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SECTION ES 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Episcopal Communities and Services proposes to redevelop semi-urban land along Sycamore 
Avenue in Los Angeles County for the purposes of expanding an existing retirement community. 
The redevelopment of the semi-urban land requires cultural resource studies, including a 
cultural resource record search of the California Historical Resource Information System 
(CHRIS) located at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), a Sacred Lands File 
(SLF) by the Native American Heritage Center (NAHC), a field survey, and technical report. The 
purpose of this Cultural Resources Technical Report (CRTR) is to provide Episcopal 
Communities and Services with a cultural resource assessment for the project such that that 
construction, operation, and maintenance may be undertaken in a manner that avoids known or 
observed cultural resources and tribal cultural resources afforded consideration pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
 
Cultural Resources 
 
The consideration of potential impacts to cultural resources was based on archives and records 
search, literature review, and a reconnaissance survey of the 4.248-acre project area on 
February 22, 2023. A Historic Resource Assessment Report (HRAR) focused on historic 
architectural resources was completed under separate cover on August 11, 2022. The HRAR 
did not find the historic architectural resources located in the project study area to be eligible for 
listing in federal, state, or local historical registers. No cultural resources were observed in the 
proposed project area during the reconnaissance surveys, nor are documented cultural 
resources located within the 0.5-mile study area (record search) buffer. 
 
Cemeteries and Human Remains 
 
There are no formal cemeteries located within the project area. In addition, there are no known 
human remains, grave goods, or funerary objects within the project area.  
 
Tribal Cultural Resources 
 
The NAHC conducted a search of the Sacred Lands File on February 23, 2023. The results of 
the search were positive. 
 
Impact Analysis and Recommendations 
 
Sapphos Environmental, Inc. has concluded that there would be no substantial adverse change 
to historical resources, historic or prehistoric archaeological resources, or human remains within 
the proposed project area. Sapphos Environmental, Inc. recommends a finding of no 
substantial adverse change to historic or prehistoric archaeological resources for the 
proposed project. The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource, archaeological resource, or human remains pursuant to 
§15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. Additionally, the proposed project would not result in a 
substantial adverse change to tribal cultural resources (Public Resources Code [PRC] §21074). 
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SECTION 1.0 
INTRODUCTION 

 
Episcopal Communities and Services proposes to redevelop semi-urban land along Sycamore 
Avenue in Los Angeles County for the purposes of expanding a retirement community. The 
redevelopment of the semi-urban land requires cultural resource studies, including a cultural 
resource records search of the California Historical Resource Information System (CHRIS) 
located at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), a Sacred Lands File (SLF) by 
the Native American Heritage Center (NAHC), a field survey, and technical report. The purpose 
of this Cultural Resources Technical Report (CRTR) is to provide Episcopal Communities and 
Services with a cultural resources assessment for the proposed project such that construction, 
operation, and maintenance may be undertaken in a manner that avoids known or observed 
cultural resources and Tribal cultural resources afforded consideration pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
 
1.1 GOAL OF THE CULTURAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT 
 
This CRTR has been prepared to provide a cultural resources assessment for the proposed 
project such that construction, operation, and maintenance may be undertaken in a manner that 
avoids known or observed cultural resources afforded consideration pursuant to CEQA. This 
analysis was undertaken to determine if the proposed project would result in a substantial 
adverse change to historical resources, archaeological resources, human remains, or Tribal 
cultural resources in accordance with CEQA.  
 
1.2 METHODS 
 
This report was prepared by Sapphos Environmental, Inc. archaeologist Ms. Stacey Lara, B.A., 
with contributions and senior review by Ms. Carrie Chasteen, M.S. The identification of existing 
resources and evaluation of potential impacts is based on information gathered from published 
and unpublished literature, CHRIS records search results, and a reconnaissance survey 
completed on February 22, 2023. 
 
1.3 SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION 
 
The investigation covers the areas required by CEQA to determine potential impacts to 
historical, archaeological, and Tribal cultural resources of the proposed project site. The study 
area was restricted to land that was within the proposed project area. The records search and 
literature review included the proposed project area, survey area, and a 0.5-mile study area 
buffer. The study area was established based on the construction footprint of the proposed 
project to take into consideration direct and indirect impacts on historical resources, 
archaeological resources, human remains, or Tribal cultural resources.  
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SECTION 2.0 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The proposed project area spans the property located at 2820 Sycamore Avenue in Glendale, 
Los Angeles County, California (Figure 1, Regional Location Map; Figure 2, Project Location 
Map). The proposed project area is located on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute 
Pasadena topographic quadrangle. The legal address of the proposed project area is 3751 La 
Crescenta Avenue in Glendale, California, and consists of one parcel (Assessor’s Parcel 
Number [APN]: 5617-002-027). The proposed project area has been previously developed.  
 
2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The proposed project would redevelop the existing semi-urban land for the purposes of 
expanding an existing retirement community.  
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Figure 1. Regional Location Map 
SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2023 
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Figure 2. Project Location Map 
SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2023 
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SECTION 3.0 
REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

 
This section of the report identifies the primary laws and regulations that govern the 
conservation and protection of cultural resources that must be considered during the decision-
making process for projects that have the potential to result in substantial adverse changes to 
historical resources, archaeological resources, human remains, or Tribal cultural resources. 
 
3.1 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
 
In accordance with CEQA §21084.1, the proposed project would have a significant adverse 
environmental impact if it would “cause a substantial or potentially substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a historical resource.” As defined under Title 14 California Code of 
Regulations §4850, a historical resource is “any object, building, structure, site, area, place, 
record, or manuscript that is historically or archaeologically significant or is significant in the 
architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, 
military, or cultural history of California.” A historical resource is further defined under Public 
Resources Code Section 15064.5 as a “resource listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, 
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).” A resource shall be considered by the 
lead state agency to be historically significant under CEQA if it meets any of the following 
criteria for listing in the CRHR: 
 

1. The resource is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; 

2. The resource is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
3. The resource 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 

4. The resource has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 
or history. 

 
In addition, properties listed in or determined eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places are automatically listed in the CRHR. Therefore, all historic properties under 
federal preservation law are automatically considered historical resources under CEQA. 
 
3.2 CITY OF GLENDALE REGISTER OF HISTORIC RESOURCES 
 
In accordance with the City of Glendale’s Historic Preservation Ordinance in the City’s Municipal 
Code (Section 15.20) the Glendale register maintains an official list of designated historic 
resources within the City. To be included in on the Glendale Register of Historic Resources, an 
individual property must meet one or more of the following criteria: 
 

1. The proposed historic resource is identified with important events in national, state, or 
city history, or exemplifies significant contributions to the broad cultural, political, 
economic, social, or historic heritage of the nation, state, or city; 

2. The proposed historic resource is associated with a person, persons, or groups who 
significantly contributed to the history of the nation, state, region, or city; 

3. The proposed historic resource embodies the distinctive and exemplary characteristics 
of an architectural style, architectural type, period, or method of construction; or 
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represents a notable work of a master designer, builder or architect whose genius 
influenced his or her profession; or possesses high artistic values; 

4. The proposed historic resource has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information 
important to archaeological pre-history or history of the nation, state, region, or city; 
and/or 

5. The proposed historic resource exemplifies the early heritage of the city. 
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SECTION 4.0 
HISTORIC CONTEXT 

 
This section of the report characterizes the baseline conditions for cultural resources. The 
current proposed project area lies in the ethnohistoric territorial range of the Gabrielino/Tongva. 
This section includes information on the prehistoric period context, regional ethnography, and 
regional and local historic context. 
 
4.1 PREHISTORY 
 
Several prehistoric cultural chronologies have been proposed for Southern California, two of the 
most frequently cited sequences developed by William Wallace,1 Claude Warren,2 and Chester 
King.3 Such chronologies provide a framework to discuss archaeological data in relation to 
broad cultural changes seen in the archaeological record. The chronological sequence 
presented herein represents an updated synthesis of these schemes as compiled by Glassow 
and others4 for the Northern California Bight. This geographic area consists of the coastal area 
from Vandenberg Air Force Base south to Palos Verdes, as well as the Channel Islands and 
adjacent inland areas, including the Los Angeles Basin.5 The prehistoric sequence can be 
divided into four broad temporal categories (Table 4-1, Southern California Coastal Regional 
Chronology). It should be noted that the prehistoric chronology for the region is being refined on 
a continuing basis, with new discoveries and improvements in the accuracy of dating 
techniques. 
 

TABLE 4-1 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA COASTAL REGIONAL CHRONOLOGY 

 
Epoch Coastal Region Dates 

Late Pleistocene / Early 
Holocene 

Paleo-Coastal Period Circa 9500 to 7000/6500 BC 

Middle Holocene Millingstone Period Circa 7000/6500 to 1500/1000 BC 

Late Holocene Intermediate Period 1500/1000 BC to AD 750  

Late Holocene Late Period AD 750 to Spanish contact 

 

 
1  Wallace, William J. 1955. “A Suggested Chronology for Southern California Coastal Archaeology.” Southwestern 

Journal of Anthropology, 11:214–230. 

2  Warren, Claude M. 1968. “Cultural Tradition and Ecological Adaptation on the Southern California Coast.” In 
Archaic Prehistory in the Western United States, ed. Cynthia Irwin-Williams. Portales, NM: Eastern New Mexico 
University Contributions in Anthropology No. 1. 

3  King, Chester. 1990. Evolution of Chumash Society: A Comparative Study of Artifacts Used for Social System 
Maintenance in the Santa Barbara Channel Region before AD 1804. New York, NY: Garland. 

4  Glassow, Michael A., Lynn H. Gamble, Jennifer E. Perry, and Glenn S. Russell. 2007. “Prehistory of the Northern 
California Bight and the Adjacent Transverse Ranges.” In California Prehistory, Colonization, Culture, and 
Complexity, ed. Terry L. Jones and Kathryn A. Klar. New York, NY: Altamira, pp.191–213. 

5  Glassow, Michael A., Lynn H. Gamble, Jennifer E. Perry, and Glenn S. Russell. 2007. “Prehistory of the Northern 
California Bight and the Adjacent Transverse Ranges.” In California Prehistory, Colonization, Culture, and 
Complexity, ed. Terry L. Jones and Kathryn A. Klar. New York, NY: Altamira, p.191. 
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Terminal Pleistocene and Early Holocene: Paleo-Coastal Period (Circa 9500 to 7000/6500 BC) 
 
Although data on early human occupation for the Southern California coast are limited, 
archaeological evidence from the northern Channel Islands suggests that initial settlement 
within the region occurred at least 12,000 years before present (BP). At Daisy Cave (CA-SMI-
261) on San Miguel Island, radiocarbon dates indicate an early period of use in the terminal 
Pleistocene, sometime between 9600 and 9000 calibrated (cal) BC.6 Evidence of early human 
occupation in the Northern California Bight has also been found on nearby Santa Rosa Island, 
where human remains from the Arlington Springs Site (CA-SRI-1730) have been dated between 
11,000 and 10,000 cal BC.7 Archaeological data recovered from these and other coastal 
Paleoindian sites indicate a distinctively maritime cultural adaptation, termed the “Paleo-Coastal 
Tradition,”8 which involved the use of seafaring technology and a subsistence regime focused 
on shellfish gathering and fishing.9 
 
Relatively few sites have been identified in Los Angeles County that date to the terminal 
Pleistocene and early Holocene. Currently, the earliest reliable date for human occupation in the 
area derives from the La Brea Tar Pits (P-19-159), where human bone has been dated to 8520 
cal BC.10 Evidence of possible early human occupation has also been found at the sand dune 
bluff site of Malaga Cove (P-19-138), located between Redondo Beach and Palos Verdes.11 
Researchers have proposed that archaeological remains recovered from the lowermost cultural 
stratum at the site, which include shell, animal bone, and chipped stone tools, may date as early 
as 8000 cal BC.12,13  
 
Middle Holocene: Millingstone Period (Circa 7000/6500 to 1500/1000 BC) 
 
The Millingstone Period or Horizon, also referred to as the “Encinitas Tradition,”14,15 is the 
earliest well-established cultural occupation of the coastal areas of the region. The onset of this 
period, which began sometime between 7000 and 6500 cal BC, is marked by the expansion of 
populations throughout the Northern California Bight. The Millingstone Period represents a long 

 
6  Erlandson, J.M., D.J. Kennett, B.L. Ingram, D.A. Guthrie, D.P. Morris, M.A. Tveshov, G.J. West, and P.L. Walker. 

1996. “An Archaeological and Paleontological Chronology for Daisy Cave (CA-SMI-261), San Miguel Island, 
California.” Radiocarbon, 38:355–373. 

7  Johnson, J.R., T.W. Stafford Jr., H.O. Ajie, and D.P. Morris. 2002. “Arlington Springs Revisited.” In Proceedings 
of the Fifth California Islands Symposium, ed. D. Browne, K. Mitchell, and H. Chaney. Santa Barbara, CA: USDI 
Minerals Management Service and The Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History, pp.541–5. 

8  Moratto, M.J. 1984. California Archaeology. New York, NY: Academic Press, pp.103–13. 

9  Rick, T.C., J.M. Erlandson, and R.L. Vellanoweth. 2001. “Paleocoastal Fishing along the Pacific Coast of the 

Americas: Evidence from Daisy Cave, San Miguel Island, California.” American Antiquity, 66:595–614. 

10  Berger, R., R. Protsch, R. Reynolds, C. Rozaire, and J.R. Sackett. 1971. New Radiocarbon Dates Based on 
Bone Collagen of California Indians. Los Angeles, CA: Contributions to the University of California 

Archaeological Survey, pp.43–49. 

11  Walker, Edwin Francis. 1951. Five Prehistoric Archaeological Sites in Los Angeles County, California. Los 
Angeles, CA: Southwest Museum, F. W. Hodge Anniversary Publication Fund VI. 

12  Moratto, M.J. 1984. California Archaeology. New York, NY: Academic Press, p.132. 

13  Wallace, W.J. 1986. “Archaeological Research at Malaga Cove.” In Symposium: A New Look at Some Old Sites, 
ed. G.S. Breschini and T. Haversat. Salinas, CA: Coyote Press. 

14  Sutton, Mark Q. 2010. “The Del Rey Tradition and Its Place in the Prehistory of Southern California.” Pacific 

Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 44(2&3): 1–54. 

15  Sutton, Mark Q., and Jill K. Gardner. 2010. “Reconceptualizing the Encinitas Tradition of Southern California.” 
Pacific Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 42(4): 1–64. 
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period of time characterized by smaller, more mobile groups, compared to later periods. These 
groups likely relied on a seasonal round of settlement that included both inland and coastal 
residential bases. Regional variations in technology, settlement patterns, and mortuary practices 
among Millingstone sites have led researchers to define several local manifestations or 
“patterns” of the tradition.16 Groups that occupied modern-day Los Angeles County are thought 
to have been relatively small and highly mobile during this time, with a general subsistence 
economy focused on the gathering of shellfish and plant foods, particularly hard seeds, with 
hunting being of less importance.17 Seeds from sage and grasses, rather than acorns, provided 
calories and carbohydrates. 
 
Two temporal subdivisions have been defined for the portion of the Topanga Pattern falling 
within the Millingstone Period: Topanga I (circa 6500 to 3000 BC) and Topanga II (circa 3000 to 
1000 BC).18 Topanga I assemblages are characterized by abundant manos and metates, core 
tools and scrapers, charmstones, cogged stone, and discoidals; projectile points are quite rare 
with those present resembling earlier, large, leaf-shaped forms.19 Secondary inhumations with 
associated cairns are the most common burial form at Millingstone sites, with small numbers of 
extended inhumations also identified. The subsequent Topanga II phase largely represents a 
continuation of the Topanga pattern with site assemblages characterized by numerous manos 
and metates, charmstones, cogged stones, discoidals, and some stone balls. A significant 
technological change in ground stone occurs at this time, with the appearance of mortars and 
pestles at Topanga II sites suggesting the adoption of balanophagy (acorn exploitation) by 
coastal populations.20 The quantity of projectile points also notably increases in Topanga II site 
deposits indicating that the hunting of large game may have played a greater role in the 
subsistence economy than in earlier times. Coarse-grained lithic materials, such as quartzite 
and rhyolite, are more common than fine-grained materials in flaked stone tools from this time. 
While secondary burials continue to be quite common, a few flexed inhumations have also been 
recovered from archaeological contexts dating to the Topanga II phase.  
 
A number of Millingstone sites have been identified in Los Angeles County. The lower 
component of the Tank site (P-19-1), located in the Santa Monica Mountains, was excavated in 
the 1940s and determined to be Topanga I in age.21 In the San Fernando Valley, the Encino site 
(P-19-111) is thought to have contained a Topanga I component.22 The artifact assemblage is 
definitive of the Topanga I period, containing many milling implements, but few projectile points. 
The presence of mortars and pestles alongside stemmed projectile points at the Chatsworth site 
(P-19-21), located at the western edge of the San Fernando Valley, suggests a Topanga II 

 
16  Sutton, Mark Q., and Jill K. Gardner. 2010. “Reconceptualizing the Encinitas Tradition of Southern California.” 

Pacific Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 42(4): 1–64. 

17  Glassow, Michael A., Lynn H. Gamble, Jennifer E. Perry, and Glenn S. Russell. 2007. “Prehistory of the Northern 
California Bight and the Adjacent Transverse Ranges.” In California Prehistory, Colonization, Culture, and 
Complexity, ed. Terry L. Jones and Kathryn A. Klar. New York, NY: Altamira, 196. 

18  Sutton, Mark Q., and Jill K. Gardner. 2010. “Reconceptualizing the Encinitas Tradition of Southern California.” 
Pacific Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 42(4):1–64. 

19  Glassow, Michael A., Lynn H. Gamble, Jennifer E. Perry, and Glenn S. Russell. 2007. “Prehistory of the Northern 
California Bight and the Adjacent Transverse Ranges.” In California Prehistory, Colonization, Culture, and 
Complexity, ed. Terry L. Jones and Kathryn A. Klar. New York, NY: Altamira, p.194. 

20  Sutton, Mark Q., and Jill K. Gardner. 2010. “Reconceptualizing the Encinitas Tradition of Southern California.” 
Pacific Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 42(4):1–64, 41. 

21  Sutton, Mark Q., and Jill K. Gardner. 2010. “Reconceptualizing the Encinitas Tradition of Southern California.” 
Pacific Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 42(4):1–64, 8. 

22  Sutton, Mark Q., and Jill K. Gardner. 2010. “Reconceptualizing the Encinitas Tradition of Southern California.” 

Pacific Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 42(4):1–64, 8. 
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presence.23 The Big Tujunga Wash site, located at the eastern edge of the San Fernando 
Valley, may have also contained a Topanga II component.24 

 
Late Holocene: Intermediate Period (1500/1000 BC to AD 750) 
 
The Intermediate Period, which encompasses the early portion of the “Del Rey Tradition” as 
defined by Sutton,25 begins around 3500 BP. At this time, significant changes are seen 
throughout the coastal areas of Southern California in material culture, settlement systems, 
subsistence strategies, and mortuary practices. Use of the acorn—a high-calorie, storable food 
source—probably allowed greater sedentism and a more complex level of social organization. 
These new cultural traits have been attributed to the arrival of Takic-speaking people from the 
southern San Joaquin Valley.26 Biological, archaeological, and linguistic data indicate that the 
Takic groups who settled in the Los Angeles Basin were ethnically distinct from the preexisting 
Hokan-speaking Topanga populations and are believed to be ancestral to ethnographic 
Gabrielino groups.27 While archaeological evidence indicates that “relic” Topanga III populations 
continued to survive in isolation in the Santa Monica Mountains, these indigenous groups 
appear to have been largely replaced or absorbed by the Gabrielino or Chumash by 2000 BP.28 
 
Intermediate Period sites are represented by the “Angeles Pattern” of the Del Rey Tradition.29 
Three temporal subdivisions have been defined for the portion of the Angeles Pattern that falls 
within the Intermediate Period: Angeles I (1500 to 600 BC), Angeles II (600 BC to AD 400), and 
Angeles III (AD 400 to 750).30 The onset of the Angeles I phase is characterized by the increase 
and aggregation of regional populations and the appearance of the first village settlements. The 
prevalence of projectile points, single-piece shell fishhooks, and bone harpoon points at 
Angeles I sites suggests a subsistence shift in the Intermediate Period with an increased 
emphasis on fishing and terrestrial hunting and less reliance on the gathering of shellfish 
resources. Regional trade or interaction networks also appeared to develop at this time with 
coastal populations in Los Angeles County obtaining small steatite artifacts and Olivella shell 
beads from the southern Channel Islands and obsidian from the Coso Volcanic Field.31 Finally, 
marked changes are seen in mortuary practices during the Angeles I phase, with flexed primary 
inhumations and cremations replacing extended inhumations and cairns.  

 
23  Sutton, Mark Q., and Jill K. Gardner. 2010. “Reconceptualizing the Encinitas Tradition of Southern California.” 

Pacific Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 42(4):1–64, 8. 

24  Sutton, Mark Q., and Jill K. Gardner. 2010. “Reconceptualizing the Encinitas Tradition of Southern California.” 
Pacific Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 42(4):1–64, 8. 

25  Sutton, Mark Q. 2010. “The Del Rey Tradition and Its Place in the Prehistory of Southern California.” Pacific 
Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 44(2&3):1–54. 

26  Sutton, Mark Q. 2009. “People and Language: Defining the Takic Expansion in Southern California.” Pacific 
Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 41(2&3): 31–93. 

27  Sutton, Mark Q. 2009. “People and Language: Defining the Takic Expansion in Southern California.” Pacific 

Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 41(2&3): 31–93. 

28  Sutton, Mark Q., and Jill K. Gardner. 2010. “Reconceptualizing the Encinitas Tradition of Southern California.” 
Pacific Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 42(4): 1–64, 17. 

29  Sutton, Mark Q. 2010. “The Del Rey Tradition and Its Place in the Prehistory of Southern California.” Pacific 
Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 44(2&3): 1–54. 

30  Sutton, Mark Q., and Jill K. Gardner. 2010. “Reconceptualizing the Encinitas Tradition of Southern California.” 
Pacific Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 42(4):1–64, 8. 

31  Koerper, Henry C., Roger D. Mason, and Mark L. Peterson. 2002. “Complexity, Demography, and Change in 
Late Holocene Orange County.” In Catalysts to Complexity: Late Holocene Societies of the California Coast, ed. 
M. Erlandson and Terry L. Jones. Perspectives in California Archaeology, Vol. 6. Los Angeles, CA: University of 
California, Los Angeles, Institute of Archaeology. 
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The Angeles II phase largely represents a continuation and elaboration of the Angeles I 
technology, settlement, and subsistence systems. One exception to this pattern is the 
introduction of a new funerary complex around 2600 BP, consisting of large rock cairns or 
platforms that contain abundant broken tools, faunal remains, and cremated human bone. 
These mortuary features have generally been thought to represent the predecessor of the 
Southern California Mourning Ceremony.32 Several important changes in the archaeological 
record mark the beginning of the Angeles III phase. At this time, larger seasonal villages 
characterized by well-developed middens and cemeteries were established along the coast or 
inland areas. Archaeological data from Angeles III sites indicate that residents of these 
settlements practiced a fairly diverse subsistence strategy that included the exploitation of both 
marine and terrestrial resources.33 Notable technological changes occurred at this time with the 
introduction of the plank canoe and bow and arrow.34 The appearance of new Olivella bead 
types at Angeles III sites indicates a reconfiguration of existing regional exchange networks with 
increased interaction with populations in the Gulf of California.35 Finally, cremations increase 
slightly in frequency at this time, with inhumations no longer placed in an extended position.36 
Intermediate Period sites in Los Angeles County include P-19-2 and P-19-197, located in the 
Santa Monica Mountains. The formal cemeteries at these sites are representative of the 
increased sedentism that occurred during the Intermediate Period.37 
 
Late Holocene: Late Period (AD 750 to Spanish Contact) 
 
The Late Period dates from approximately AD 750 until Spanish contact at AD 1542. Sutton38 
has divided this period, which falls within the larger Del Rey Tradition, into two phases: Angeles 
IV (AD 750–1200) and Angeles V (AD 1200–1550). The Angeles IV phase is characterized by 
the continued growth of regional populations and the development of large, sedentary villages. 
Although chiefdoms appear to have developed in the northern Channel Islands and Santa 
Barbara region after 850 BP,39,40 little direct evidence has been found to suggest this level of 

 
32  Sutton, Mark Q. 2010. “The Del Rey Tradition and Its Place in the Prehistory of Southern California.” Pacific 

Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 44(2&3):1–54. 

33  Sutton, Mark Q. 2010. “The Del Rey Tradition and Its Place in the Prehistory of Southern California.” Pacific 

Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 44(2&3):1–54. 

34  Glassow, Michael A., Lynn H. Gamble, Jennifer E. Perry, and Glenn S. Russell. 2007. “Prehistory of the Northern 
California Bight and the Adjacent Transverse Ranges.” In California Prehistory, Colonization, Culture, and 
Complexity, ed. Terry L. Jones and Kathryn A. Klar. New York, NY: Altamira, pp.203–4. 

35  Koerper, Henry C., Roger D. Mason, and Mark L. Peterson. 2002. “Complexity, Demography, and Change in 
Late Holocene Orange County.” In Catalysts to Complexity: Late Holocene Societies of the California Coast, ed. 
M. Erlandson and Terry L. Jones. Perspectives in California Archaeology, Vol. 6. Los Angeles, CA: University of 
California, Los Angeles, Institute of Archaeology. 

36  Sutton, Mark Q. 2010. “The Del Rey Tradition and Its Place in the Prehistory of Southern California.” Pacific 
Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 44(2&3):1–54. 

37  Glassow, Michael A., Lynn H. Gamble, Jennifer E. Perry, and Glenn S. Russell. 2007. “Prehistory of the Northern 
California Bight and the Adjacent Transverse Ranges.” In California Prehistory, Colonization, Culture, and 
Complexity, ed. Terry L. Jones and Kathryn A. Klar. New York, NY: Altamira, p.202. 

38  Sutton, Mark Q. 2010. “The Del Rey Tradition and Its Place in the Prehistory of Southern California.” Pacific 
Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 44(2&3):1–54. 

39  Arnold, Jeanne E. 1992. “Complex Hunter-Gatherer-Fishers of Prehistoric California: Chiefs, Specialists, and 

Maritime Adaptations of the Channel Islands.” American Antiquity, 57(1):60–84. 

40  Gamble, Lynn H. 2005. “Culture and Climate: Reconsidering the Effect of Palaeoclimatic Variability among 
Southern California Hunter-Gatherer Societies.” World Archaeology, 37(1):92–108. 
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social complexity existed in the San Fernando Valley during the late prehistoric period.41 
Several new types of material culture appear during the Angeles IV phase including Cottonwood 
series points, birdstone and “spike” effigies, Olivella cupped beads, and Mytilus shell disk 
beads. The presence of Southwestern pottery, Patayan ceramic figurines, and Hohokam shell 
bracelets at Angeles IV sites suggests some interaction between groups in Southern California 
and the Southwest. Notable changes are seen in regional exchange networks after 800 BP, with 
an increase in the number and size of steatite artifacts, including large vessels, elaborate 
effigies, and comals, recovered from Angeles V sites. The presence of these artifacts suggests 
a strengthening of trade ties between coastal Los Angeles populations and the southern 
Channel Islands.42 Finally, Late Period mortuary practices remain largely unchanged from the 
Intermediate Period with flexed primary inhumations continuing to be the preferred burial 
method.  
 
Late Period sites in Los Angeles County include P-19-227 and P-19-229, located in the Santa 
Monica Mountains. Both sites contain less millingstone artifacts than earlier sites, but more 
mortars, pestles, projectile points, drills, beads, pipes, and bone tools.43 Although these sites 
represent a move toward centralized sedentary villages during this period, it is unclear whether 
they represent year-round occupation or semipermanent villages used as base settlements.44 
 
4.2 REGIONAL ETHNOGRAPHY 
 
Native American territorial occupation of the area is traditionally assigned to the Gabrielino, or 
Tongva, group.45,46,47 The Gabrielino once occupied the entire Los Angeles Basin and the San 
Fernando Valley, including the watersheds of the San Gabriel, Santa Ana, and Los Angeles 
Rivers. As such, a description of Gabrielino ethnography is provided. 
 
At the time of European contact, the Native Americans subsequently known as the Gabrielino 
occupied nearly the entire basin comprising the Counties of Los Angeles and Orange. They 
belonged to the Takic family of the Uto-Aztecan linguistic stock. Named after the Mission San 
Gabriel, the Gabrielino are considered to have been one of the two wealthiest and largest ethnic 
groups in aboriginal Southern California,48 the other being the Chumash. This was largely due to 
the many natural resources within the land base they controlled, primarily the rich coastal 

 
41  Sutton, Mark Q. 2010. “The Del Rey Tradition and Its Place in the Prehistory of Southern California.” Pacific 

Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, 44(2&3):1–54. 

42  Koerper, Henry C., Roger D. Mason, and Mark L. Peterson. 2002. “Complexity, Demography, and Change in 
Late Holocene Orange County.” In Catalysts to Complexity: Late Holocene Societies of the California Coast, ed. 
M. Erlandson and Terry L. Jones. Perspectives in California Archaeology, Vol. 6. Los Angeles, CA: University of 

California, Los Angeles, Institute of Archaeology, p.69. 

43  Moratto, M.J. 1984. California Archaeology. New York, NY: Academic Press, p.141. 

44  Glassow, Michael A., Lynn H. Gamble, Jennifer E. Perry, and Glenn S. Russell. 2007. “Prehistory of the Northern 
California Bight and the Adjacent Transverse Ranges.” In California Prehistory, Colonization, Culture, and 
Complexity, ed. Terry L. Jones and Kathryn A. Klar. New York, NY: Altamira, p.210. 

45  Bean, L.J., and C.R. Smith. 1978. “Gabrielino.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, ed. R.F. Heizer. 
Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, p.538. 

46  King, C., and T. Blackburn. 1978. “Tataviam.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, ed. R.F. Heizer. 
Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, p.535. 

47  Grant, C. 1978. “Eastern Coastal Chumash.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, ed. R.F. Heizer. 

Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, p.538. 

48  Bean, L.J., and C.R. Smith. 1978. “Gabrielino.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, ed. R.F. Heizer. 
Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, p.538. 
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section from Topanga Canyon to Aliso Creek and the offshore islands of San Clemente, San 
Nicholas, and Santa Catalina. 
 
The Gabrielino arrived in the Los Angeles basin around 500 BC and began to expand 
throughout the area, displacing a preexisting Hokan-speaking population. The first Spanish 
contact with the Gabrielino took place in 1520, when Juan Rodríguez Cabrillo arrived in Santa 
Catalina Island. In 1602, the Spanish returned to Santa Catalina under Sebastián Vizcaíno, and 
in 1769, Gaspar de Portolá made the first attempt to colonize Gabrielino territory. By 1771, the 
Spanish had built four missions, and the decimation of the Gabrielino had already begun.49 
European diseases and conflicts among the Gabrielino population, as well as conversion to 
Christianity, carried a toll in their numbers, traditions, and beliefs. 
 
Although determining an accurate account of the population numbers is difficult, Bean and 
Smith50 state that by AD 500, the Gabrielino established permanent settlements, and their 
population continued to grow. Early Spanish accounts indicate that the Gabrielino lived in 
permanent villages ranging from 50 to 200 individuals. The Gabrielino population surpassed 
5,000 people by around 1770. 
 
Several types of structures characterized the Gabrielino villages. They lived in domed circular 
structures covered with tule, fern, or carrizo. Communal structures measured over 60 feet in 
diameter and could house three or four families. Sweathouses, menstrual huts, and a 
ceremonial enclosure were also part of the village arrangements.51 
 
The Gabrielino practiced different subsistence strategies that included hunting, fishing, and 
gathering. Hunting activities on land were carried out with the use of bow and arrow, deadfalls, 
snares, and traps. Smoke and throwing clubs also were used to assist with the hunt of 
burrowing animals. Aquatic animals were hunted with harpoons, spear-throwers, and clubs. 
Although most fishing activities took place along rivers and from shore, open water fishing trips 
between mainland and the islands also took place using boats made from wood planks and 
asphaltum. The Gabrielino fishing equipment included fishhooks made of shells, nets, basketry 
traps, and poison substances obtained from plants.52 
 
The Gabrielino diet included a large number of animals, such as deer, rabbit, squirrel, snake, 
and rats, as well as a wide variety of insects. However, some meat taboos also existed. The 
meat of bears, rattlesnakes, stingrays, and ravens were not consumed; these animals were 
believed to be messengers of the god Chengiichngech. Aquatic animals such as fish, whales, 
seals, sea otters, and shellfish were also an important part of the diet, mainly among the coastal 
population.53 
 

 
49  Bean, L.J., and C.R. Smith. 1978. “Gabrielino.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, ed. R.F. Heizer. 

Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, pp.540–541. 

50  Bean, L.J., and C.R. Smith. 1978. “Gabrielino.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, ed. R.F. Heizer. 
Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, p.540. 

51  Bean, L.J., and C.R. Smith. 1978. “Gabrielino.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, ed. R.F. Heizer. 
Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, p.542. 

52  Bean, L.J., and C.R. Smith. 1978. “Gabrielino.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, ed. R.F. Heizer. 

Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, p.546. 

53  McCawley, W. 1996. The First Angelinos: The Gabrielino Indians of Los Angeles. Banning, CA: Malki Museum 
Press, pp.116–117, 121, 126. 
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A variety of plant foods were consumed by the Gabrielino, the main one being acorns. These 
nuts are rich in nutrients and have a high content of fiber and fat. Other plants used for 
consumption by the Gabrielino include the seeds of the Islay (Prunus ilicifolia), which were 
ground into a meal, and the seeds and shoots of the Chía (Salvia columbariae), which were 
eaten raw, made into loaves, or mixed with water to make a beverage. Roots and bulbs were 
also part of the diet among the mainland and island groups, as well as clover, wild sunflower 
seeds, and cholla seeds. Wild tobacco was used for medicinal purposes and as a sedative and 
narcotic.54 
 
The Gabrielinos were involved in trade among themselves and with other groups. Coastal 
Gabrielinos exchanged steatite, shell and shell beads, dried fish, sea otter pelts, and salt with 
inland groups for acorns, seeds, obsidian, and deerskins.55 During the late prehistoric period, 
the principal trade item, both among the Gabrielino and for export to other groups, was steatite. 
Also known as soapstone or soaprock, major outcroppings of steatite are found on Santa 
Catalina Island. Steatite was widely used among the Gabrielino to make arrow straighteners 
and artistic or ritualistic objects. In addition, this rock was used in the making of functional 
objects for food preparation such as bowls, mortars, pestles, and comals.56 Archaeological data 
indicate that a steatite “industry” developed prehistorically on the island that involved the large-
scale trade of both raw materials and finished artifacts to mainland communities.57 
 
4.3 HISTORY 
 
European Discovery and the Mission Period 
 
The first Europeans to pass through the County were a group of Spanish explorers on their way 
to Monterey Bay from San Diego. Under the leadership of Gaspar de Portolá, the exploration 
party crossed the Santa Monica Mountains and entered the San Fernando Valley on August 5, 
1769. After camping in the present-day community of Encino, the group headed north, 
traversing the Santa Clarita Valley on their way to Santa Barbara. 
 
In August of 1795, an exploration party set out to identify a site for a new mission, to be located 
between the San Gabriel Mission and the San Buenaventura Mission. The requirements 
included that the land be viable for crops, be near a source of abundant water, and have an 
indigenous population that could be converted to Catholicism. With these objectives met, a site 
for the new mission was decided upon in the upper half of the Los Encinos Valle, as the San 
Fernando Valley was then called. The spot for the new mission was located within the property 
boundary of the Reyes Rancho, which was owned by Francisco Reyes, the alcalde (mayor) of 
the Pueblo de Los Angeles. Reyes had prospered as a result of his landholdings, and the Reyes 
Rancho consisted of a large family home; livestock; crops such as corn, beans, and melon; and 
numerous Native American ranch hands. At the request of the church, Reyes relinquished an 
enormous portion of his ranch to be utilized for the new Mission San Fernando Rey de Espana 
(San Fernando Mission). 

 
54  McCawley, W. 1996. The First Angelinos: The Gabrielino Indians of Los Angeles. Banning, CA: Malki Museum 

Press, pp.128–131. 

55  Bean, L.J., and C.R. Smith. 1978. “Gabrielino.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, ed. R.F. Heizer. 
Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, p.547. 

61  Bean, L.J., and C.R. Smith. 1978. “Gabrielino.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, ed. R.F. Heizer. 

Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, p.547. 

57  Bean, L.J., and C.R. Smith. 1978. “Gabrielino.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, ed. R.F. Heizer. 
Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, p.547. 
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The San Fernando Mission was established on September 8, 1797, and it was the 17th mission 
founded by the Catholic Church in California. Father Fermin Francisco Lausen was appointed in 
charge of the mission. The name given to the mission honored King Ferdinand III of Spain 
(1217–1251). In order to assist in the establishment of the San Fernando Mission, several other 
California missions sent nearly 1,000 animals that included cattle, horses, mules, and sheep. 
Crops were planted, and nearby Native American groups, such as the Tongva, were forced into 
mission life. While living at the mission, they were under the direction of the priests who required 
the Native Americans to farm (wheat, barley, corn, beans, peas, and fruit trees); raise cattle; 
cure hides; tend vineyards; make wine; and practice a trade, such as carpentry, masonry, 
tailoring or shoemaking. 
 
The Mexican Period 
 
In 1822, when Mexico declared its independence from Spain, initially little changed for the 
missions. At that time there were approximately 1,000 Native Americans living and working at 
the San Fernando Mission. However, in 1834, the Mexican government secularized the 
California Missions, which resulted in the San Fernando Mission being turned over to Don 
Pedro Lopez, who acted as mission majordomo (governor of the mission). Between 1840 and 
1846, six separate land grants were carved out of the former Rancho Misión San Fernando Rey 
de España. Eulogio de Célis was the first to acquire the entire 116,858-acre ranch for an 
estimated $14,000. Further encroachments on mission lands in the valley included Tujunga 
(1840), El Escorpión (1845), El Encino (1845), La Providencia (1845), and Cahuenga (1846). In 
1846, California governor Pio Pico authorized the sale of remaining mission land to raise money 
to defend Mexican California from an inevitable American takeover.  
 
The American Period 
 
After the American conquest of Mexican California in 1847, Pio Pico’s brother, Andres Pico, still 
retained a portion of the Rancho Ex-Mission San Fernando, which included the former Mission 
buildings that he used as his home. This land was eventually given to Pio Pico, who in 1869 
sold the land to the San Fernando Farm Homestead Association. Much of the land from this 
sale came under the control of two men: Isaac Lankershim and Isaac Newton Van Nuys. 
Together, the two men initially used the land for ranching, but after a drought killed off much of 
their livestock they switched to farming wheat. By 1874, San Fernando was recognized by the 
county as a town, bringing in plans for railroad development, improved roads and infrastructure, 
and more residents. During the 1880s, many of the original Mexican land grants had been 
subdivided into agricultural tracts that were used primarily for raising citrus, nuts, beans, wheat, 
and vegetables. 
 
The 20th century brought the San Fernando Valley the critical resource it was lacking: an 
abundant and reliable source of water for agriculture. The Los Angeles Aqueduct was 
completed in 1913, and soon after, San Fernando Valley was annexed by the City of Los 
Angeles (City). Between the 1910s and 1920s, much of the land in the valley was used for field 
crops and orchard agriculture. Most of the groves were situated on relatively frost-free land, 
were owner-operated, and consisted of tracts of 10 to 15 acres. Major industrial activity in the 
San Fernando Valley apart from agricultural processing grew to include the fledgling aerospace 
industry. The entertainment industry set up studios in the San Fernando Valley and used the 
rugged landscape of the Simi Hills on the northern edge of the valley to film many early western 
films and television series.  
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During the 1930s, the population of the San Fernando Valley grew due to the increased use of 
automobiles, which required the construction of roads and highways. After World War II, the 
population increased even more dramatically with tract home development to accommodate 
returning war veterans, which led to many orchards being replaced by the suburban sprawl that 
today dominates much of the San Fernando Valley.  
 
American Period (1845–1924)  
 
The annexation of Texas in 1845 set the stage for the Mexican-American War. War was 
declared in 1846 and rebellion against Mexico spread to California from Texas.58 Commodore 
Robert Stockton landed on the Santa Barbara coast, where both local help and opposition were 
found. Within two months his forces were captured by Mexican soldiers. Major John Freemont 
lead forces over the Gaviota Pass to recapture and claim Santa Barbara as American territory. 
In 1848, the Treaty of Guadalupe was signed, and California officially became American 
territory.59  
 
City of Glendale 
 
This historic context was largely adapted from the City of Glendale General Plan, Chapter 1 of 
the Historic Preservation Element.60 
 
The City of Glendale was a portion of the Rancho San Rafael, a 36,000-acre Spanish land grant 
that was originally granted to Jose Maria Verdugo in 1784. The grant stayed within the Verdugo 
family through the cessation of California to the United States. Through the years portions of the 
rancho were sold, or mortgaged, resulting in many individuals claiming ownership to sections of 
the rancho. This conflict culminated in the “Great Partition” of 1871, which divided the land into 
31 sections granted to 28 owners. In 1887 the town of Glendale was recorded, originally a 150 
acre site made up of land contributed by several land owners.  
 
By 1906 when the City was incorporated, it had grown to over 1,400 acres. The population had 
grown to 2,746 by 1910 and ballooned to 62,736 by 1930. Much of this growth was fueled by 
members of the Improvement Association, Edgar D. Goode and Leslie C. Brand, who worked to 
bring together the communities of Glendale, Tropico, and Los Angeles with an electric rail line 
that connected the three cities. In 1917, Tropico and Glendale were merged into a single city. 
By 1945, much of Glendale’s educational, social, and cultural institutions had been fully 
developed to support the rapidly growing residential community.  
 
Post World War II, the City of Glendale experienced significant growth along with the rest of 
Southern California. Present day Glendale is the fourth largest city in Los Angeles County and 
remains a popular residential area with a growing business district. 
 
  

 
58  City of Santa Barbara. 2016. “Timeline.” Accessed September 20, 2016. Available at: 

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/services/community/historic/historysb/timeline.asp 

59  City of Santa Barbara. 2016. “Timeline.” Accessed September 20, 2016. Available at: 
http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/services/community/historic/historysb/timeline.asp 

60  City of Glendale. 1997. Historic Preservation Element of the General Plan. Chapter 1.  



Twelve Oaks Redevelopment Project Cultural Resources Technical Report 
March 31, 2023 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
W:\Projects\2720\2720-003\Documents\Twelve Oaks CRTR.docx  Page 17 

SECTION 5.0 
METHODS 

 
This section describes the methods employed in the characterization and evaluation of cultural 
resources within the study area. The study methods were designed to assess impacts to 
historical resources, archaeological resources, human remains, and Tribal cultural resources as 
outlined in CEQA. 
 
5.1 RECORDS SEARCH 
 
A background records search was conducted by Sapphos Environmental, Inc. of the CHRIS at 
the South Central Coastal Information Center on March 7, 2023, to identify previously 
documented cultural resources within or near the proposed project area and to help establish a 
historic context within which to evaluate resources. The CHRIS inventory was examined to 
identify if known cultural resources were located within the proposed project area or the 0.5-mile 
buffer (Figure 3, Record Search Map).  
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Figure 3. Records Search Map 
SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2023 
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5.2 LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
A literature review was completed to determine if the proposed project would have the potential 
to result in a substantial adverse change to a previously recorded cultural resource in 
accordance with CEQA. Research included the examination of published and unpublished 
literature, historic context statements, databases of previously completed surveys in the area, 
and a review of current and historic maps and aerial photographs. 
 
5.3 SACRED LANDS FILE 
 
Sapphos Environmental, Inc. contacted the NAHC on February 23, 2023, to request a search of 
the SLF and a list of Native American contacts with traditional or historical ties to the proposed 
project area.  
 
5.4 RECONNAISSANCE FIELD SURVEY 
 
All cultural resource work was carried out under the direct supervision of qualified 
archaeologists who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for 
Archaeology and History, and in accordance with the procedures for compliance with CEQA. 
Key cultural resources personnel who conducted and/or supervised the field survey and 
prepared the technical report include Ms. Carrie Chasteen, M.S., of Sapphos Environmental, 
Inc. 
 
Sapphos Environmental, Inc. archaeologist Ms. Stacey Lara, B.A., conducted the 
reconnaissance survey of the proposed project area on February 22, 2023, to document the 
existing conditions of the proposed project area. The proposed project area was surveyed using 
transects spaced no greater than 10 feet apart. 
 
The proposed project area’s terrain is partially (more that 40 percent) developed, consisting of a 
paved parking lot, driveways and walkways, community buildings, and residential buildings 
(Figure 4, View facing Southeast Across Parking Lot and Community Center; Figure 5, View 
from Property Entrance on Sycamore Ave). Overall visibility in the areas surveyed was low, with 
much of it covered by ivy and fallen plant material (Figure 6, View facing Southeast across 
Southern Edge of Property; Figure 7, View Along Southwest Edge of Property; Figure 8, View 
facing Northeast towards Sycamore Ave). Special attention was paid to all areas that had 
exposed ground, including the entire perimeter of the property, areas that had previously been 
landscaped, and areas behind and between buildings. Survey methods included close-interval 
systematic transects (ranging from 10 to 15 feet) and examination of all exposed soil profiles 
and disturbances. Sapphos Environmental, Inc. archaeologists followed the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation61 during the 
fieldwork.  
 

 
61  Federal Register. 29 September 1983. Federal Register, 48(190):44716. 
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Figure 4. View facing Southeast Across Parking lot and Community Center 

SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2023 
 

 
Figure 5. View from Property Entrance on Sycamore Ave 

SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2023 
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Figure 6. View facing Southeast across Southern Edge of Property 

SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2023 
 

 
Figure 7. View along Southwest Edge of Property 

SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2023 
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Figure 8. View facing Northeast towards Sycamore Ave 

SOURCE: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2023 
 

The archaeologist examined exposed ground surface for artifacts (e.g., flaked stone tools, tool-
making debris, milling tools, ceramics), faunal remains (e.g., marine shell and bone), soil 
discoloration that might indicate the presence of a cultural midden, and features indicative of the 
former presence of structures or buildings (e.g., standing exterior walls, postholes, foundations), 
or historic debris (e.g., metal, glass, ceramics). Exposed subsurface soils resulting from rodent 
and other animal burrows were consistently identified and were visually inspected for cultural 
resources. 
 
Appropriate personal protective equipment (i.e., high-visibility safety vests, and work boots) 
were used during the survey. Weather was clear and sunny and a relative 48 degrees 
Fahrenheit.  
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SECTION 6.0 
RESULTS 

 
This section of the report characterizes the baseline conditions for cultural resources and 
evaluates the potential for the proposed project to result in significant direct, indirect, or 
cumulative impacts.  
 
6.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 
A records search was conducted by Ms. Chasteen at the South Central Coastal Information 
Center on March 7, 2023. The results indicated that there have been five (5) studies conducted 
withing the 0.5-mile buffer. Of these, none were located within the proposed project area (Table 
6-1, Previous Surveys within the Study Area).  

 
TABLE 6-1 

PREVIOUS SURVEYS WITHIN THE STUDY AREA 
 

Report 
No. Year Report Title Authors 

Location 

LA-00064 1974 

Assessment of the Archaeological 
Impact by the Development of Gregg’s 
Artistic Homes at the Terminus of County 
Club Drive and Barnes Circle, Glendale, 
California 

Gates, G.R. and 
Henton, G. 

Within 0.5-
mile radius 

LA-00550 1979 

Archaeological/Paleontological Survey 
Report on TT 36814 EIF. No 79-7 
Located in the City of Glendale, County 
of Los Angeles, California 

Scientific Resource 
Surveys, Inc. 

Within 0.5-
mile radius 

LA-02043 1989 

An Archaeological Assessment of the 
Whiting Woods Project, 20.3 Acres in the 
City of Glendale, Los Angeles County, 
California 

Del Chario, K. C. and 
Demcaka, C. R. 

Within 0.5-
mile radius 

LA-02513 1965 
UCLA Archaeological Survey Field 
Project Number UCAS-082-D 7-LA-210-
PM 9.5-(Old 7-LA-9) Foothill Fry. 

Crabtree, R. H. 
Within 0.5-
mile radus 

LA-03516 1997 

Phase I Archaeological Study Oakmont 
EIR (Tentative Tract Map #51548) City of 
Glendale, County of Los Angeles, 
California 

Wlodarski, R. J. 
Within 0.5-
mile radius 

 
6.2 PREVIOUSLY RECORDED RESOURCES 
 
No previously recorded cultural resources are located within the 0.5-mile study area radius. The 
records searches, supplemental research, and reconnaissance survey did not reveal any known 
cemeteries or burial sites within the proposed project and survey areas. 
 
6.3 TRIBAL COORDINATION  
 
The NAHC responded on March 10, 2023. The results of the SLF search were positive for the 
presence of Tribal cultural resources within the USGS 7.5-minute Pasadena topographic 
quadrangle map. 
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6.4 SURVEY RESULTS 
 
No historic or prehistoric archaeological resources were revealed as a result of the 
reconnaissance survey.  
 
6.5 IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
Based on the desktop review, records search results, and reconnaissance survey, no 
archaeological, human remains, or Tribal cultural resources requiring evaluation for federal, 
state, or local registers are located withing the proposed project study area. Sapphos 
Environmental, Inc. recommends a finding of no substantial adverse change to historic or 
prehistoric archaeological resources for the proposed project. The proposed project would 
not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, 
archaeological resource, or human remains pursuant to §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
Additionally, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change to tribal 
cultural resources (PRC §21074). 
 
A Historic Resource Assessment Report (HRAR) focused on historic architectural resources 
was completed under separate cover on August 11, 2022. The HRAR did not find the historic 
architectural resources located in the proposed project study area to be eligible for listing in 
federal, state, or local historical registers. The proposed project will occur within areas of low 
probability to disturb significant buried cultural resources. The likelihood of encountering in situ 
significant cultural resources is considerably low. The ground-disturbing activities are minimal 
with respect to cultural resources, and the potential for encountering unknown, potentially intact 
prehistoric resources during construction is low. No newly discovered cultural resources were 
identified within the proposed project area during the reconnaissance surveys. Additionally, 
there is a low probability of encountering human remains based on the results of the records 
search and the heavily disturbed nature of the proposed project area. There is also a low 
probability of encountering Tribal cultural resources based on the heavily disturbed nature of the 
proposed project area. Therefore, the proposed project will not result in a substantial 
adverse change to cultural resources and Tribal cultural resources under CEQA. 
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SECTION 7.0 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
This section of the report provides the conclusions and recommendations for best management 
practices. 
 
There are no previously recorded historic-era resources that were reviewed in this CRTR. No 
cultural resources are within the proposed project area. No built environment resources are 
located within the project area. There is a low probability of encountering unknown 
archaeological resources based on the previous archaeological and historical investigations of 
the proposed project area; thus, the presence of potentially significant buried cultural resources 
is unlikely. 
 
There were no cemeteries or burial sites observed during the field investigation or in the review 
of historic and archaeological records. There is a low probability of encountering human remains 
based on the inherent characteristics and location of the proposed project area based on this 
review. 
 
Although the probability of encountering buried cultural resources is low because there are no 
cultural resources within the proposed project-related ground disturbance area, Sapphos 
Environmental, Inc. recommends the following best management practices: 
 
In the event that previously unknown significant historical resources, archaeological resources, 
or Tribal cultural resources are encountered during construction, the construction shall be 
immediately suspended and a qualified archaeologist will be notified to determine the 
appropriate treatment strategies. The resource shall either be left in situ and avoided, or the 
resource shall be salvaged, recorded, and reposited. Treatment strategies may include 
avoidance through minor project redesign; or CRHR eligibility testing to determine the 
significance of the resource. If the resource is significant, data recovery excavations may be 
appropriate to recover and characterize important information that would otherwise be lost. 
 
Regulatory Requirements – Human Remains. In accordance with §7050.5 of the California 
Health and Safety Code, if human remains are encountered during excavation activities, the 
County Coroner shall be notified within 24 hours of the discovery. No further excavation or 
disturbance of the site or any nearby areas reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains 
shall occur until the County Coroner has determined, within two working days of notification of 
the discovery, the appropriate treatment and disposition of the human remains. 
 
If the County Coroner determines that the remains are or are believed to be Native American, 
they shall notify the NAHC in Sacramento within 24 hours. In accordance with §5097.98 of the 
PRC, the NAHC shall immediately notify the person(s) it believes to be the Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD) of the deceased Native American. The MLD shall complete their inspection 
and make a recommendation within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. The 
designated Native American representative would then determine the disposition of the human 
remains. The MLD’s recommendation shall be followed if feasible and may include scientific 
removal and nondestructive analysis of the human remains and any items associated with 
Native American burials. If the lead agency rejects the MLD’s recommendations, the agency 
shall rebury the remains with appropriate dignity on the property in a location that will not be 
subject to further subsurface disturbance (14 California Code of Regulations §15064.5(e)). 
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APPENDIX A 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA         Gavin Newsom, Governor 
 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
 

 

 

 

Page 1 of 1 

 

March 10, 2023 

 

Lilibeth Tome 

Sapphos Environmental Inc. 

 

Via Email to: ltome@sapphosenvironmental.com  

 

Re: Twelve Oaks Senior Redevelopment Project, Los Angeles County  

 

Dear Ms. Tome: 

  

A record search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF) 

was completed for the information submitted for the above referenced project. The results 

were positive. Please contact the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation on the 

attached list for information. Please note that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in 

the SLF, nor are they required to do so. A SLF search is not a substitute for consultation with tribes 

that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with a project’s geographic area. Other sources of 

cultural resources should also be contacted for information regarding known and recorded 

sites, such as the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) 

archaeological Information Center for the presence of recorded archaeological sites.   

 

Attached is a list of Native American tribes who may also have knowledge of cultural resources 

in the project area. This list should provide a starting place in locating areas of potential 

adverse impact within the proposed project area. Please contact all of those listed; if they 

cannot supply information, they may recommend others with specific knowledge. By 

contacting all those listed, your organization will be better able to respond to claims of failure to 

consult with the appropriate tribe. If a response has not been received within two weeks of 

notification, the Commission requests that you follow-up with a telephone call or email to 

ensure that the project information has been received.   

 

If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from tribes, please notify 

the NAHC. With your assistance, we can assure that our lists contain current information.  

 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email 

address: Andrew.Green@nahc.ca.gov.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

Andrew Green 

Cultural Resources Analyst 
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