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PHOTOGRAPH 7 

30 cm Level of STP 7 
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30 cm Level of STP 8 
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30 cm Level of STP 9 

 

 
PHOTOGRAPH 10 

50 cm Level of STP 10  
Note disturbed sidewall 
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20 cm Level of STP 11 with DG at Floor 

 

 
PHOTOGRAPH 12 

30 cm Level of STP 12 
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Table 2 
10596-S-1 STP Depths, Soils, and Conditions 

STP 
Level 
(cm) Artifacts Soil Description Notes Disturbed 

1 0–30 1 flake  Strong brown silty sandy loam 
(7.5YR 4/6); moderate compaction, 
few pebbles at 30 cm 

Ant colony 0.22 bullet casing 

2 0–10 None Brown silty sandy loam  - - 
2 10-30 None Brown sandy silt (7.5YR 4/3), 

moderate compaction 
- - 

3 0–20 Small mammal 
bone fragment 

Dark brown sandy silt  Roots  - 

3 20-40 1 flake, possible 
metate 

Dark brown sandy silt (7.5YR 3/3)  Rocks - 

4 0–30 None  Brown sandy silt (7.5YR 4/4), 
moderate compaction in the 20-30 
cm level 

Surface duff - 

5 0–30 None Dark yellowish brown sandy silt 
(10YR 4/4), moderate compaction 

Surface duff, 1 rock in 
south side 

- 

6 0–30 2 flakes Brown sandy silt (10YR 4/3), 
moderate compaction 

Surface duff; rock in 
east wall, charcoal 
throughout 

bottle glass 
fragments  
(0-20 cm) 

7 0–30 None Dark yellowish brown sandy silt 
(10YR 4/6) 

Surface duff, small 
roots, rocks 

- 

8 0–30 None Brown sandy silt (7.5YR 5/3), 
increased compaction towards 
bottom 

Surface duff, small 
roots, rocks 

 

9 0–20 None Brown sandy silt (10YR 4/3) Surface duff, roots, 
rocks in southeast 
corner 

 

9 20-30 None Dark yellowish brown sandy silt, 
soil change at 30 cm to dark 
yellowish brown decomposed 
granite (10YR 4/4) 

Rocks in southeast 
corner 

 

10 0–20 None Dark yellowish brown sandy silt, 
compacted 

Surface duff  Imported gravel, 
asphalt 

10 20–30 2 flakes Dark yellowish brown sandy silt, 
compacted 

 
Imported gravel, 
asphalt  

10 30-50 2 flakes Dark yellowish brown sandy silt 
(10YR 4/4) mixed with DG, 
compacted  

Possible rodent 
burrow 

 

11 0-10 None Dark yellowish brown sandy silt 
(10YR 4/6), moderate compaction 

Surface duff, surface 
rock   

Imported gravel, 
asphalt  

11 10-20 None Strong brown DG sand (7.5YR 4/6), 
heavy compaction 

 Imported gravel, 
asphalt  

12 0-30 None Dark yellowish brown sandy silt 
(10YR 4/4), moderate compaction 

Surface duff, roots, 
rodent burrow,  

Asphalt 

cm = centimeters, DG= decomposed granite 
 

Table 3 provides the summary of the materials recovered during the evaluation program at 10596-S-1 
(for a complete catalog, see Attachment 1). A total of 9 artifacts or ecofacts comprised of 7 debitage 
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pieces, 1 possible ground stone artifact, and 1 non-human bone fragment were recovered from the 
STPs. Additionally, 13 pieces of debitage were collected from the surface. The majority of the artifacts 
were recovered within the upper 30 cm with 2 pieces of debitage recovered from the 40 cm level in 
STP 10. The ground stone artifact is a possible metate fragment made of granite with one smooth 
surface. The debitage is described in more detail below. The non-human bone is likely a small mammal 
bone fragment from the 10-20 cm level in STP 3.   

Table 3 
Summary of Artifacts Recovered from 10596-S-1 

Type Debitage Ground Stone Non-human Bone Total 
1 1   1 
3 1 1 1 3 
6 2   2 
10 3   3 

Surface Collection 13   13 
TOTAL 20 1 1 22 

 

5.1 Debitage 
A total of 20 debitage pieces were recovered. None were produced during primary reduction, 8 were 
produced during secondary reduction, 8 during tertiary reduction, and 4 were secondary shatter 
(Table 4). Debitage was made from locally available material including fine-grained metavolcanic, 
fine-grained porphyritic metavolcanic material, and quartz.  

Table 4 
Debitage by Type and Material from 10596-S-1 

Flake or Shatter Type  FGM1 FGPM2 Quartz Total 
Secondary Reduction     
Core reduction, basic shaping     

Count 2 5 1 8 
Secondary Reduction Total     

Count 2 5 1 8 
Tertiary Reduction     
Bifacial thinning     

Count 1 1  2 
Finishing, resharpening     

Count  6  6 
Tertiary Reduction Total      

Count 1 7  8 
Secondary Shatter     

Count 2 2  4 
TOTAL COUNT 5 14 1 20 
1FGPM = fine-grained metavolcanic 
2FGPM = fine-grained porphyritic metavolcanic 
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6.0 Regulatory Background 

6.1 California Environmental Quality Act  
Cultural resources that have been evaluated and determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR 
are considered historical resources under the provisions of Public Resources Code Sections 5020.1 
and 5024.1. For planning purposes, all the cultural resources in the survey area that have not yet 
been evaluated for their eligibility to the CRHR are considered to be historical resources until 
evaluated, with the exception of cultural isolates. 

Section 5024.1(c) of the Public Resources Code addresses California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) significance criteria. It indicates that a resource is determined significant and may be listed 
as an historical resource in the California Register if it meets any of the following CRHR 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 to our past.  

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, construction, or represents the work 
of an important creative individual, possesses high artistic values.  

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

In addition to meeting one of the above criteria, a resource must have integrity; that is, it must evoke 
the resource’s period of significance or, in the case of criterion 4, it must retain reliable research data 
(California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5 Section 4852(c)). Most archaeological sites that 
qualify for listing do so under criterion 4. 

If a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, 
mitigation is required under CEQA. A substantial adverse change is defined as the physical 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource of its immediate surroundings such 
that the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired. Avoidance of the historical 
resource through project redesign is the preferred mitigation measure. If redesign is not feasible, 
minimizing impacts by limiting the degree of impacts or reducing the impact through construction 
monitoring are mitigation options.  

6.2 City of Escondido 
The determination of significance for historic resources within the city is based on age, location, 
context, association with an important person or event, uniqueness, and integrity under the City of 
Escondido (City) Historic Resources Code (Article 40, Section 33-794, Escondido Zoning Ordinances). 
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The City has developed the following 13 criteria to address when evaluating a possible historic 
resource for inclusion on the list of historic landmarks or the local historic register:  

(1) Escondido historical resources that are strongly identified with a person or persons who 
significantly contributed to the culture, history, pre-history, or development of the City of 
Escondido, region, state, or nation; 

(2) Escondido building or buildings that embody distinguishing characteristics of an 
architectural type, specimen, or are representative of a recognized architect's work and are 
not substantially altered; 

(3) Escondido historical resources that are connected with a business or use that was once 
common but is now rare;  

(4) Escondido historical resources that are the sites of significant historic events; 

(5) Escondido historical resources that are fifty (50) years old or have achieved historical 
significance within the past fifty (50) years;  

(6) Escondido historical resources that are an important key focal point in the visual quality or 
character of a neighborhood, street, area, or district; 

(7) Escondido historical building that is one of the few remaining examples in the city 
possessing distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type; 

(8) Sign that is exemplary of technology, craftsmanship or design of the period when it was 
constructed, uses historical sign materials and is not significantly altered; 

(9) Sign that is integrated into the architecture of the building, such as the sign pylons on 
buildings constructed in the Modern style and later styles; 

(10) Sign that demonstrates extraordinary aesthetic quality, creativity, or innovation;  

(11) Escondido landscape feature that is associated with an event or person of historical 
significance to the community or warrants special recognition due to size, condition, 
uniqueness or aesthetic qualities; 

(12) Escondido archaeological site that has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory; or  

(13) Escondido significant historical resource that has an outstanding rating of the criteria used 
to evaluate local register requests (Ord. No. 2000-23, §§ 4, 9-13-00). 

A historical resource must meet at least two of these criteria to be eligible for inclusion on the local 
register of historic places or be given historic landmark status.  

The City has designated a number of areas as historic districts, including the Westside Historic 
District. Boundaries for historic districts were determined by the Escondido Community Development 
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Department and local residents. Criteria used in determining a potential district in Escondido include 
the following: 

• The proposed historical district as a geographically definable area possessing a significant 
concentration or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects unified by past events, 
or aesthetically by plan or physical development; 

• The collective historical value of the proposed district may be greater than that of each 
individual resource; and 

• The designation is in conformance with the purpose of the City’s historic preservation 
provisions set forth in the City’s General Plan. 

7.0 Evaluation of Resource 

7.1 CEQA Criteria  
The series of STPs were excavated at 10596-S-1 in order to determine the presence or absence of 
subsurface cultural deposits. The excavation revealed a sparse subsurface cultural deposit. The 
multicomponent site 10596-S-1 does not qualify under CEQA criteria 1 and 2 because no significant 
event or person could be associated with the resource. The resource does not qualify under CEQA 
criterion 3 because the criterion generally applies to the built environment. Archaeological resources 
are typically not structures or buildings, so they do not exhibit the type of characteristics required 
for significance under this criterion.  

Site 10596-S-1 does not qualify under CEQA criterion 4. Because bedrock milling features can be 
found in sites dating to the Middle and Late Holocene, they are not great indicators of chronology. 
None of the recovered material is temporally diagnostic and, therefore, could not provide answers 
regarding a period for site occupation. Additionally, none of the artifacts are indicative of trade or 
exchange networks. The materials the debitage was made of were sourced locally. Based on the 
sparse amount of recovery and lack of artifact variety, 10596-S-1 can be categorized as a location 
based on Binford’s (1980) model. Locations were used for specialized tasks such as food procurement 
and processing activities. These sites would be located near a food resource, and limited artifact 
types would be represented in the archaeological record. The lack of midden soils reinforces the 
hypothesis that only limited processing took place at this location and, therefore, it is not a short-
term field camp. It must be noted for the record that “camps” do not align with the tribal 
understanding of 10596-S-1, that the resource is a geo-locality, and how the ancestral heritage and 
inheritance material resource relates to larger circuits of village areas and ancestral traditional cultural 
practices and processes of movement, pause, and return to the resource location. Site 10596-S-1 is 
situated within a cultural landscape and is a contributing resource to the cultural landscape that is 
defined in scope and size, is associated with at least two central events documented in tribal historical 
accounts, and is a unique resource in relationship to both the geographical area in which it is situated 
and the specific ancestors who fashioned it. 
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Specialized studies were not conducted to assess what types of foods or vegetal or animal remains 
were processed on the milling elements because past protein residue studies using 
immunoelectrophoresis completed on milling slicks tend to not be as conclusive as those on basins 
or mortars (George and Abdo-Hintzman 2020; Schneider and Bruce 2009). In one study in eastern 
San Diego County with analysis of 30 milling features including cupules, slicks, basins, and mortars, 
three cupules, one basin, and one mortar resulted in positive reactions while no positive results were 
obtained from any of the slicks (Schneider and Bruce 2009). Another study in Valley Center resulted 
in a very weak positive reaction to agave from a milling slick sample, a weak positive to deer and 
agave and probable positive reaction to rat from another milling slick sample, and a probable 
positive reaction to rat from a mortar sample (Cummings and Clark 2018). A third study in Ramona 
resulted in a probable positive reaction for rabbit from a milling slick sample, the other milling slick 
was negative (Milligan and Dockter 2014).  

Site 10596-S-1 also yielded one fragment of sun colored amethyst glass. To overcome the coloring 
problem that iron within sand has on coloring glass, popular use of manganese as a decolorizer for 
colorless glass seems to have begun by at least the mid-1870s and was solidly in place by 1890 
(Lockhart 2006). The observed glass fragment exhibited no diagnostic makers marks. The purple 
coloring of the glass fragment dates the parent container to have been manufactured by, at the 
latest, 1890. The context of the recording location is most likely secondary; therefore, this recording 
has exhausted the data potential of the resource. 

7.2 City of Escondido Criteria  
Site 10596-S-1 does not qualify under City criteria 1 through 11 since these typically apply to the built 
environment. Additionally, 10596-S-1 does not qualify under City criteria 12 or 13 because the 
archaeological sites is not likely to yield additional information in prehistory beyond what has been 
documented in this report and, therefore, the site does not have an outstanding rating of criteria for 
the local register. Additionally, 10596-S-1 does not possess the foundational nominating criteria to 
qualify as part of a historic district. 

8.0 Recommended Mitigation 
One multicomponent resource (10596-S-1) was identified within the APE during the archaeological 
survey and evaluation program. The proposed project has the potential to adversely affect historical 
resources as defined under CEQA guidelines; the project would impact the multicomponent resource 
(see Confidential Attachment 2). Mitigation is required under CEQA if a project will cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. 

Impacts to 10596-S-1 would not be significant because this resource has been recommended not 
eligible for listing on the CRHR or the City’s local register. Because these impacts are not significant, 
no further treatment is needed; however, as a tribal cultural resource mitigation measure and if 
feasible, the bedrock milling features may be moved during construction and relocated to an open 
space, the location of which has not been determined.  
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Although the project impacts will not be significant, archaeological and Native American monitoring 
during construction is recommended to prevent significant impacts to inadvertent discoveries. 
Following are the mitigation measures. 

TCR-1: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Applicant shall provide written verification to the 
City that a qualified archaeologist and a Native American monitor(s) associated with a 
traditionally and culturally affiliated tribe(s) have been retained to implement a monitoring 
program. The archaeologist shall be responsible for coordinating with the Native American 
monitor(s). This verification shall be presented to the City in any contract execution, in a 
letter from the Project archaeologist that confirms the selected Native American monitor 
is associated with a traditionally and culturally affiliated tribe(s) as identified through the 
consultation process. The City, prior to any preconstruction meeting, shall approve all 
persons involved in the monitoring program. 

TCR-2: The qualified archaeologist and a Native American monitor(s) shall attend all applicable 
preconstruction meetings with the general contractor and/or associated subcontractors to 
explain and coordinate the requirements of the monitoring program.  

TCR-3: The project developer shall retain a qualified professional archaeologist who meets U.S. 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications and Standards, to conduct an 
archaeological sensitivity training for construction personnel prior to commencement of 
excavation activities. The training session shall be carried out by a cultural resource 
professional with expertise in archaeology, who meets the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualifications and Standards. The training session shall include a handout and 
focus on how to identify archaeological resources that may be encountered during 
earthmoving activities and the procedures to be followed in such an event, the duties of 
archaeological monitors, and the general steps a qualified professional archaeologist 
would follow in conducting a salvage investigation if one is necessary. A qualified 
professional archaeologist shall be on-site along with a Native American monitor(s) during 
rough grading operations.   

TCR-4 Prior to performing grading operations, the construction manager, tribal representative, 
grading contractor, the qualified archaeologist, and landowner/applicant if required, review 
the process for controlled grading of 10596-S-1, during the pre-construction meeting (see 
Mitigation Measure 2). The discussion shall include a review of the process, confirmation 
of what machinery shall be used, what types of resources are present and/or expected, 
what shall occur when/if buried resources are discovered, and who shall notify the monitors 
at least 48 hours in advance of when grading is anticipated to begin within 50 feet (15 
meters) of 10596-S-1. Monitors shall be allowed to actively observe, including walking 
within a close but safe proximity to the equipment, the newly exposed soils for any evidence 
of buried resources. This process shall continue until the entire area has been completed. 
Upon the concurrence of both the project archaeologist and the tribal representative, 
controlled grading may cease and, if applicable, mass grading may proceed. The controlled 
grading process shall be documented by the project archaeologist in the Phase IV 
Monitoring Report as required in Mitigation Measure 7. 
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TCR-5: Prior to the start of grading, milling features identified by the Native American monitor, 
project archaeologist, and construction contractor that can be feasibly moved shall be 
flagged to protect it until relocation of the outcrops is scheduled. During construction 
monitoring by a Native American monitor and archaeologist, the area surrounding the 
feature(s) shall be excavated in a slow and controlled way in order to preserve as many 
milling elements as possible and to expose the entire outcrop. The outcrop shall be 
relocated to a location within the project area where the outcrop can be preserved in 
perpetuity. Due to potential construction constraints, the outcrop may need to be moved 
several times before being relocated to its permanent location. The location shall be agreed 
upon by the City and the traditionally and culturally affiliated tribe in consultation with the 
applicant. All efforts shall be made to preserve the outcrop as one piece, if feasible. If the 
boulder is too large to move in one piece, a concerted effort shall be made to preserve as 
many milling elements as possible. 

TCR-6: In the event that archaeological resources are unearthed during ground-disturbing 
activities, ground-disturbing activities shall be halted or diverted away from the vicinity of 
the find so that the find can be evaluated. A buffer area of at least 100 feet shall be 
established around the find where construction activities shall not be allowed to continue 
until a qualified archaeologist and the Native American monitor(s) have examined the 
newly discovered artifact(s) and have evaluated the area of the find. Work shall be allowed 
to continue outside of the buffer area. All archaeological resources unearthed by project 
construction activities shall be evaluated by the Native American monitor(s) in coordination 
with the qualified professional archaeologist, who meets the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualifications and Standards. Should the newly discovered artifacts be 
determined to be prehistoric, Native American tribes identified through project 
consultation, shall be contacted and consulted, and Native American construction 
monitoring shall continue. The project developer and the City in consultation with the 
affiliated consulting tribe(s) shall coordinate with the archaeologist to develop an 
appropriate treatment plan for the resources. The plan may include implementation of 
archaeological data recovery excavations to address treatment of the resource along with 
subsequent laboratory processing and analysis. No photography, invasive or non-invasive 
testing is permitted unless prior written approval of the affiliated tribes as identified 
throughout the consultation process. 

All inadvertent discoveries are to be kept on the project site at a secured and locked 
location agreed upon by the traditionally and culturally affiliated tribe(s) and the City, until 
reburial on project site. 

Reburial on Project Site: Prior to Notice of Completion for the Grading and Site 
Improvements, the landowner(s) shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resources that are 
unearthed on the project property during any ground-disturbing activities, including 
previous investigations and/or Phase III data recovery.  

Prehistoric Resources – the following treatments shall be applied.  

a. Reburial of the resources on the project property. The measures for reburial shall 
include, at least, the following: Measures to protect the reburial area from any future 
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impacts. Reburial shall not occur until all required cataloguing have been completed 
on the cultural resources, with an exception that sacred items, burial goods, and 
Native American human remains are excluded. Any reburial processes shall be 
culturally appropriate and consulted with the traditionally and culturally affiliated 
tribe(s), and the City. Listing of contents and location of the reburial shall be included 
in the confidential Phase IV Report. The Phase IV Report shall be filed with the City 
under a confidential cover and not subject to a Public Records Request. 
 

b. Reburial of the resources off-site. If reburial is not feasible on-site as determined by 
the Director of Development services upon a recommendation provided by the 
archaeologist, in consultation with the TCA tribe(s), then reasonable efforts shall be 
made to locate the features off-site in consultation with the aforementioned parties.  

TCR-7: Prior to release of the grading bond, the archaeological monitor, under the direction of a 
qualified professional archaeologist who meets the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualifications and Standards, shall prepare a final Phase IV monitoring report 
at the conclusion of any on-site archaeological monitoring. The report shall be submitted 
to the project developer, the South Coastal Information Center, the City, the affiliated 
tribe(s) that participated in project consultation, and representatives of other appropriate 
or concerned agencies to signify the satisfactory completion of the project and required 
mitigation measures. The report shall include a description of resources unearthed, if any, 
evaluation of the resources with respect to the California Register and CEQA, and treatment 
of the resources. 

TCR-8: Qualified Native American monitor(s) shall be present during all on-site ground disturbance 
operations.  
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Parkview Townhomes Excavations (#10596)

FIELD # STP # LEVEL CLASS TYPE MATERIAL COUNT COMMENTS
1 1 0-10 cm Debitage Core reduction, basic shaping (205) FGPM 1
2 3 10-20 cm Non-human  bone Small mammal Bone 5 plus ?
3 3 20-30 cm Ground stone Metate fragment Granite 1 1 smooth surface, possible metate
4 3 20-30 cm Debitage Bifacial thinning flake (202) FGM 1
5 6 0-10 cm Debitage Core reduction, basic shaping (205) FGM 1
6 6 10-20 cm Debitage Finishing, resharpening (206) FGPM 1
7 10 20-30 cm Debitage Finishing, resharpening (206) FGPM 2
8 10 30-40 cm Debitage Finishing, resharpening (206) FGPM 1 larger?
9 10 30-40 cm Debitage Secondary shatter (209) FGPM 1 smaller?

10 SC Surface Debitage Bifacial thinning flake (202) FGPM 1 objectid 71
11 SC Surface Debitage Core reduction, basic shaping (205) FGM 1 64
12 SC Surface Debitage Core reduction, basic shaping (205) FGPM 1 65
13 SC Surface Debitage Core reduction, basic shaping (205) FGPM 1 69
14 SC Surface Debitage Core reduction, basic shaping (205) FGPM 1 72
15 SC Surface Debitage Core reduction, basic shaping (205) FGPM 1 74
16 SC Surface Debitage Core reduction, basic shaping (205) Quartz 1 81
17 SC Surface Debitage Finishing, resharpening (206) FGPM 1 67
18 SC Surface Debitage Finishing, resharpening (206) FGPM 1 70
19 SC Surface Debitage Finishing, resharpening (206) FGPM 1 82
20 SC Surface Debitage Secondary shatter (209) FGM 1 66
21 SC Surface Debitage Secondary shatter (209) FGM 1 75
22 SC Surface Debitage Secondary shatter (209) FGPM 1 68

FGM=fine-grained metavolcanic
FGPM= fine-graind porpyritic metavolcanic
SC = surface collection
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