Project does not trigger a discretionary permit or 
action from the County of San Diego, 
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Guideline 5 was selected because tribal cultural resources are of cultural value to Native American tribes. 
Any Project that would have an adverse impact (direct, indirect, and/or cumulative) on a significant tribal 
cultural resource as defined by PRC §21074 would be considered a significant impact.  
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3.0 ANALYSIS OF PROJECT EFFECTS 
3.1 NATIVE AMERICAN PARTICIPATION 

Coordination with knowledgeable representatives of Native Americans is an important component of site 
identification, assessment of potential site sensitivity, and identification of appropriate mitigative actions 
required for any resources potentially impacted by a proposed Project.  
 
In compliance with both AB 52 and Section 106 of the NHPA, on February 28, 2021, Spindrift contacted 
the NAHC to request a search of the Sacred Lands File (SLF). A positive response was received on March 
11, 2021, and further coordination was recommended with the Barona Group of the Capitan Grande, the 
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians, the Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians, the Sycuan Band 
of the Kumeyaay Nation, and the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians. At the time when Spindrift submitted 
the Archaeological Constraints Analysis report for this Project.  
 
ASM joined the Project in March 2025, and were requested to conduct a detailed survey of the Project area, 
as recommended in the Spindrift analysis report. Due to prior communications from the Viejas Band 
requesting a Native American monitor be present for ground disturbing work on a prior Project in the area, 
ASM invited a representative of the Tribe to participate on the survey.  
 
During the AB 52 consultation period, ASM was contacted by Ms. Veronica Santos, the Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer for the Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation. She expressed concerns that there 
may be subsurface cultural deposits that could be impacted by the proposed improvements. Ms. Santos has 
requested monitoring of all ground disturbing activities on this Project, and has requested Manzanita be 
involved in this process.   

3.2 SURVEY METHODS 

The field survey was conducted on March 21, 2025, by ASM Archaeologists Larry Tift and Michael 
Buxton, accompanied by Randy Frazier of the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, who served as the Native 
American monitor. Prior to the start of fieldwork, the survey area was plotted on electronic versions of U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic maps. The entire Project area was inventoried for 
cultural resources during a pedestrian archaeological surface survey. All personnel walked together as a 
team in continuous parallel transects spaced 15 meters apart. The transects were walked from the southwest 
to the northeast across the campground Project area. Any exposed granitic bedrock outcrops were inspected. 
Upon discovery of an artifact or feature, the team halted while the person who made the discovery scouted 
the area to determine whether the item was isolated, associated with only a few other items, or part of a 
larger site deposit. All isolates, sites, and features were recorded. Archaeological sites and isolates were 
distinguished by artifact density. All site and isolate locations were recorded in Universal Transverse 
Mercator (UTM) coordinates using handheld GeoExplorer Trimble units with sub-meter accuracy. Notes 
and photographs were taken to describe all features and artifacts. Sites were plotted on Project maps using 
NAD 83 UTM coordinates. Site information was recorded on State of California DPR 523 series forms to 
State of California standards. The Project area was photographed. No artifacts were removed from the 
Project area during the survey. 
 

3.3 RESULTS 

The Project area was surveyed by ASM archaeologists Michael Buxton and Larry Tift on March 21, 2025. 
The archaeologists were accompanied by Randy Frazier, associated with the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay 
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Indians. Ground surface visibility was excellent (90-100%) in the paved areas, and poor to fair (0-50%) in 
the unpaved areas. The ground visibility was impacted by dense vegetation, including both native and exotic 
species. The vegetation on site consists of pepper trees, eucalyptus trees, sumac trees, California buckwheat, 
prickly pears, and non-native grasses. Where visible, soils onsite are comprised of light brown sandy silts.  
 
All exposed soils, bedrock sheets, and boulders were examined for evidence of cultural resources. No 
cultural resources were identified during the course of the survey. The majority of the Project area is 
currently paved and was constructed in 1962, prior to legislative establishment of CEQA. Based on this, 
coupled with the positive NAHC response, ASM recommends that initial ground disturbing activities 
associated with this Project be monitored by a qualified archaeologist and Native American monitor as 
unknown, sub-surface deposits may be present.  
 

 
Figure 5. Overview from the northern portion of the Project area, facing south. 
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Figure 6. Overview from the western portion of the Project area, facing northeast. 
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4.0 INTERPRETATION OF RESOURCE IMPORTANCE AND 
IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

4.1 RESOURCE IMPORTANCE 

The HWD is the lead review agency for the Project; however, this report was prepared to comply with 
County Guidelines due to the need for HWD to obtain a Grading Permit from the County for the work. 
Accordingly, the sites have been evaluated for eligibility for the CRHR under CEQA Guidelines as well as 
being evaluated for importance under the County Guidelines. While sites may be recommended as eligible 
or not eligible for listing on the CRHR under the County Guidelines all sites are considered “important.” 
Under the County Guidelines, the “importance” of sites recommended as not eligible for listing on the 
CRHR can be exhausted through testing, the curation of artifacts, and construction monitoring. 

4.1.1 Archaeological Sites 
P-37-038826 
One previously recorded site, P-37-038826, intersects the Project area. The historic Chet Harritt Dam is an 
earthen rock dam that was constructed by the HWD in the 1960s to create Lake Jennings (McCausland 
2019). The portion of this Project proposed to intersect the site is the existing road Bass Drive, a paved 
asphalt road which currently runs across the top of the dam. Only pavement resurfacing improvements to 
the road are proposed at this time. The creation of a new recreational amenity including a playground, 
parking lot, and dog park directly south of P-37-038826 are proposed within an existing 0.9 acre paved area 
lot south of the campground.  

4.1.2 Tribal Cultural Resources 
No culturally or spiritually significant sites were identified within the Project area through communication 
with the Native American monitors present during fieldwork. No Traditional Cultural Properties that 
currently serve religious or other community practices are known to exist within the Project area and no 
artifacts or remains were identified or recovered during the archaeological survey that are known to be 
associated with such practices.  
 
Pursuant to AB 52 (Gatto, 2014) and PRC § 21080.3.1 (d), government-to-government consultation was 
initiated by HWD with traditionally and culturally affiliated tribes. AB52 Consultation letters were sent out 
on April 4, 2025 inviting Tribes identified in the NAHC SLF search to consult on the Project. To date, no 
Tribal Cultural Resources have been identified for the Project site. Consultation is ongoing between the 
HWD, the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, and the Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation; 
correspondences are included in Appendix C. Once complete, a summary of the consultation will be 
included in the MND. 
 

4.2 IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

CEQA utilizes the term “impact” much in the same way that NHPA refers to “effects.” CEQA Section 
§21084.1 states that significant impacts may occur if “a Project may cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance to a historic resource.” CEQA defines adverse impacts as a substantial adverse change to 
a historical resource, encompassing “demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the 
significance of an historical resource would be impaired.”  
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4.2.1 Archaeological Sites 
One archaeological resource, P-37-038826, is located within the Project area. When P-37-038826 was 
originally recorded in 2019, the resource was recommended as ineligible for listing on the CRHR under 
any criteria. This resource is not associated with significant historical events or trends in local history and 
is not eligible for listing under Criterion 1. Although this dam was named for Chet Harritt (a former manager 
of the HWD), it is not associated with him, nor with any other historically significant persons, and as such 
is ineligible for listing under Criterion 2 (McCausland 2019). The dam does not embody unique or 
distinctive characteristics, nor is it the work of a master craftsman, and should not be considered significant 
under Criterion 3. Finally, there is no evidence for potential further information which can be gained 
through further investigation into this resource and is not recommended eligible under Criterion 4.  

4.2.2 Tribal Cultural Resources 
No tribal cultural resources were identified within the proposed Project site. In addition, the Native 
American monitor present during the survey did not express any concerns. Therefore, the Project will not 
have an impact on any known Tribal Cultural Resources. 
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5.0 MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS—MITIGATION 
MEASURES AND DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

5.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts in the event of 
inadvertent cultural finds during construction to less than significant levels:  

MM-CUL-1: Implement Archaeological and Native American Monitoring.  
The HWD or their representative shall implement an archaeological and Native American monitoring 
program and potential data recovery program pursuant to the County’s Guidelines for Determining 
Significance and Report Format and Requirements for Cultural Resources and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The archaeological and Native American monitoring program shall 
be described in a Monitoring and Discovery Plan and shall include the following requirements: 

• Pre-Construction 

o Contract with a Qualified Archaeologist to serve as the Project Archaeologist and perform 
archaeological monitoring and a potential data recovery program during all earth-disturbing 
activities, including but not limited to trenching for utilities and installation of BMPs and 
fencing. The Project Archaeologist shall subcontract with participating Tribes to conduct 
Native American monitoring for the Project. The Project Archaeologist and Native American 
monitor shall perform the monitoring duties before, during and after construction. 

o Pre-construction meeting to be attended by the Project Archaeologist and Kumeyaay Native 
American monitor to explain the monitoring requirements. Participating Tribes shall be invited 
to pre-construction meeting(s). Any Kumeyaay Native American will be an approved 
representative of the participating Tribes. 

• Construction 

o Monitoring. Both the Project Archaeologist and Kumeyaay Native American monitor are to 
be onsite during initial earth disturbing activities. The frequency and location of monitoring of 
native soils will be determined by the Project Archaeologist in consultation with a Kumeyaay 
Native American monitor. Both the Project Archaeologist and Kumeyaay Native American 
monitor shall evaluate fill soils to ensure that they are negative for cultural resources. If 
multiple Kumeyaay Tribes are interested in participating in the monitoring effort, a 
daily/weekly rotation shall be developed to allow equal time for observation. 

If cultural resources are identified during construction monitoring: 

 Both the Project Archaeologist and Kumeyaay Native American monitor have the 
authority to divert or temporarily halt ground disturbance operations in the area of the 
discovery. 

 The Project Archaeologist shall contact the County Archaeologist at the time of 
discovery. 

 The Project Archaeologist in consultation with the County Archaeologist and 
Kumeyaay Native American shall determine the significance of discovered resources. 

 The Project Archaeologist shall notify the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians of the 
unanticipated discovery. 
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 Should a potential Tribal Cultural Resource (TCR) be identified, the Project 
Archaeologist shall consult with consulting tribes for a final determination. 

 Construction activities will be allowed to resume after the County Archaeologist has 
concurred with the significance evaluation. 

 Isolates and non-significant deposits shall be minimally documented in the field. 
Should the isolates and non-significant deposits not be collected by the Project 
Archaeologist, the Kumeyaay Native American monitor may collect the cultural 
material for transfer to a curation facility, onsite reinterment (if appropriate), or 
repatriation program. 

 If cultural resources discovered during construction are determined to be significant, a 
new or modified Research Design and Data Recovery Program shall be prepared by 
the Project Archaeologist in consultation with the Kumeyaay Native American monitor 
and approved by the County Archaeologist. The program shall include reasonable 
efforts to preserve (avoid) unique cultural resources of Sacred Sites; the capping of 
identified Sacred Sites or unique cultural resources and placement of development over 
the cap if avoidance is infeasible; and data recovery for non-unique cultural resources. 
The preferred option is preservation (avoidance). If data recovery and collection are 
required, after avoidance and re-design are attempted, an appropriate on-site location 
or curation facility shall be determined in consultation with the participating Tribes. 

 

 

o Discovery of Possible Human Remains. 

 The HWD or their representative shall contact the County Medical Examiner or 
representative and the Director of General Services when possible human remains are 
identified. The Project Archaeologist shall simultaneously inform the participating Tribes 
of the find. 

 Upon identification of possible human remains, no further disturbance shall occur in the 
area of the find until the County Medical Examiner has made the necessary findings as to 
origin. If the human remains are to be taken offsite for evaluation, they shall be 
accompanied by a participating Kumeyaay Native American monitor. 

 If the remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the Most Likely Descendant 
(MLD), as identified by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), shall be 
contacted by the Property Owner or their representative in order to determine proper 
treatment and disposition of the remains. 

 The Project Archaeologist shall notify the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians of the 
identification of human remains. 

 The immediate vicinity where the Native American human remains are located is not to be 
damaged or disturbed by further development activity until consultation with the MLD 
regarding their recommendations as required by Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 
has been conducted. 

 Public Resources Code §5097.98, CEQA §15064.5 and Health & Safety Code §7050.5 
shall be followed in the event that human remains are discovered. 

Weekly Reporting. Weekly summaries of activities and results will be shared with 
participating Tribes. If grading activities exceed one month, the Project Archaeologist shall 
submit monthly status reports to the County Director of General Services and participating 
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Tribes starting from the date of the notice to proceed to termination of implementation of the 
grading monitoring program. The reports shall briefly summarize all activities during the 
period and the status of progress on overall plan implementation. 

o  Final Monitoring Report. Upon completion of earth-disturbing activities (e.g., grading, 
trenching, etc.), the Project Archaeologist shall prepare a monitoring report identifying whether 
resources were encountered. 

 No Resources Encountered. If no archaeological resources are encountered during earth-
disturbing activities, then a final Negative Monitoring Report substantiating that earth-
disturbing activities are completed and no cultural resources were encountered shall be 
submitted. Archaeological monitoring logs showing the date and time that the monitor was 
on site and any comments from the Native American Monitor shall be included in the 
Negative Monitoring Report. 

 Resources Encountered. If archaeological resources were encountered during the earth 
disturbing activities, the Project Archaeologist shall provide an Archaeological Monitoring 
Report stating that the field monitoring activities have been completed, and that resources 
have been encountered. The report shall detail all cultural artifacts and deposits discovered 
during monitoring and the anticipated time schedule for completion of the curation and/or 
repatriation phase of the monitoring. 

 A copy of the monitoring report shall be provided to the Director of General Services, 
South Coastal Information Center, and any culturally-affiliated tribe who requests a copy. 

o The Final Monitoring Report shall include the following: 

 Department of Parks and Recreation Primary and Archaeological Site forms 

 Daily Monitoring Logs 

 Evidence that all cultural materials have been conveyed as follows: 

 Evidence that all pre-contact materials collected during the archaeological monitoring 
program have been submitted to a San Diego or Imperial County curation facility or a 
culturally affiliated Native American Tribal curation facility that meets federal 
standards per 36 CFR Part 79, and, therefore, would be professionally curated and 
made available to other archaeologists/researchers for further study. The collections 
and associated records, including title, shall be transferred to the San Diego or Imperial 
County curation facility or culturally affiliated Native American Tribal curation facility 
and shall be accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for permanent curation. 
Evidence shall be in the form of a letter from the curation facility stating that the pre-
contact archaeological materials have been received and that all fees have been paid. 

or 

Evidence that all pre-contact materials collected during the grading monitoring 
program have been repatriated to a Native American group of appropriate tribal affinity 
and shall be accompanied by payment of the fees necessary, if required. Evidence shall 
be in the form of a letter from the Native American tribe to whom the cultural resources 
have been repatriated identifying that the archaeological materials have been received. 

 Historic materials shall be curated at a San Diego or Imperial County curation facility 
and shall not be curated at a Tribal curation facility or repatriated. The collections and 
associated records, including title, shall be transferred to the San Diego or Imperial 
County curation facility and shall be accompanied by payment of the fees necessary 
for permanent curation. Evidence shall be in the form of a letter from the curation 
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facility stating that the historic materials have been received and that all fees have been 
paid. 

5.2 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

There are no known Tribal Cultural Resources located within the Project area. In the event of inadvertent 
finds, implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to Tribal 
Cultural Resources to less than significant levels:  

• Implement mitigation measure MM-CUL-1.  
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Brian Williams (ASM Affiliates) acted as Principal Investigator. 
 
Larry Tift and Michael Buxton (ASM Affiliates) undertook the field survey.  
 
Randy Fraizer (Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians) served as Native American monitor for the 
archaeological field survey. 
 
NAHC conducted a Sacred Lands record search.  
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SCIC Record Search Confirmation 



South Coastal Information Center
San Diego State University
5500 Campanile Drive
San Diego, CA 92182-5320
Office: (619) 594-5682
www.scic.org
scic@mail.sdsu.edu

Company: Spindrift

Company Representative: Trisha Drennan

Date: 2/4/2021

Project Identification: 2020-009 Baranek-KTUA - Lake Jennings CG Recon-Inv

Search Radius: 1/2 mile

Historical Resources: SELF

Previous Survey Report Boundaries: SELF

Historic Maps: N/A

Historic Addresses: SELF

Hours: 1.5  - JL                      +51 excel lines

Trinomial and Primary site maps have been reviewed. All sites within the project 
boundaries and the specified radius of the project area have been plotted. Copies of 
the site record forms have been included for all recorded sites.

Project boundary maps have been reviewed. National Archaeological Database 
(NADB) citations for reports within the project boundaries and within the specified 
radius of the project area have been included.

The historic maps on file at the South Coastal Information Center have been reviewed, 
and copies have been included.

A map and database of historic properties (formerly Geofinder) has been included. 

CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL RESOURCES INFORMATION SYSTEM
CLIENT IN-HOUSE RECORDS SEARCH

Copies: 107

This is not an invoice. Please pay from the monthly billing statement
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CONFIDENTIAL APPENDIX B 

Confidential NAHC Correspondence  
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AB 52 Consultation  
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