
DRAFT 
 

 

Cultural Resources Inventory and 
Evaluation Report 

Palm Avenue Complete 
Multimodal Corridor Project, 
Imperial Beach, California 
JULY 2025 

Prepared for: 

CR ASSOCIATES 
3900 5th Avenue, Suite 310 
San Diego, California 9210 
Roberto Ruiz-Salas 
 
 

Prepared by: 

 
605 Third Street  

Encinitas, California 92024 
 
  



 
 

 
  



  

 
 17736 i 
 JULY 2025  

National Archaeological 
Database (NADB) Information 

Authors: Andrea Dumovich Heywood, MHC; Claire Cancilla, MSHP; Claire Flanegin, MA; Monte Kim, 
PhD; Nicole Frank, MSHP; Makayla Murillo, BA; Matthew DeCarlo, MA, RPA; Adam Giacinto, 
MA, RPA; and Micah Hale, PhD, RPA  

Firm:    Dudek 

Project Proponent: City of Imperial Beach  

Report Date:  July 2025 

Report Title:  Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report for the Palm Avenue Complete 
Multimodal Corridor Project, Imperial Beach, California  

Type of Study:   Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation 

Resources:   PA-MM-S-001 

USGS Quads:  Sections 19, 20, and 29 of Township 18 South, Range 2 West, Imperial Beach, California, 
7.5-minute quadrangle 

Acreage:   59.8 acres 

Permit Numbers: N/A 

Keywords:   Inventory; Positive Survey; PA-MM-S-001; P-37-026582; City of Imperial Beach 

  



PALM AVENUE COMPLETE MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR PROJECT, IMPERIAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA / CULTURAL 
RESOURCES INVENTORY AND EVALUATION REPORT 

 
 17736 ii 
 JULY 2025  

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



  

 
 17736 iii 
 JULY 2025  

Acknowledgments 
Primary Report Authors: This report was primarily prepared by Secretary of the Interior–qualified Architectural 
Historians Nicole Frank, MSHP; Andrea Dumovich Heywood, MHC; Claire Cancilla, MSHP; and Claire Flanegin, MA; 
and Secretary of the Interior–qualified archaeologist Makayla Murillo, BA (see Appendix A, Preparers Qualifications). 

Report Contributions: The report was prepared with contributions from Katie Ahmanson, MHC, who assisted in the 
built environment pedestrian survey and Senior Architectural Historian Monte Kim, PhD, who provided a senior-
level review of the built environment portions of the report. Matthew DeCarlo, MA, RPA, acted as Principal 
Investigator, and worked with Adam Giacinto, MA, RPA, to prepare sections of the report, perform QA/QC, and review 
of management recommendations. Micah Hale, PhD, RPA, contributed to the cultural context section. Anthony 
LaChappa with RedTail Environmental participated in the survey as the Native American monitor.  

Team Support: Kyle Holmes, GIS Analyst, managed the geographic information system data and created the figures 
in the report. Lia Kershaw, Technical Editor, managed the technical editing and formatting for this report.  

Intended Use: This report is intended for the Client’s and its representatives’ exclusive use. Based on the results of 
Dudek’s investigation, it contains professional conclusions and recommendations concerning the potential for 
Project-related impacts to cultural resources. It should not be considered to constitute Project clearance with regard 
to the treatment of cultural resources or permission to proceed with the Project described in lieu of review by the 
appropriate reviewing or permitting agency. This report should be submitted to the appropriate federal, state, and 
local review agencies for their comments prior to the commencement of the Project. 

  



PALM AVENUE COMPLETE MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR PROJECT, IMPERIAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA / CULTURAL 
RESOURCES INVENTORY AND EVALUATION REPORT 

 
 17736 iv 
 JULY 2025  

  

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



  

 
 17736 v 
 JULY 2025  

Executive Summary 
CR Associates for the City of Imperial Beach retained Dudek to prepare a Cultural Resources Inventory and 
Evaluation Report for the Palm Avenue Complete Multimodal Corridor Project (Project) located in the Palm Avenue 
right-of-way in the City of Imperial Beach, San Diego County, California. The Project involves a segment of Palm 
Avenue between Rainbow Drive and 13th Street in Imperial Beach, City of Imperial Beach, California. The Project 
falls in Township 18 South, Range 2 West, and Sections 19, 20, and 29 of the Imperial Beach, California, U.S. 
Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle (Figure 1, Project Location). The Project proposes to redevelop a segment 
of Palm Avenue between Rainbow Drive and Georgia Street into a multimodal complete street corridor that would 
improve safety, accessibility, and visual character.  

The City of Imperial Beach (City) has been designated as the lead agency for this Project and is responsible for 
compliance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and local regulations. This report documents Dudek’s 
efforts to identify and evaluate cultural resources consistent with the requirements of CEQA. These efforts included 
a records search of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), the development of a study 
area or Area of Potential Impacts (API), an intensive-level survey of the API for built environment resources of historic 
age (45 years of age or older), a reconnaissance-level pedestrian survey of the API for archaeological resources, 
building development and archival research, the creation of an appropriate historic context, and recordation and 
evaluation of historic-era properties located in the API under National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) designation criteria.  

Dudek’s archival research and field survey found 37 historic-age resources within the API (Figure 2, Area of Potential 
Impacts). None of these properties were previously recorded. Dudek inventoried and evaluated the newly recorded 
37 properties and recommended them as ineligible for the NRHP and CRHR. 

In accordance with CEQA and the City of Imperial Beach General Plan and Local Coastal Land Use Plan (2024), 
Dudek performed a cultural resources inventory for the entire Project area. The study includes a pedestrian survey 
for cultural resources, Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF), records search from 
the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC), and archival research.  

Dudek conducted a records search at the SCIC on April 8, 2025, for the Project area and a 1.0-mile search radius 
of the Project area. The SCIC records search identified eight previously recorded cultural resources within the 
1.0-mile search radius of the Project area; one previously recorded cultural resource, P-37-026582 (Western Salt 
Company Salt Works), intersects the Project area. Additionally, the SCIC records search results indicate that 48 
cultural resources studies have been conducted within a 1.0-mile search radius of the Project area; 15 of these 
studies intersect the Project area.  

A review of the historical aerial photographs and historical topographic maps revealed the majority (90%) of the 
Project area has been disturbed. However, the depth of the ground-disturbing activities are not apparent from the 
historical aerial photographs or historical topographic maps.  

Dudek requested the NAHC search of the SLF on March 28, 2025. The NAHC responded on April 21, 2025, and the 
results were negative. The NAHC also provided a list of Native American tribes and individuals/organizations with 
traditional geographic associations that might have knowledge of cultural resources in the area. Outreach letters 
were not mailed to all Native American group representatives included in the list from the NAHC.  
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A Dudek archaeologist accompanied by a Kumeyaay Native American monitor conducted a reconnaissance-level
pedestrian survey of the Project area on May 15, 2025. The majority of the Project area (90%) is disturbed by the
existing Palm Avenue;  development of residential, commercial, and industrial properties;  associated parking lots;
roadways;  and Triangle Park. During the pedestrian survey, one historic refuse scatter, PA-MM-S-001,  was identified
within the Project area.

Dudek’s  cultural  resources  inventory  of  the  Project area  indicates  that  there  is  a  low-to-moderate  sensitivity  for
identifying subsurface cultural resources deposits during Project implementation within areas that have not been
previously disturbed. Based  on the results of the SCIC records search, the NAHC  SLF  search, presence of P-37-
026582 (Western Salt Company Salt Works), and the pedestrian cultural resources survey, Dudek recommends
that a qualified archaeologist and Kumeyaay Native American monitor be  present during all initial ground-disturbing
activities  where  excavation  depth  would  reach  native  soils  to  confirm  that  there  are  no  subsurface  deposits.  If
disturbed  sediments  (e.g.,  fill) or  other  sediments  and  formations  are  identified  that  do  not  have  potential  to
contain cultural resources, then monitoring may be reduced or terminated.

The monitoring program should be performed in accordance with City guidelines and must be directed by a City-
qualified  archaeologist  (Principal  Investigator).  If  human  remains  are  identified,  construction  activities  in  the
immediate  area  must  cease  and  the  Project  proponents  must  adhere  to  the  procedures  outlined  in  Public
Resources Code  Section  5057.98 and State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. 
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1 Introduction 
CR Associates for the City of Imperial Beach (City) contracted Dudek to prepare a Cultural Resources Inventory and 
Evaluation Report for the Palm Avenue Complete Multimodal Corridor (Project). The report documents the 
identification and evaluation of cultural resources within or adjacent to the proposed Project that may require 
additional analysis for compliance under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This report includes the 
following components: (1) an introduction including Project location, description, the regulatory context, and the 
Area of Potential Impacts (API); (2) literature review, background research, and methods, which includes records 
search review of previously recorded cultural resources included in the California Historical Resources Information 
System (CHRIS), archival research, and the field survey methodology; (3) the development of an applicable 
environmental and historic context for the Project area; (4) results of identification and evaluation efforts; and 
(5) findings and management recommendations. 

1.1 Project Location 

The Project involves a segment of Palm Avenue between Rainbow Drive and 13th Street in Imperial Beach, City of 
Imperial Beach, California. The Project falls in Township 18 South, Range 2 West, and Sections 19, 20, and 29 of 
the Imperial Beach, California, U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle (Figure 1, Project Location). The 
Project area is bounded by the Silver Strand Bikeway and South Bay Salt Works to the north, Sand Dollar Beach to 
the west, and a mixture of residential, commercial, and industrial buildings to the east and south. For the list of 
Accessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) included in this study, refer to Figure 2, Area of Potential Impacts.  

1.2 Project Description 

The Project includes the enhancements that would increase safety and expand the multi-modal utilization of the 
existing Palm Avenue corridor. The Project is approximately 5,711 linear feet and covers approximately 59.8 acres. 
The Project is proposing several treatments including establishing Class IV protected bike lanes, widening existing 
sidewalks, installing shade canopy trees, installing ornamental lighting, improving median landscape, replacing 
median vehicle lighting, constructing curb extensions with directional ramps, and rebuilding alley entrances, 
driveways, and curb ramps to be Americans with Disabilities Act compliant.  

1.3 Regulatory Setting 

While the Project as currently planned is subject only to state and local regulatory conditions, federal regulations 
are also provided here for reference should they be relevant in the future. The following sections provide a brief 
overview of the federal and state regulatory framework through which historic properties and historical resources 
are identified and evaluated. 

1.3.1 Federal 

National Historic Preservation Act and the National Register of Historic Places 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) established the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). Under the NHPA, significant cultural resources are referred to as 
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historic properties, which include any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, 
or determined eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP. This term includes artifacts, records, and remains that are related 
to and located within such properties. The term includes properties of traditional religious and cultural importance 
to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization. Historic properties that are designated by the Secretary of the 
Interior to be National Historic Landmarks are nationally significant historic places that possess exceptional value 
or quality in illustrating or interpreting the heritage of the United States. A property is considered historically 
significant if it meets one of the NRHP criteria and retains sufficient historic integrity to convey its significance. 

The NRHP is the United States’ official list of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects worthy of preservation. 
Overseen by the National Park Service, under the U.S. Department of the Interior, the NRHP was authorized under 
the NHPA, as amended. Its listings encompass all National Historic Landmarks, as well as historic areas 
administered by the National Park Service. 

The NRHP criteria for evaluation (36 CFR Section 60.4) consider the quality of significance in American history, 
architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture that is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures. For a 
property to be listed in or determined eligible for listing, it must meet at least one of the following criteria: 

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 
history; or 

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

To be listed in the NRHP, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the NRHP criteria, but it also 
must have integrity. Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. Because the concept of integrity 
is based on significance, the assessment of a property’s integrity can only proceed after its significance has been 
fully established. The assessment of integrity requires consideration under the following seven aspects or qualities: 
location, design, materials, workmanship, setting, feeling, and association. To retain integrity, a property will always 
possess several, and generally most, of these aspects (NPS 1997: 44). 

Implementing Regulations for Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 
Part 800) 

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic 
properties. The Section 106 process consists of four principal steps: (1) initiation of the Section 106 process, which 
includes identifying and initiating consultation with Native American tribes, local governments, and other interested 
parties; (2) identification of historic properties; (3) assessment of adverse effects; and (4) delineation of stipulations 
to resolve adverse effects in an agreement document. 

Section 106 affords the ACHP and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), as well as other consulting parties, 
a reasonable opportunity to comment on any project that would adversely affect historic properties. The ACHP is an 
independent administering agency that develops procedures at the federal level to protect cultural resources 
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included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP. The SHPOs administer the national historic preservation program 
at the state level, in addition to reviewing NRHP nominations, maintaining data on historic properties, and 
consulting with federal agencies during the Section 106 review. 

1.3.2 State Regulations 

California Register of Historical Resources (PRC Section 5024.1 and 14 CCR Section 4850) 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1 establishes the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), 
which lists all significant resources in California that are considered to be historical resources. In California, the 
term “historical resource” includes, but is not limited to, “any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or 
manuscript which is historically or archaeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, 
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California” (PRC Section 
5020.1[j]). In 1992, the California legislature established the CRHR “to be used by state and local agencies, private 
groups, and citizens to identify the state’s historical resources and to indicate what properties are to be protected, 
to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change” (PRC Section 5024.1[a]). The criteria for 
listing resources in the CRHR were expressly developed to be in accordance with previously established criteria 
developed for listing in the NRHP. As such, a resource is considered historically significant if it meets at least one 
of the following criteria outlined under PRC Section 5024.1(c): 

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage. 

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

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

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

In addition to meeting one of the significance criteria described in PRC Section 5024.1(c), a resource must also 
possess sufficient integrity to qualify for listing in the CRHR. Integrity is defined in 14 California Code of Regulations 
(CCR) Section 4852(c) as “the authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of 
characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance” as evaluated with regard to the resource’s 
retention of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. Historical resources that 
lack sufficient integrity to meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP may still be eligible for listing in the CRHR if they 
have the potential to yield significant scientific or historical information or specific data. The CRHR has three special 
considerations for resources described under 14 CCR Section 4852(d): 

1. Moved buildings, structures, or objects. The State Historical Resources Commission 
(Commission) encourages the retention of historical resources on site and discourages the 
non-historic grouping of historic buildings into parks or districts. However, it is recognized that 
moving an historic building, structure, or object is sometimes necessary to prevent its 
destruction. Therefore, a moved building, structure, or object that is otherwise eligible may be 
listed in the California Register if it was moved to prevent its demolition at its former location 
and if the new location is compatible with the original character and use of the historical 
resource. An historical resource should retain its historic features and compatibility in 
orientation, setting, and general environment. 



PALM AVENUE COMPLETE MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR PROJECT, IMPERIAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA / CULTURAL 
RESOURCES INVENTORY AND EVALUATION REPORT 

 
 17736 4 
 JULY 2025  

2. Historical resources achieving significance within the past 50 years. In order to understand the 
historic importance of a resource, sufficient time must have passed to obtain a scholarly 
perspective on the events or individuals associated with the resource. A resource less than 50 
years may be considered for listing in the California Register if it can be demonstrated that 
sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance. 

3. Reconstructed buildings. Reconstructed buildings are those buildings not listed in the 
California Register under the criteria in 14 CCR Section 4852(b) or PRC Section 5024.1(c)(1-4). 
A reconstructed building less than 50 years old may be eligible if it embodies traditional 
building methods and techniques that play an important role in a community’s historically 
rooted beliefs, customs, and practices, e.g., a Native American roundhouse. 

The CRHR includes not only listed prehistoric and historic cultural resources but also resources that are identified 
through local historical resource surveys or designated under local ordinances provided the survey and ordinance 
meet the criteria in 14 CCR Section 4852(e) and (f). 

California Environmental Quality Act (PRC Section 21083.2) and CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 
Section 15064.5) 

CEQA requires that the lead agency consider the impacts of a project on historical resources. PRC Section 21084.1 
defines historical resources as those listed, or eligible for listing, in the CRHR, or those officially designated or 
recognized as historically significant by a local government pursuant to a local county or city ordinance or 
jurisdiction, unless the preponderance of the evidence demonstrates that the resource is not historically or 
culturally significant. Historical resources also include “historic properties” in California that are listed, or 
determined eligible for listing, in the NRHP and CRHR. The CEQA Guidelines provide specific guidance for 
determining the significance of impacts on historical resources. As described in Section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, a “project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical 
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.”  

 A “substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means physical 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings 
such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired (Section 
15064.5[b][1]). 

 The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project: 

- Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an 
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or 
eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources (Section 
15064.5[b][2][A]); or 

- Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that 
account for it inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to section 
5020.1[k] of the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical resources 
survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1[g] of the Public Resources Code, 
unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a 
preponderance of the evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant 
(Section 15064.5[b][2][B]); or 
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- Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a 
historical resource that convey its historic significance and that justify its inclusion in the 
California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes of 
CEQA (Section 15064.5[b][2][B]). 

The CEQA Guidelines also provide guidance on minimizing or avoiding significant adverse impacts on historical 
resources as outlined in the following provisions of Section 15064.5(b)(3)-(5). 

 Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and 
Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer, shall be 
considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical resource 
(Section 15064.5[b][3]). 

 A lead agency shall identify potentially feasible measures to mitigate significant adverse 
changes in the significance of an historical resource. The lead agency shall ensure that any 
adopted measures to mitigate or avoid significant adverse changes are fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures (Section 15064.5[b][4]). 

 When a project will affect state-owned historical resources, as described in Public Resources 
Code Section 5024, and the lead agency is a state agency, the lead agency shall consult with 
the State Historic Preservation Officer as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5024.5. 
Consultation should be coordinated in a timely fashion with the preparation of the 
environmental documents (Section 15064.5[b][5]). 

California Health and Safety Code 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods, regardless of their 
antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those remains. Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 requires that if human remains are discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further 
disturbance or excavation of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains shall occur 
until the County Coroner has examined the remains (Section 7050.5b). PRC Section 5097.98 also outlines the 
process to be followed in the event that remains are discovered. If the County Coroner determines or has reason to 
believe the remains are those of a Native American, the County Coroner must contact the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours (Section 7050.5c). The NAHC will notify the Most Likely Descendant (MLD). 
With the permission of the landowner, the MLD may inspect the site of discovery. Recommendations from the tribe 
must be provided within 48 hours of notification of the MLD by the NAHC. The MLD may recommend means of 
treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and items associated with Native Americans. 

Native American Historic Cultural Sites (California Public Resources Code Section 5097 
et seq.) 

State law addresses the disposition of Native American burials in archaeological sites and protects such remains 
from disturbance, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction; establishes procedures to be implemented if Native 
American skeletal remains are discovered during construction of a Project; and establishes the NAHC to resolve 
disputes regarding the disposition of such remains. In addition, the Native American Historic Resource Protection 
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Act makes it a misdemeanor punishable by up to 1 year in jail to deface or destroy an Indian historic or cultural site 
that is listed or may be eligible for listing in the CRHR. 

California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act  

The California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, enacted in 2001, required all state agencies 
and museums that receive state funding and that have possession or control over collections of human remains or 
cultural items, as defined, to complete an inventory and summary of these remains and items on or before January 
1, 2003, with certain exceptions. The act also provides a process for the identification and repatriation of these 
items to the appropriate tribes.  

Assembly Bill 52 

California Assembly Bill 52, which took effect July 1, 2015, establishes a consultation process between California 
Native American tribes and lead agencies in order to address tribal concerns regarding project impacts and 
mitigation to “tribal cultural resources” (TCRs). PRC Section 21074(a) defines TCRs and states that a project that 
has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change to a TCR is a project that may have an adverse effect on 
the environment. A TCR is defined as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place, and object with cultural 
value to a California Native American tribe that is either: 

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR or a local register of historical resources, or 

2. Determined by a lead agency to be a TCR. 

Guidelines for Determining Significance 

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

Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired. 

The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project: 

 Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an 
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or 
eligibility for inclusion in, the CRHR; or 

 Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that 
account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) 
of the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical resources survey meeting the 
requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency 
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the 
resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 
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 Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an 
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for 
inclusion in the CRHR as determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA. 

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

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

 If a lead agency determines that the archaeological site is a historical resource, it shall refer to 
the provisions of Section 21084.1 of the Public Resources Code, and this section, 
Section 15126.4 of the Guidelines, and the limits contained in Section 21083.2 of the Public 
Resources Code do not apply. 

 If an archaeological site does not meet the criteria defined in subsection (a), but does meet 
the definition of a unique archaeological resource in Section 21083.2 of the Public Resources 
Code, the site shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 21083.2. The time 
and cost limitations described in Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 (c–f) do not apply to 
surveys and site evaluation activities intended to determine whether the project location 
contains unique archaeological resources.  

 If an archaeological resource is neither a unique archaeological nor a historical resource, the 
effects of the project on those resources shall not be considered a significant effect on the 
environment. It shall be sufficient that both the resource and the effect on it are noted in the 
Initial Study or Environmental Impact Report (EIR), if one is prepared to address impacts on 
other resources, but they need not be considered further in the CEQA process. 

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

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

1. The general prohibition on disinterring, disturbing, or removing human remains from any 
location other than a dedicated cemetery (Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5); and  

2. The requirement of CEQA and the Coastal Act. 

Under CEQA, an EIR is required to evaluate any impacts on unique archaeological resources (PRC Section 21083.2). 
A “unique archaeological resource” is defined as in PRC Section 21083.2(g) as: 



PALM AVENUE COMPLETE MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR PROJECT, IMPERIAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA / CULTURAL 
RESOURCES INVENTORY AND EVALUATION REPORT 

 
 17736 8 
 JULY 2025  

[A]n archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without 
merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the 
following criteria: 

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there 
is a demonstrable public interest in that information. 

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 
example of its type. 

3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event 
or person. 

An impact to a non-unique archaeological resource is not considered a significant environmental impact and such 
non-unique resources need not be further addressed in the EIR (PRC Section 21083.2(a); CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(c)(4)). 

As stated above, CEQA contains rules for mitigation of “unique archeological resources.” For example (PRC 
Section 21083.2(b)(1)-(4)): 

[i]f it can be demonstrated that a project will cause damage to a unique archeological resource, 
the lead agency may require reasonable efforts to be made to permit any or all these resources to 
be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. Examples of that treatment, in no order of 
preference, may include, but are not limited to, any of the following:  

1. Planning construction to avoid archeological sites. 

2. Deeding archeological sites into permanent conservation easements. 

3. Capping or covering archeological sites with a layer of soil before building on the sites. 

4. Planning parks, greenspace, or other open space to incorporate archeological sites. 

PRC Section 21083.2(d) states that “[e]xcavation as mitigation shall be restricted to those parts of the unique 
archeological resource that would be damaged or destroyed by the project. Excavation as mitigation shall not be 
required for a unique archeological resource if the lead agency determines that testing or studies already completed 
have adequately recovered the scientifically consequential information from and about the resource, if this 
determination is documented in the environmental impact report.”  

The rules for mitigating impacts to archaeological resources to qualify as “historic resources” are slightly different. 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b): 

[p]ublic agencies should, whenever feasible, seek to avoid damaging effects on any historic 
resource of an archeological nature. The following factors shall be considered and discussed in an 
EIR for a project involving such an archeological site:  

A. Preservation in place is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to archeological sites. 
Preservation in place maintains the relationship between artifacts and the archeological 
context. Preservation may also avoid conflict with religious or cultural values of groups 
associated with the site.  
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B. Preservation in place may be accomplished by, but is not limited to, the following:  

 Planning construction to avoid archeological sites;  

 Incorporation of sites within parks, greenspace, or other open space;  

 Covering the archeological sites with a layer of chemically stable soil before building tennis 
courts, parking lots, or similar facilities on the site [; and] 

 Deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement.  

Thus, although Section 21083.2 of the PRC, in addressing “unique archeological sites,” provides for specific 
mitigation options “in no order of preference,” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b), in addressing “historical 
resources of an archeological nature,” provides that “[p]reservation in place is the preferred manner of mitigating 
impacts to archeological sites.”  

Under CEQA, “[w]hen data recovery through excavation is the only feasible mitigation,” the lead agency may cause 
to be prepared and adopt a “data recovery plan,” prior to any excavation being undertaken. The data recovery plan 
must make “provision for adequately recovering the scientifically consequential information from and about the 
historic resource” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C)). The data recovery plan also “must be deposited 
with the California Historical Resources Regional Information Center” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C)). 
Further, “[i]f an artifact must be removed during project excavation or testing, curation may be an appropriate 
mitigation” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C)).  

However, “[d]ata recovery shall not be required for an historical resource if the lead agency determines that testing 
or studies already completed have adequately recovered the scientifically consequential information from and 
about the archeological or historic resource, provided that determination is documented in the EIR and that the 
studies are deposited with the California Historical Resources Regional Information Center” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(b)(3)(D)).  

1.3.3 Local Regulations  

City of Imperial Beach  

Chapter 15.56 Imperial Beach Mills Act Program  

Section 15.56.010 Name and purpose of this chapter.  

This chapter may be referred to as the Imperial Beach Mills Act Program for historically designated properties or as 
used herein, the Mills Act Program. 

The purpose of this chapter is to promote the restoration and maintenance of historically significant properties in 
the City of Imperial Beach that have previously been registered on the National Register of Historic Places or the 
California Register of Historical Resources. This chapter will also establish the eligibility, obligations, regulations, 
and limitations of the Imperial Beach Mills Act Program. 

The chapter is consistent with the City's Mission Statement, which reads: “To maintain and enhance Imperial Beach 
as ‘Classic Southern California’; a beach-oriented community with a safe, small town, family atmosphere, rich in 
natural and cultural resources.” (emphasis added) (Ord. 2018-1179 Section 2).  
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Section 15.56.020 Eligibility and restrictions. 

A. The City is not obligated to implement the provisions of this chapter if the City Council finds the subject 
property is not historically significant to the history or culture of Imperial Beach, or if implementing the 
provisions of this chapter is determined to create an unacceptable impact on the financial condition of the 
City. 

B. In order to participate in the Imperial Beach Mills Act Program, the subject property must: 

1. Be privately owned property that is not exempt from property taxes typically assessed in Imperial Beach. 

2. The property must be officially approved and registered on the National Register of Historic Places or 
the California Register of Historic Places. (Ord. 2018-1179 Section 2) 

The City of Imperial Beach does not have a set of local designation criteria.  

City of Imperial Beach General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

The City of Imperial Beach General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan serves as a guide for the City’s 
development and land use decisions (City of Imperial Beach 2019). 

Chapter 4 of the City of Imperial Beach General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan includes the 
Conservation and Ecotourism element to address the conservation, development, use of natural resources, 
importance of open space, recreational, and visual resources uses. The following are the relevant policies of Section 
4.6, Cultural Resources/Tribal Cultural Resources, from the City’s General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use 
Plan: 

Policy 4.6.1:  The City shall develop or ensure compliance with protocols that protect or mitigate 
impacts to archaeological and cultural resources. Determinations of impacts, 
significance, and mitigation shall be made by qualified archaeological (in 
consultation with recognized local Native American groups), historical, or 
paleontological consultants, depending on the type of resource in question. 

Policy 4.6.2:  The City shall, within its power, maintain confidentiality regarding the locations of 
archaeological sites in order to preserve and protect these resources from 
vandalism and the unauthorized removal of artifacts. 

1.4 Area of Potential Impacts  

The API is the study area delineated to assess potential impacts from the construction and operation of the Project 
on both archaeological and historic built environment resources. The API for built environment resources 
encompasses the geographic area or areas within which the Project may directly or indirectly cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a known or unknown historical resource. A substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource 
or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the resource is materially impaired (14 CCR Section 
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15064.5[b][1]). Under CEQA, material impairment of a historical resource is considered a significant impact (or 
effect), which can be direct, indirect, or cumulative.1  

A direct or primary effect on a historical resource is one that is caused by the Project and occurs at the same time 
and place (14 CCR Section 15358[a][1]). Examples of direct effects that are caused by, and immediately related 
to, the Project include, but are not limited to, demolition, destruction, relocation, and alteration of a historical 
resource as a result of ground disturbance and other construction activities. Direct effects, however, are not limited 
to physical effects and, in certain circumstances, can be visual, vibratory, auditory, or atmospheric in nature if the 
effect is immediate and it results in the material impairment of the significance of a historical resource. Visual 
intrusions within the viewshed of a historical resource, for example, could result in the material impairment of the 
resource’s integrity of setting if an unencumbered view of the surrounding area or a specific area is a characteristic 
that contributes to the significance of the resource. Similarly, operational noise that exceeds the ambient level of a 
sensitive noise receptor can cause material impairment to a historical resource that derives part or all its 
significance from an inherently quiet auditory setting.2 Finally, atmospheric intrusions, such as those caused by the 
introduction of high levels of fugitive dust emissions or chemical pollutants, can result in adverse effects that 
directly and physically affect biological landscape features that have been identified as historical resources for the 
purposes of CEQA. Overall, while direct effects clearly include physical effects, they may also include other types of 
effects that are visual, vibratory, auditory, or atmospheric in nature if the effect is caused by and occurs at the same 
time and place as the Project and there is no other intervening cause between the activities or components of the 
Project and the historical resource. 

By contrast, an indirect or secondary effect is a reasonably foreseeable effect caused by the Project that occurs 
later in time or is farther removed in distance. Indirect effects may include growth-inducing effects and other effects 
related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density, or growth rate, and related effects on air 
and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems (14 CCR Section 15358[a][2]). Because these types of 
effects are not immediately related to the Project, they are considered secondary effects. 

Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects that, when considered together, are considerable or 
compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single 
project or a number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the 
environment that results from the incremental impact of the Project when added to other closely related past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time (14 CCR Section 15355[a]-[b]). The API 
for cumulative impacts, if any exist, would include the API for direct effects, indirect effects, or both because in 
order for a cumulative impact to exist, a historical resource must first be directly or indirectly affected by the Project. 

1.4.1 Area of Potential Impacts for Built Environment Properties  

Delineation of the API considered the proposed Project activities in conjunction with historic-era built environment 
resources that are 45 years of age or older (those built in or prior to 1980) that may sustain impacts due to the 

 
1  As used in the CEQA Guidelines and 14 CCR Section 15358, the terms “effects” and “impacts” are synonymous in this report. 
2  Construction noise that exceeds the ambient level of a sensitive noise receptor is not analyzed because it is considered a 

temporary impact that would not have an adverse effect on historical resources because it would not cause physical damage and 
would not permanently alter or diminish the integrity of such resources. Temporary construction noise would not result in a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource and, therefore, would not cause a significant impact 
under CEQA. 
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construction or operation of the Project.3 The API does not include any off-site staging or storage areas, or any 
identified haul roads. Additional considerations used to justify the delineation of the API are discussed in the 
following paragraphs. 

The horizontal limits of the API considered areas of direct physical effect that encompass the 1.08-mile-long Palm 
Avenue roadway corridor and its right-of-way from a boundary line near Cypress Avenue at the west end to a 
boundary line near Georgia Street at the east end. The API along the roadway corridor from about 9th Street to 13th 
Street includes one legal parcel to the north and south sides of Palm Avenue. Overall, the API includes 37 built 
environment properties that are 45 years of age or older. Because of the geographically constrained nature of the 
Project activities, the API is horizontally constrained to the delineation presented in Figure 2. The buildings, 
structures, and linear resources evaluated in the API are also included below in Table 1-1. Note that Map ID 29 was 
not formally evaluated because it was not of historic age at the time of the intensive survey. 

Table 1-1. Resources Located Within the Area of Potential Impacts for Built Environment  

Map 
ID APN Address/Name Year Built Evaluation Status  

1 626-070-58-00 690 Highway 75, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1959 Previously unevaluated 
2 626-070-59-00 698 Highway 75, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1959 Previously unevaluated 
3 626-201-06-00 720-30 Highway 75, Imperial Beach, CA 1962 Previously unevaluated 
4 626-212-32-00 932-38 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA  ca. 1972 Previously unevaluated 
5 626-212-35-00 940-42 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA  1954 Previously unevaluated 
6 626-221-20-00 950 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1960 Previously unevaluated 
7 626-221-12-00 986 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA pre-1953; 

ca. 1959 
Previously unevaluated 

8 626-221-11-00 670-72 10th Street, Imperial Beach, CA  ca. 1950 Previously unevaluated 
9 626-222-25-00 1058-64 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1959 Previously unevaluated 
10 626-162-17-00 1100 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1975 Previously unevaluated 
11 626-170-07-00 1130 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1953 Previously unevaluated 
12 626-170-06-00 1138 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1953 Previously unevaluated 
13 626-170-05-00 1144-48 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1952 Previously unevaluated 
14 626-230-05-00 1158 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1978 Previously unevaluated 
15 626-230-20-00 1180 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1972 Previously unevaluated 
16 626-241-27-00 1200-20 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1974 Previously unevaluated 
17 626-241-19-00 1228 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1948 Previously unevaluated 
18 626-241-28-00 1240 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1952 Previously unevaluated 
19 626-242-10-00;  

626-242-11-00 
1288-90 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1950 Previously unevaluated 

 
3  While the 50-year threshold is generally used for listing resources in the NRHP and the CRHR, the California Office of Historic 

Preservation’s (OHP) Instructions for Recording Historical Resources recommends recording “any physical evidence of human 
activities over 45 years . . . for the purposes of inclusion in the OHP’s filing system.” It also allows for the “documentation of 
resources less than 45 years . . . if those resources have been formally evaluated, regardless of the outcome of the evaluation.” 
Further, the guidance notes that the 45-year threshold recognizes that there is commonly a 5-year lag between resource 
identification and the date that planning decisions are made, and thus it explicitly encourages the collection of data about 
resources that may become eligible for the NRHP or CRHR within that planning period. More restrictive criteria must be met before 
the resources included in OHP’s filing system are listed, found eligible for listing, or otherwise determined to be important in 
connection with federal, state, and local legal statuses and registration programs (OHP 1995: 2). 
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Table 1-1. Resources Located Within the Area of Potential Impacts for Built Environment  

Map 
ID APN Address/Name Year Built Evaluation Status  

20 627-012-09-00 1337 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1967 Previously unevaluated 
21 626-312-01-00 1253 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1979 Previously unevaluated 
22 626-311-15-00 1237-39 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1965 Previously unevaluated 
23 626-311-14-00 1221-35 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1964 Previously unevaluated 
24 626-311-02-00 1215 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1953 Previously unevaluated 
25 626-311-01-00 1205 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1962 Previously unevaluated 
26 626-302-16-00 1185 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1972 Previously unevaluated 
27 626-302-02-00 1177-81 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1972 Previously unevaluated 
28 626-302-20-00 1155 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1972 Previously unevaluated 
29 626-301-18-00 1135 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 2015 Previously unevaluated 
30 626-301-23-00 1115 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1953 Previously unevaluated 
31 626-291-14-00 1085 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1964 Previously unevaluated 
32 626-291-15-00;  

626-291-01-00 
1003 and 1025 Palm Avenue, Imperial 
Beach, CA 

1003 Palm 
Avenue 
1950; 1025 
Palm 
Avenue 
1963 

Previously unevaluated 

33 626-282-22-00 995 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1950 Previously unevaluated 
34 626-282-21-00 987-89 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 987 Palm 

pre-1953; 
989 Palm 
ca. 1959 

Previously unevaluated 

35 626-282-03-00 975 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1959 Previously unevaluated 
36 626-282-01-00 951 Palm Avenue/715 Emory Street, 

Imperial Beach, CA 
1948 Previously unevaluated 

37  N/A Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1903; 
realigned 
ca. 1953 

Previously unevaluated 

38  N/A Palm Avenue Storm Drain, Imperial Beach, CA Early 1950s Previously unevaluated 
Notes: APN = Assessor’s Parcel Number; ca. = circa; N/A = not applicable. 

The belowground and aboveground vertical extent of the API are currently unknown. However, the belowground 
vertical extent would be limited to the depth required to make improvements to the stormwater system at the west 
end of the Project corridor. The aboveground vertical extent is also not known, but it is anticipated to be about the 
height of a shade canopy tree and median vehicle lighting. At this height, the proposed Project would not cause any 
adverse visual effects to the setting characteristics of any historic built environment resources within the API. 
Consequently, the API has been limited to the delineation presented in Figure 2. 

The API excludes resources adjacent to the east and west ends of the Project corridor that lack characteristics that 
would make them sensitive to the types of effects caused by the Project. These resources include buildings directly 
adjacent to the API that are less than 45 years of age and lack the potential for exceptional significance under 
NRHP and CRHR criteria. Also excluded from the API is a pond associated with the former Western Salt Company 
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Salt Works (P-37-026582) at the western end of the Project corridor. Although the pond is directly adjacent to the 
API, no construction activities will encroach upon this resource. 

Through additional archival research, the property at 1135 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA (APN 626-301-18-00) 
(Map ID 29) was determined to have been constructed in 2015. This property was not formally inventoried and 
evaluated on DPR 523 forms because as a property that is less than 50 years of age, it did meet the requirements 
of 14 CCR § 4852(d)(2). The property was screened by qualified architectural historians for potential significance 
under the context statements developed for this Project. The property presented a low potential for significance 
within the Project’s historic contexts, themes, and typologies, and therefore did not warrant consideration for formal 
evaluation. Therefore, Map ID 29 was included in the API but did not warrant inventory and evaluation.  

Finally, since there are no reasonably foreseeable Project activities that would occur later in time or that would be 
farther removed in distance that could indirectly affect historical resources, the API contains no geographic areas 
under consideration for indirect effects. 

1.4.2 Archaeological Resources API Delineation  

The API for archaeological resources includes all areas where ground-disturbing activities associated with the 
proposed Project have the potential to impact archaeological resources. Proposed ground-disturbing activities with 
potential impacts to archaeological resources within the API are limited to the extent of the Project boundary. The 
Project API is approximately 26.30 acres and consists of the primary Project area and does not include any off-site 
staging areas, storage areas, or haul routes, as these have not yet been identified under the current 30% design. 
The maximum vertical extent of the API is currently unknown.  
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2 Literature Review, 
Background Research, and Methods 

This section provides the results of the CHRIS records search at the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC), a 
summary of archival research methods and additional records reviews, and a narrative description of historical 
aerial photographs of the subject properties and surrounding area. The consultation with interested parties will be 
initiated once the CEQA process is initiated by the lead agency. 

2.1 California Historical Resources Information System 

Dudek conducted a CHRIS records search on April 8, 2025, at the SCIC located on the campus of San Diego State 
University (SDSU). The records search provided information on all documented cultural resources and previous 
cultural studies within the Project area and a 1.0-mile search radius of the Project area. The results of the records 
search are presented in Section 4, Results of Identification and Evaluation Efforts. 

2.2 Interested Party Correspondence 

On June 4, 2025, Dudek Architectural Historian Andrea Dumovich Heywood sent an outreach letter and figure 
depicting the Project area to the Imperial Beach Historical Society, Imperial Beach Library, and the San Diego History 
Center. The letter provided a brief description of the proposed Project and requested information about historic and 
cultural components in or near the Project area. To date, no responses have been received. Copies of the interested 
party correspondence have been submitted in conjunction with this Project and all responses are in Appendix B. 

2.3 Archival Research 

The following sources provide additional information regarding the potential of built environment cultural resources 
located within the API. This information was used to understand the history of the area and how the landscape has 
changed and developed over time. 

2.3.1 Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File 
Search 

Dudek requested a NAHC search of their Sacred Lands File (SLF) on March 28, 2025, for the Project area. The SLF 
consists of a database of known Native American resources. These resources may not be included in the SCIC 
database. The NAHC responded on April 21, 2025, and the results were negative. The NAHC additionally provided 
a list of Native American tribes and individuals/organizations with traditional geographic associations that might 
have knowledge of cultural resources in this area. The NAHC correspondence is included in Appendix C. 
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2.3.2 Native American Heritage Commission and Tribal 
Correspondence  

Outreach letters were not mailed out to all Native American group representatives included on the NAHC contact 
list (Appendix C). The NAHC correspondence is included in Appendix C.  

In compliance with Assembly Bill 52, the City, as lead agency, is responsible for conducting government-to-
government consultation with tribal entities.  

2.3.3 Built Environment Resource Directory 

The California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) maintains the Built Environment Resource Directory, an 
inventory of built environment cultural resources that are processed through OHP’s office. A June 3, 2025, search 
of the Built Environment Resource Directory for San Diego County showed none of the properties within the API.  

2.3.4 Calisphere 

Calisphere provides access to 2,000 collections contributed by more than 300 cultural heritage organizations in 
California, including universities, libraries, archives, museums, and historical societies. Dudek searched for subject 
properties’ addresses and other keywords on Calisphere on June 3, 2025. This search identified two historical 
aerial photographs of Imperial Beach from circa (ca.) 1920 and two photos of a streetcar in Imperial Beach from 
ca. 1910 and 1915, respectively—all of which are located at the San Diego Historical Society. This search also 
identified one subdivision map of the town of Oneonta (part of Imperial Beach), dated ca. 1889, at the Huntington 
Library. The search did not identify any additional materials pertaining to the subject properties. The historical 
photographs are included in Section 3.4, Historic Context. 

2.3.5 Online Archive of California 

The Online Archive of California provides free public access to detailed descriptions of primary resource collections 
maintained by more than 300 contributing institutions, including libraries, special collections, archives, historical 
societies, and museums throughout California, and collections maintained by the 10 University of California 
campuses. Dudek searched for historical tenants and addresses associated with the subject properties on Online 
Archive of California on June 4, 2025, and did not identify any relevant materials.  

2.3.6 San Diego County Assessor 

Dudek obtained assessor data from the San Diego County Assessor’s Office for the subject properties on June 3, 
2025. The assessor data, which are provided through ParcelQuest, provided limited information including square 
footage, tract numbers, limited sale history, and property assessments. Year built information was not included in 
the property data.  
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2.3.7 Historical Aerial Photographs and Topographic Maps 

In addition to the SCIC records search, Dudek conducted an online review of historical aerial photographs (historical 
aerials) and historical topographic (topo) maps to understand the Project area and general vicinity. Historical aerial 
photographs of the Project area are available from 1953 to 2022 (NETR 2025a). By 1953, the aerial imagery 
reveals the Project area as largely disturbed, with the development of Palm Avenue, including residential, 
commercial, and industrial buildings, to the north, east, south, and west of the Project area. However, the portion 
of the site P-37-026582 (Western Salt Company Salt Works) intersecting the eastern portion of the Project area is 
undeveloped. The 1964 aerial imagery reveals a steady increase in development within the Project area and the 
general vicinity. Additionally, the 1964 aerial imagery shows the development of two structures west of the Western 
Salt Company Salt Works site boundary, within the northeastern portion of the Project area. No substantial changes 
are observed within the Project area between 1966 and 1978. By 1980, the aerial imagery reveals the two 
structures within the northeastern portion of the Project area as demolished. No substantial changes are observed 
within the Project area between 1981 and 1991. The 1993 aerial imagery reveals construction activity to the 
northwest of the Project area. No substantial changes are observed within the Project area in 1994. The 1995 
aerial imagery reveals grading activity within the northwestern portion of the Project area. No substantial changes 
are observed within the Project area between 1996 and 2014. By 2016, there was additional demolition and 
grading activity seen in the northwestern portion of the Project area and to the south of the Project area. The aerial 
imagery from 2019 and 2022 looks similar to the present-day conditions (NETR 2025a).  

The historical topo maps of the Project area were reviewed (earliest map available is 1904). The 1904 topo map 
reveals Palm Avenue, eight historic-age buildings, and the Western Salt Company Salt Works as developed within 
the Project area. Additionally, the 1904 topo map shows the San Diego and Arizona Eastern Railway to the north of 
the Project area (NETR 2025b). Overall, the Project area appears to have been disturbed by the past development 
of Palm Avenue, and residential, commercial, and industrial buildings since 1904. As indicated in this review of 
aerial photographs and historical topo maps, there is one historic-age built environment resource, P-37-026582, 
the Western Salt Company Salt Works, located within the northern portion of the Project area (NETR 2025a, 2025b) 

2.3.8 Review of Geomorphological Context 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey indicates the entire 
Project API consists of one soil type—Huerhuero Urban land complex—which is located throughout the entire Project 
area (100%). The Huerhuero Urban land complex soil series occurs in marine terraces at elevations of 1,100 feet 
and consists of calcareous alluvium derived from sedimentary rock (USDA 2025). The Huerhuero Urban land soil 
series properties are not characterized on the Web Soil Survey. The Coastal beaches soil series occurs in beaches 
at elevations ranging from 0 to 10 feet and consists of coarse sand derived from beach sand (USDA 2025). Because 
alluvial soils are present throughout the Project area, there is moderate potential for subsurface cultural resources. 

2.3.9 Historical Newspapers 

Dudek reviewed historical newspapers from the California Digital Newspaper Collection and Newspapers.com 
covering the City of Imperial Beach and the surrounding area to understand the development of the city and the 
subject property. These documents were used in the preparation of Section 3.4, Historic Context, and Section 5.2, 
Built Environment Findings.  
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2.4 Field Survey 

2.4.1 Archaeological Survey 

On May 15, 2025, Dudek archaeologist Makayla Murillo, accompanied by RedTail Environmental Native American 
monitor Anthony LaChappa, conducted an intensive pedestrian survey of the Project area using standard 
archaeological procedures and techniques that meet the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
cultural resources inventory. Exposed ground surfaces were observed for surface artifacts, undisturbed areas, and 
archaeological deposits; periodic boot scrapes were employed to expose additional ground surface. Evidence of 
artifacts and archaeological deposits were also opportunistically sought after in animal burrows and other areas 
with disturbed soil. 

2.4.2 Built Environment Survey 

Dudek architectural historians Claire Cancilla, MSHP, and Katie Ahmanson, MHC, conducted an intensive-level 
survey of the Project study area on June 4 and 5, 2025. The survey entailed walking around the exteriors of each 
property within the API from the public right-of-way, documenting each property with notes and photographs 
(specifically noting character-defining features, spatial relationships, and observed alterations), and examining any 
historic landscape features on the properties.  
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3 Project Context 

3.1 Environmental Context 

The Project area consists of the segment of Palm Avenue between Rainbow Drive and Georgia Street; existing 
residential, commercial, and industrial buildings; associated parking lots; roadways; and Triangle Park in the City of 
Imperial Beach, San Diego County, California. The elevation throughout the entire Project area ranges between 
0 feet and 12 feet above mean sea level. Sand Dollar Beach is located to the west; Silver Strand Bikeway, San 
Diego National Wildlife Refuge, and South Bay Salt Works are located to the north; and a mixture of residential, 
commercial, and industrial buildings are located to the east and south of the Project area.  

Invasive vegetation and landscaping plants are predominant along the roadway boundaries of the Project area and 
include various invasive and non-native bunch grasses, agave, beaver tail cactus (Opuntia sp.), ice plant, and palm 
trees. Native vegetation within the Project area is consistent with coastal sage scrub, coastal and valley freshwater 
marsh, and mixed chaparral plant communities, and includes California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) and 
chamise (Adenostoma sp.).  

Common animals within this area may include coyote (Canis latrans), California ground squirrel (Spermophilus 
beecheyi), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginica), cottontail (Sylvilagus 
audubonii), deer mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus), sparrow (Melospiza melodia), California gull (Larus 
californicus), merlin (Falco columbarius), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), 
Clark’s marsh wren (Cistothorus palustris clarkae), yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri), and 
yellowbreasted chat (Icteria virens), as well as several other species of birds, mammals, reptiles and amphibians. 

3.2 Prehistoric Context 

Evidence for continuous human occupation in the San Diego region spans the last 10,000 years. Various attempts 
to parse out variability in archaeological assemblages over this broad timeframe have led to the development of 
several cultural chronologies; some of these are based on geologic time, most are based on temporal trends in 
archaeological assemblages, and others are interpretive reconstructions. Each of these reconstructions describes 
essentially similar trends in assemblage composition in more or less detail. This research employs a common set 
of generalized terms used to describe chronological trends in assemblage composition: Paleoindian (pre-5500 BC), 
Archaic (8000 BC–AD 500), Late Prehistoric (AD 500–1769), and Ethnohistoric (post-AD 1769). 

3.2.1 Paleoindian Period (Pre-5500 BC) 

Evidence for Paleoindian occupation in coastal Southern California is tenuous, especially considering the fact that 
the oldest dated archaeological assemblages look nothing like the Paleoindian artifacts from the Great Basin. One 
of the earliest dated archaeological assemblages in coastal Southern California (excluding the Channel Islands) 
derives from CA-SDI-4669/W-12 in La Jolla. A human burial from CA-SDI-4669 was radiocarbon dated to 9,590–
9,920 years before present (BP) (95.4% probability) (Hector 2007). The burial is part of a larger site complex that 
contained more than 29 human burials associated with an assemblage that fits the Archaic profile (i.e., large 
amounts of groundstone, battered cobbles, and expedient flake tools). In contrast, typical Paleoindian assemblages 
include large stemmed projectile points, high proportions of formal lithic tools, bifacial lithic reduction strategies, 
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and relatively small proportions of groundstone tools. Prime examples of this pattern are sites that were studied by 
Emma Lou Davis (1978) on China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station near Ridgecrest, California. These sites 
contained fluted and unfluted stemmed points and large numbers of formal flake tools (e.g., shaped scrapers, 
blades). Other typical Paleoindian sites include the Komodo site (CA-MNO-679)—a multicomponent fluted point 
site—and CA-MNO-680—a single component Great Basined Stemmed point site (Basgall et al. 2002). At CA-MNO-
679 and CA-MNO-680, groundstone tools were rare while finely made projectile points were common. 

Turning back to coastal Southern California, the fact that some of the earliest dated assemblages are dominated 
by processing tools runs counter to traditional notions of mobile hunter–gatherers traversing the landscape for 
highly valued prey. Evidence for the latter—that is, typical Paleoindian assemblages—may have been located along 
the coastal margin at one time, prior to glacial desiccation and a rapid rise in sea level during the early Holocene 
(pre-7500 BP) that submerged as much as 1.8 kilometers of the San Diego coastline. If this were true, however, it 
would also be expected that such sites would be located on older landforms near the current coastline. Some sites, 
such as CA-SDI-210 along Agua Hedionda Lagoon, contained stemmed points similar in form to Silver Lake and 
Lake Mojave projectile points (pre-8000 BP) that are commonly found at sites in California’s high desert (Basgall 
and Hall 1993). CA-SDI-210 yielded one corrected radiocarbon date of 8520–9520 BP (Warren et al. 2004). 
However, sites of this nature are extremely rare and cannot be separated from large numbers of milling tools that 
intermingle with old projectile point forms. 

Warren et al. (2004) claimed that a biface manufacturing tradition present at the Harris site complex (CA-SDI-149) 
is representative of typical Paleoindian occupation in the San Diego region that possibly dates between 10,365 and 
8200 BC (Warren et al. 2004:26). Termed San Dieguito (Rogers 1945), assemblages at the Harris site are 
qualitatively distinct from most others in the San Diego region because the site has large numbers of finely made 
bifaces (including projectile points), formal flake tools, a biface reduction trajectory, and relatively small amounts 
of processing tools (Warren 1964, 1968). Despite the unique assemblage composition, the definition of 
San Dieguito as a separate cultural tradition is hotly debated. Gallegos (1987) suggested that the San Dieguito 
pattern is simply an inland manifestation of a broader economic pattern. Gallegos’ interpretation of San Dieguito 
has been widely accepted in recent years, in part because of the difficulty in distinguishing San Dieguito 
components from other assemblage constituents. In other words, it is easier to ignore San Dieguito as a distinct 
socioeconomic pattern than it is to draw it out of mixed assemblages. 

The large number of finished bifaces (i.e., projectile points and non-projectile blades), along with large numbers of 
formal flake tools at the Harris site complex, is very different than nearly all other assemblages throughout the San 
Diego region, regardless of age. Warren et al. (2004) made this point, tabulating basic assemblage constituents for 
key early Holocene sites. Producing finely made bifaces and formal flake tools implies that relatively large amounts 
of time were spent for tool manufacture. Such a strategy contrasts with the expedient flake-based tools and cobble-
core reduction strategy that typifies non-San Dieguito Archaic sites. It can be inferred from the uniquely high degree 
of San Dieguito assemblage formality that the Harris site complex represents a distinct economic strategy from non-
San Dieguito assemblages. 

If San Dieguito truly represents a distinct socioeconomic strategy from the non-San Dieguito Archaic processing 
regime, its rarity implies that it was not only short-lived, but that it was not as economically successful as the Archaic 
strategy. Such a conclusion would fit with other trends in Southern California deserts, wherein hunting-related tools 
are replaced by processing tools during the early Holocene (Basgall and Hall 1993). 
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3.2.2 Archaic Period (8000 BC–AD 500)  

The more than 1,500-year overlap between the presumed age of Paleoindian occupations and the Archaic period 
highlights the difficulty in defining a cultural chronology in the San Diego region. If San Dieguito is the only 
recognized Paleoindian component in the San Diego region, then the dominance of hunting tools implies that it 
derives from Great Basin adaptive strategies and is not necessarily a local adaptation. Warren et al. (2004) 
admitted as much, citing strong desert connections with San Dieguito. Thus, the Archaic pattern is the earliest local 
socioeconomic adaptation in the San Diego region (Hale 2001, 2009). 

The Archaic pattern is relatively easy to define with assemblages that consist primarily of processing tools: 
millingstones, handstones, battered cobbles, heavy crude scrapers, incipient flake-based tools, and cobble-core 
reduction. These assemblages occur in all environments across the San Diego region, with little variability in tool 
composition. Low assemblage variability over time and space among Archaic sites has been equated with cultural 
conservatism (Byrd and Reddy 2002; Warren 1968; Warren et al. 2004). Despite enormous amounts of 
archaeological work at Archaic sites, little change in assemblage composition occurs until the bow and arrow is 
adopted at around AD 500, as well as ceramics at approximately the same time (Griset 1996; Hale 2009). Even 
then, assemblage formality remains low. After the bow is adopted, small arrow points appear in large quantities 
and already low amounts of formal flake tools are replaced by increasing amounts of expedient flake tools. Similarly, 
shaped millingstones and handstones decrease in proportion relative to expedient, unshaped groundstone tools 
(Hale 2009). Thus, the terminus of the Archaic period is equally as hard to define as its beginning because basic 
assemblage constituents and patterns of manufacturing investment remain stable, complemented only by the 
addition of the bow and ceramics. 

3.2.3 Late Prehistoric Period (AD 500–1769) 

The period of time following the Archaic and prior to Ethnohistoric times (AD 1750) is commonly referred to as the 
Late Prehistoric (Rogers 1945; Wallace 1955; Warren et al. 2004). However, several other subdivisions continue 
to be used to describe various shifts in assemblage composition, including the addition of ceramics and cremation 
practices. In northern San Diego County, the post-AD 1450 period is called the San Luis Rey Complex (True 1980), 
while the same period in southern San Diego County is called the Cuyamaca Complex and is thought to extend from 
AD 500 until Ethnohistoric times (Meighan 1959). Rogers (1929) also subdivided the last 1,000 years into the 
Yuman II and III cultures, based on the distribution of ceramics. Despite these regional complexes, each is defined 
by the addition of arrow points and ceramics, and the widespread use of bedrock mortars. Vagaries in the 
appearance of the bow and arrow and ceramics make the temporal resolution of the San Luis Rey and Cuyamaca 
Complexes difficult. For this reason, the term Late Prehistoric is well-suited to describe the last 1,500 years of 
prehistory in the San Diego region. 

Temporal trends in socioeconomic adaptations during the Late Prehistoric period are poorly understood. This is partly 
because the fundamental Late Prehistoric assemblage is very similar to the Archaic pattern, but includes arrow points 
and large quantities of fine debitage from producing arrow points, ceramics, and cremations. The appearance of 
mortars and pestles is difficult to place in time because most mortars are on bedrock surfaces; bowl mortars are 
actually rare in the San Diego region. Some argue that the Ethnohistoric intensive acorn economy extends as far back 
as AD 500 (Bean and Shipek 1978). However, there is no substantial evidence that reliance on acorns, and the 
accompanying use of mortars and pestles, occurred prior to AD 1400. True (1980) argued that acorn processing and 
ceramic use in the northern San Diego region did not occur until the San Luis Rey pattern emerged after approximately 
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AD 1450. For southern San Diego County, the picture is less clear. The Cuyamaca Complex is the southern counterpart 
to the San Luis Rey pattern, however, and is most recognizable after AD 1450 (Hector 1984). Similar to True (1980), 
Hale (2009) argued that an acorn economy did not appear in the southern San Diego region until just prior to 
Ethnohistoric times, and that when it did occur, a major shift in social organization followed.  

3.2.4 Ethnographic Period 

The history of the Native American communities prior to the mid-1700s has largely been reconstructed through 
later mission-period and early ethnographic accounts. The first records of the Native American inhabitants of the 
San Diego region come predominantly from European merchants, missionaries, military personnel, and explorers. 
These brief, and generally peripheral, accounts were prepared with the intent of furthering respective colonial and 
economic aims and were combined with observations of the landscape. They were not intended to be unbiased 
accounts regarding the cultural structures and community practices of the newly encountered cultural groups. The 
establishment of the missions in the San Diego region brought more extensive documentation of Native American 
communities, though these groups did not become the focus of formal and in-depth ethnographic study until the 
early twentieth century (Boscana 1846; Fages 1937; Geiger and Meighan 1976; Harrington 1934; Laylander 
2000). The principal intent of these researchers was to record the precontact, culturally specific practices, 
ideologies, and languages that had survived the destabilizing effects of missionization and colonialism. This 
research, often understood as “salvage ethnography,” was driven by the understanding that traditional knowledge 
was being lost due to the impacts of modernization and cultural assimilation. Alfred Kroeber applied his “memory 
culture” approach (Lightfoot 2005:32) by recording languages and oral histories within the San Diego region. 
Kroeber’s 1925 assessment of the impacts of Spanish missionization on local Native American populations 
supported Kumeyaay traditional cultural continuity (Kroeber 1925:711): 

San Diego was the first mission founded in upper California; but the geographical limits of its 
influence were the narrowest of any, and its effects on the natives comparatively light. There seem 
to be two reasons for this: first, the stubbornly resisting temper of the natives; and second, a failure 
of the rigorous concentration policy enforced elsewhere.  

In some ways, this interpretation led to the belief that many California Native American groups simply escaped the 
harmful effects of contact and colonization all together. This, of course, is untrue. Ethnographic research by Dubois, 
Kroeber, Harrington, Spier, and others during the early twentieth century seemed to indicate that traditional cultural 
practices and beliefs survived among local Native American communities. These accounts supported, and were 
supported by, previous governmental decisions, which made San Diego County the location of more federally 
recognized tribes than anywhere else in the United States: 18 tribes on 18 reservations that cover more than 
116,000 acres (CSP 2009). 

Anthropologist Florence C. Shipek defined the traditional cultural boundaries between the Luiseño and Kumeyaay 
Native American tribal groups:  

In 1769, the Kumeyaay national territory started at the coast about 100 miles south of the Mexican 
border (below Santo Tomas), thence north to the coast at the drainage divide south of the San Luis 
Rey River including its tributaries. Using the U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps, the boundary 
with the Luiseño then follows that divide inland. The boundary continues on the divide separating 
Valley Center from Escondido and then up along Bear Ridge to the 2240 contour line and then 
north across the divide between Valley Center and Woods Valley up to the 1880-foot peak, then 
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curving around east along the divide above Woods Valley. [1993 summarized by the San Diego 
County Board of Supervisors 2007:6] 

Based on ethnographic information, it is believed that at least 88 different languages were spoken from 
Baja California Sur to the southern Oregon state border at the time of Spanish contact (Johnson and 
Lorenz 2006:34). The distribution of recorded Native American languages has been dispersed as a geographic 
mosaic across California through six primary language families (Golla 2007:71). Based on the Project location, the 
Native American inhabitants of the region would have likely spoken both the Ipai and Tipai language subgroups of 
the Yuman language family. Ipai and Tipai, spoken respectively by the northern and southern Kumeyaay 
communities, are mutually intelligible. For this reason, these two are often treated as dialects of a larger Kumeyaay 
tribal group rather than as distinctive languages, though this has been debated (Luomala 1978; Laylander 2010). 

Victor Golla has contended that one can interpret the amount of variability within specific language groups as being 
associated with the relative “time depth” of the speaking populations (Golla 2007:80) A large amount of variation 
within the language of a group represents a greater time depth than a group’s language with less internal diversity. 
One method that he has employed is by drawing comparisons with historically documented changes in Germanic 
and Romantic language groups. Golla has observed that the “absolute chronology of the internal diversification 
within a language family” can be correlated with archaeological dates (Golla 2007:71). This type of interpretation 
is modeled on concepts of genetic drift and gene flows that are associated with migration and population isolation 
in the biological sciences. 

Golla suggested that there are two language families associated with Native American groups who traditionally lived 
throughout the San Diego County region. The northern San Diego tribes have traditionally spoken Takic languages 
that may be assigned to the larger Uto–Aztecan family (Golla 2007:74). These groups include the Luiseño, Cupeño, 
and Cahuilla. Golla has interpreted the amount of internal diversity within these language-speaking communities to 
reflect a time depth of approximately 2,000 years. Other researchers have contended that Takic may have diverged 
from Uto–Aztecan ca. 2600 BC–AD 1, which was later followed by the diversification within the Takic-speaking 
San Diego tribes, occurring approximately 1500 BC–AD 1000 (Laylander 2010). Most Native American tribal groups 
in the southern San Diego region have traditionally spoken Yuman languages, a subgroup of the Hokan Phylum. 
Golla has suggested that the time depth of Hokan is approximately 8,000 years (Golla 2007:74). The Kumeyaay 
tribal communities share a common language group with the Cocopa, Quechan, Maricopa, Mojave, and others to 
east, and the Kiliwa to the south. The time depth for both the Ipai (north of the San Diego River, from Escondido to 
Lake Henshaw) and the Tipai (south of the San Diego River, the Laguna Mountains through Ensenada) is 
approximated to be 2,000 years at the most. Laylander has contended that previous research indicates a 
divergence between Ipai and Tipai to have occurred approximately AD 600–1200 (Laylander 1985). Despite the 
distinct linguistic differences between the Takic-speaking tribes to the north, the Ipai-speaking communities in 
central San Diego, and the Tipai southern Kumeyaay, attempts to illustrate the distinctions between these groups 
based solely on cultural material alone have had only limited success (Pigniolo 2004; True 1966). 

The Kumeyaay generally lived in smaller family subgroups that would inhabit two or more locations over the course 
of the year. While less common, there is sufficient evidence that there were also permanently occupied villages, 
and that some members may have remained at these locations throughout the year (Owen 1965; Shipek 1982, 
1985; Spier 1923). Each autonomous triblet was internally socially stratified, commonly including higher-status 
individuals such as a tribal head (Kwaaypay), shaman (Kuseyaay), and general members with various 
responsibilities and skills (Shipek 1982). Higher-status individuals tended to have greater rights to land resources, 
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and owned more goods, such as shell money and beads, decorative items, and clothing. To some degree, titles 
were passed along family lines; however, tangible goods were generally ceremonially burned or destroyed following 
the deaths of their owners (Luomala 1978). Remains were cremated over a pyre and then relocated to a cremation 
ceramic vessel that was placed in a removed or hidden location. A broken metate was commonly placed at the 
location of the cremated remains, with the intent of providing aid and further use after death. At maturity, tribal 
members often left to other bands to find a partner. The families formed networks of communication and exchange 
around such partnerships. 

Areas or regions, identified by known physical landmarks, could be recognized as band-specific territories that might 
be violently defended against use by other members of the Kumeyaay. Other areas or resources, such as water 
sources and other locations that were rich in natural resources, were generally understood as communal land to 
be shared amongst all the Kumeyaay (Loumala 1978). The coastal Kumeyaay exchanged a number of local goods, 
such as seafood, coastal plants, and various types of shell for items including acorns, agave, mesquite beans, 
gourds, and other more interior plants of use (Luomala 1978). Shellfish would have been procured from three 
primary environments, including the sandy open coast, bay and lagoon, and rocky open coast. The availability of 
these marine resources changed with the rising sea levels, siltation of lagoon and bay environments, changing 
climatic conditions, and intensity of use by humans and animals (Gallegos and Kyle 1988; Pigniolo 2004; Warren 
and Pavesic 1963). Shellfish from sandy environments included Donax, Saxidomus, Tivela, and others. Rocky coast 
shellfish dietary contributions consisted of Pseudochama, Megastraea, Saxidomus, Protothaca, Megathura, and 
others. Lastly, the environment in the vicinity of the API would have provided Argopecten, Chione, Ostrea, Neverita, 
Macoma, Tagelus, and others. While marine resources were obviously consumed, terrestrial animals and other 
resources likely provided a large portion of sustenance. Game animals consisted of rabbits, hares (Leporidae), 
birds, ground squirrels, woodrats (Neotoma), deer, bears, mountain lions (Puma concolor), bobcats (Lynx rufus), 
coyotes, and others. In lesser numbers, reptiles and amphibians may have been consumed. 

A number of local plants were used for food and medicine. These were exploited seasonally and were both traded 
between regional groups and gathered as a single triblet moved between habitation areas. Some of the more 
common of these that might have been procured locally or as higher elevation varieties would have included 
buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), agave, yucca, lemonade berry (Rhus integrifolia), sugar brush (Rhus ovata), 
sage scrub (Artemisia californica), yerba santa (Eriodictyon), sage (Salvia), ephedra, prickly pear (Opuntia), mulefat 
(Baccharis salicifolia), chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum), elderberry (Sambucus nigra), oak (Quercus), willow 
(Salix), and juncus grass among many others (Wilken 2012). 

3.3 Historic Period (Post-AD 1542) 

European activity in the region began as early as AD 1542, when Juan Rodríguez Cabrillo landed in San Diego Bay. 
Sebastián Vizcaíno returned in 1602, and it is possible that there were subsequent contacts that went unrecorded. 
These brief encounters made the local native people aware of the existence of other cultures that were 
technologically more complex than their own. Epidemic diseases may also have been introduced into the region at 
an early date, either by direct contacts with the infrequent European visitors or through waves of diffusion 
emanating from native peoples farther to the east or south (Preston 2002). It is possible, but yet unproven, that the 
precipitous demographic decline of native peoples had already begun prior to the arrival of Gaspar de Portolá and 
Junípero Serra in 1769. 
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Spanish colonial settlement was initiated in 1769, when multiple expeditions arrived in San Diego by land and sea, 
and then continued northward through the coastal plain toward Monterey. A military presidio and a mission to deal 
with the local Kumeyaay and Ipai were soon firmly established at San Diego, despite violent resistance to them 
from a coalition of native communities in 1776. Private ranchos subsequently established by Spanish and Mexican 
soldiers, as well as other non-natives, appropriated much of the remaining coastal or near-coastal locations 
(Pourade 1960–1967). 

Mexico’s separation from the Spanish empire in 1821 and the secularization of the California missions in the 1830s 
caused further disruptions to native populations in western San Diego County. Some former mission neophytes 
were absorbed into the work forces on the ranchos, while others drifted toward the urban centers at San Diego and 
Los Angeles or moved to the eastern portions of the county where they were able to join still largely autonomous 
native communities. United States conquest and annexation, together with the gold rush in Northern California, 
brought many additional outsiders into the region. Development during the following decades was fitful, undergoing 
cycles of boom and bust. With rising populations in the nineteenth century throughout the Southern California 
region, there were increased demands for important commodities such as salt. 

3.4 Historic Context 

This context is provided to ascertain what significant themes are present. Dudek provides this context to better 
understand the context of any of the identified previously recorded or newly documented resources in the API. This 
context provides an overview of the historic themes and the building types that were documented as part of 
this study.  

3.4.1 Historical Overview of Imperial Beach  

In 1769, Father Serra traversed the Tijuana River to find the Kumeyaay villages located in present-day Imperial 
Beach. The area then developed from an 1846 Spanish land grant to Pedro Cabrillo. In the 1850s, it was referred 
to as Monument City, and later South San Diego. In 1867, R.P. Morrison filed an early subdivision plot in South San 
Diego, and by the 1880s, many of South San Diego’s early settlers arrived at the area known today as Imperial 
Beach. To entice residents of Imperial Valley—an inland desert region located in present-day Imperial and Riverside 
Counties—subdivisions formed as summer beach retreats from the hot, arid, inland climate. The name Imperial 
Beach directly references Imperial Valley and the population it hoped to attract (South Bay Historical Society Bulletin 
2016: 1; City of Imperial Beach 2024; Daugherty 1994).  

The town’s first wooden sidewalks, general store, post office, café, and dance pavilion were all built in the early 
1900s. Its original fishing pier, constructed in ca. 1910 by the South San Diego Investment Company as a tourist 
attraction, included a boardwalk spanning two blocks long with a bathhouse. The pier, bathhouse, and boardwalk 
were all destroyed in winter storms between 1948 and 1953 (City of Imperial Beach 2024; Daugherty 1994). In 
1963, the pier was rebuilt; however a portion of the pier was lost in a 1980 storm, and then rebuilt again in 1982, 
and repaired later in 1989 (South Bay Historical Society Bulletin 2016: 5). 

In addition to tourism, military land use has been a constant presence in Imperial Beach since the start of World 
War I. Ream Field opened in 1910 as an aviation field, known today as the Naval Outlying Landing Field Imperial 
Beach. There, Charles F. Walsh and Bernard F. Roehring designed and engineered airplanes. The U.S. Navy opened 
the Oneonta Gunnery School in Ream Field in 1918 for pilot training during World War I. The U.S. Army also began 
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Border Field outpost in 1916, and expanded it in the 1920s with five machine gun circular ranges at the beach and 
35 additional buildings by World War II (South Bay Historical Society Bulletin 2016: 5-6) 

During Imperial Beach’s early development, housing was mostly located to the north and west. In 1887, the 
Italianate Style Grissom house was built at 554 10th Street and remains the earliest extant residence. Owner Frank 
Grissom served in Battery A of the 19th Coast Artillery and moved into the home in 1950 (South Bay Historical 
Society Bulletin 2016: 2).  

Between 1904 and 1928, South San Diego’s roadway pattern remained mostly consistent, with major arterials 
Palm Avenue and Imperial Beach Boulevard running east to west. Palm Avenue extended from Palm City to the east 
all the way to the coast on the west, while farther south and parallel to Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach Boulevard 
extended from Nestor to the east and terminated inland, approximately half a mile from the coast (NETR 2025b). 
During the early 1900s, Palm Avenue, between 1st and 10th Streets, serviced a trolley line that linked travelers by 
boat from northern Coronado and San Diego’s Market Street to southern Imperial Beach. The trolley line and boat 
service ended following a destructive 1916 flood that destroyed its infrastructure (City of Imperial Beach 2024). 
With unpaved roads, the South San Diego area was mainly served by trains and horses through the 1920s (Adams 
1976: 60).  

In 1929, multiple subdivisions were built, including the Silver Strand Beach Gardens along the coast near the pier 
and Imperial Beach Gardens south of Palm Avenue (South Bay Historical Society Bulletin 2016: 7). From the late 
1930s through World War II, population growth intensified in the San Diego region as the defense industry attracted 
workers throughout the United States, which thus created a need for more housing. In 1939, several cottage 
structures were moved from Coronado’s Tent City to Imperial Beach. Some Tent City homes extant today include 
184, 243, 251, 252, and 260 Dahlia Avenue, located in the Silver Strand Beach Gardens development (South Bay 
Historical Society Bulletin 2016: 9).  

Imperial Beach developed its early infrastructure throughout the 1940s with newly paved streets, streetlights, and 
the completion of a new community center on 19th Street (Adams 1976: 71; Daugherty 1994). Numerous civic 
groups were formed in the 1940s to aid community development, such as the Imperial Beach Civic Group (1945), 
Sanitary District (1949), and Imperial Beach Fireman’s Auxiliary (1949), among others. By 1949, the South Bay 
area’s population reached approximately 9,600. Housing, as shown in a 1953 aerial, was composed of several 
subdivisions north and south of Palm Avenue, in and near the coastal area—most of which were single-story Ranch 
and Minimal Traditional style tract homes. North and south of Palm Avenue, between 9th and 13th Streets, housing 
remained scattered with some undeveloped residential lots throughout. Similarly, in 1953, several housing 
subdivisions were north of Imperial Beach Boulevard near the coast, as well as some scattered residences north 
and south of the boulevard farther inland (NETR 2025a). An aerial from 10 years later, in 1963, shows that nearly 
all vacant lots north and south of Palm Avenue were infilled and much of the vacant land was also developed north 
and south of Imperial Beach Boulevard (UCSB 1963). To service the growing population, commercial development 
took flight in Imperial Beach in the late 1940s through early 1950s (Adams 1976:72,75,87).  

Notable post-World War II commercial development includes the 1948 Miracle Shopping District on the south side 
of Palm Avenue (demolished ca. 2012), between Delaware and 9th Streets, constructed by family builders Andrew, 
Mary, and Clem E. Norcross, along with Mr. and Mrs. John Frier. The Miracle Shopping District served as Imperial 
Beach’s first strip mall where shoppers could find a cluster of stores in one location. Also in 1948, the Norcross 
family built the town’s first civilian theater at 9th Street and Palm Avenue, which was later extended to Delaware 
Street (Adams 1976: 87-88). In 1950, The Clothesline department store, located in Palm City, opened its second 
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location at 1003 Palm Avenue in Imperial Beach. According to local historian Freda Compton Elliott Adams, it was 
“the largest and most modern store of any erected in the Palm Avenue Shopping area or anywhere in the Palm City-
Imperial Beach area at that time” (Adams 1976: 90). The Clothesline operated its Palm Avenue location until it 
closed in 1964.  

By 1955, numerous businesses were established in Imperial Beach and particularly along Palm Avenue. By July 18, 
1956, Imperial Beach incorporated as San Diego County’s tenth city, spanning 4.5 square miles. Cecil H. Gunthrop 
served as the City’s first mayor, with Miles Bowler as vice-mayor (Adams 1976: 105). City Hall first occupied a 
fire station building at 166 Palm Avenue in the late 1950s. However, by March 22, 1963, construction began on 
the new Civic Center (City of Imperial Beach 2024; Daugherty 1994). In 1972, A 15-acre park across from City Hall 
at 840 Coronado Avenue opened as Marina Vista Park (later renamed Veterans Park) (Adams 1976: 143). By 1976, 
Imperial Beach boasted a population of 22,100 (Adams 1976: 148).  

In the 1980s through early 2000s, commercial and auto-focused development, such as gas stations, fast food 
restaurants, strip malls, and auto centers, continued to develop along the major arterials such as Palm Avenue 
(Google 2025; ParcelQuest 2025). Today, the City of Imperial Beach continues to be a tourist beach destination 
with approximately 400,000 visitors per year, and a population of 27,434 as of 2019 (City of Imperial Beach 2019).  

3.4.2 Development of Palm Avenue 

Imperial Beach originally developed as a tourist destination in the late 1800s through early 1900s. Much of its early 
infrastructure, including roads, served its visitors and the emerging community. In 1903, Palm Avenue is first 
identified on a historical map of San Diego (Exhibit 3-1). Although the street name “Palm Avenue” is not labeled 
until 1904 in a topo map, its pathway is clearly defined, spanning east to west through South San Diego from slightly 
east of Palm Station (located in present-day Palm City) to the beach, with subdivisions to the north and south 
(Burbeck 1903).  
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Palm Avenue likely developed as a dirt road in the early 1900s. Local historian Freda Compton Elliott Adams 
described that in 1920, the nearest paved road in Imperial Beach was located in Chula Vista (Adams 1976: 60). 
Based on early 1900s maps, Palm Avenue served as a linkage point with Palm Station and the National City and 
Otay Railroad, which ran from Tia Juana to the south to San Diego in the north. The Coronado Railroad, also present 
in 1903, ran a U-shaped route from Coronado Island going south along the peninsula (later known as Silver Strand 
Beach) and continuing through present-day Imperial Beach, to the north to National City (USGS 1904).  

From ca. 1910 to 1916, Palm Avenue serviced a trolley line between 1st and 10th Streets, which linked vessel 
travelers from northern Coronado and San Diego’s Market Street to southern Imperial Beach. In 1910, 
E.S. Babcock, builder of the Hotel del Coronado, had dredged a channel to the present-day north end of 10th Street 
to allow boats to travel from San Diego and Coronado to South San Diego and the Imperial Beach Railroad. In 1916, 
a major storm disrupted the Otay Dam, which flooded the channel with silt, permanently halting the passenger 
boats and destroying the existing railroad system (City of Imperial Beach 2024; USGS 2025). 

In 1933, Highway 101 was constructed to the east of Imperial Beach and Palm City, in the Otay Valley (Adams 
1976: 60). California State Route (SR) 75, originally referred to as “Highway 75”—a central highway that ran through 
Imperial Beach along Palm Avenue connecting present-day Interstate 5 to the east to Coronado and San Diego to 
the north—is first shown in a 1938 California Department of Public Works highway map (State of California 1938). 
Highway 75’s pathway is more clearly defined in a 1943 topo map, spanning Coronado Island to the north and 
running south along Silver Strand Boulevard, then connecting to the west segment of Palm Avenue near the coast, 
and from Palm Avenue running to the east to Palm City, and turning north to ultimately connect to Highway 101 
(Exhibit 3-2) (USGS 1943).  

Exhibit 3-1. Section of a 1903 topographic map of the San Diego region, showing Imperial Beach labeled as 
South San Diego, with Palm Avenue (red arrow) running east to west from Palm Station to the Pacific Ocean.  

 

Source: Burbeck 1903.  
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A photo from 1950 suggests that Highway 75 may have been realigned at that time (Exhibit 3-3) (Adams 1976: 86). 
However, it is not made clear until a 1953 topo map confirms Highway 75’s realignment with the newly relocated 
Silver Strand Boulevard, just east of Radio Station (Exhibit 3-4). This route shows Palm Avenue’s present-day 
alignment, which connects with Highway 75 at present-day Delaware Street (USGS 1953).  

Exhibit 3-2. Section of a 1943 topographic map of the San Diego region and Imperial Beach, with Highway 75 
first clearly shown along Palm Avenue (red arrow).  

 

Source: USGS 1943.  
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Exhibit 3-3. 1950 photo of Palm Avenue, view east, prior to Palm Avenue’s widening in 1955. Part of the 
Miracle Shopping District was constructed by this time (red box). 

 

Source: Adams 1976.  
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In 1952, the South Bay District Chamber of Commerce approved a resolution to request the California Highway 
Commission widen Highway 75 along Palm Avenue between Palm City and Silver Strand Boulevard. The proposed 
widening would expand the two-lane highway to four lanes with an additional 100 feet, including “a 22-foot island, 
with a 24-foot double lane on either side of the island thus leaving a 15-foot strip on each side of the double lanes 
for future use,” along with new traffic lights (Chula Vista Star 1952: 7). Hazardous traffic conditions along Palm 
Avenue were cited in the resolution, noting more than 7,500 cars traversed this stretch of Palm Avenue daily and 
upwards of 13,000 on Sundays (Chula Vista Star 1952: 7). In October 1954, the California Highway Commission 
approved the request to widen Highway 75 along Palm Avenue, allocating $800,000 to the project (National City 
Star-News 1954: 20). The Palm Avenue/Highway 75 widening project forced multiple businesses to surrender their 
parking along with the demolition of some buildings along Palm Avenue (Adams 1976: 86). In April 1955, the 
improved four-lane Highway 75 officially opened (Chula Vista Star-News 1955: 17). In commemoration of this new 
dedication, Imperial Beach hosted a three-day celebration consisting of a “street dance carnival” and parade, with a 
strict dress code of “Western or Indian garb” for the entire South Bay community (National City Star-News 1955: 2).  

At the time of the Highway 75 widening, numerous businesses were located along Palm Avenue. Particularly, the 
Miracle Shopping District, between 9th and Delaware Streets, had an array of commercial businesses in 1955 
which included Bill Kile’s Palm Avenue Service Station, Pennysaver, M&M Dept. Store, Clothesline Department 
Store, Finelli’s Men’s Store, Village Barber Shop, Konrad Clem’s Record Shop, John R. Robertson Chevrolet, Imperial 
Beach Beauty Salon, Estes Hardware, Graham’s Market, Bob Tschakert’s Chevron Station, Woody’s Beauty Walk, 
Will’s Lumber Co., South Bay Chevrolet, Sullivan’s Food Center, Chase Electric and one lone bank, Security Trust 

Exhibit 3-4. Section of a 1953 topographic map of the San Diego region and Imperial Beach, with Palm 
Avenue’s present-day alignment, showing Highway 75 splitting from Palm Avenue near Delaware Street (red 
arrow). 

 

Source: USGS 1953. 
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and Savings, Greenwell Realty and Insurance, Bunny Inn, Tides Inn, Imperial Beach Grocery, Sid’s Bakery, Jessie’s 
Opportunity Shop, Benson’s Liquor, Beachcomber, The Clock, The Triangle Café, Neil’s Automotive Service, 
Mahoney’s TV, Geroge’s Drive-In, Baker’s Hardware, Strand Realty, Silver Strand Food Store, Lucille’s Café, Robert’s 
Electric, DuVall’s Junior Department Store, Piggly Wiggly, O.E. McGee’s Jewelers, Jonie’s Coffee Shop, Western Auto 
Supply, and South Bay Drugs (Adams 1976: 94). Many commercial buildings along Palm Avenue were utilitarian in 
design, and often automobile-focused such as service stations. Small commercial establishments, including 
restaurants and cafes, also peppered lots near the coast along First Street, and along Palm Avenue near 2nd and 
3rd Streets (Exhibit 3-5).  

Again in ca. 1963, the SR-75 portion along Palm Avenue in Imperial Beach was widened by another two lanes 
between 7th and 13th Streets, making it a six-lane highway with three lanes in each direction (UCSB 2025; NETR 
2025b). In the 1980s through 1990s, development along Palm Avenue in the Project area was primary auto-
focused with gas stations, fast food restaurants, strip malls, and auto centers, among other uses, which were mainly 
built as simple box buildings (Google 2025; ParcelQuest 2025). In the 2000s, building typologies continued to 
center around the automobile in addition to apartment buildings, credit unions, the Imperial Beach Health Center, 
and grocery stores (Google 2025; ParcelQuest 2025).  

By ca. 2012, the Miracle Shopping District was demolished (NETR 2025a). In ca. 2019, the California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans) relinquished ownership of SR-75 along Palm Avenue to the City of Imperial Beach. It 
continues to serve as the City’s main entrance and acts as a major commercial and mixed-use arterial roadway 
(City of Imperial Beach 2019). 

Exhibit 3-5. A 1956 photograph of the Miracle Shopping District showing an array of businesses. 

 

Source: Adams 1976. 
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3.4.3 Imperial Beach Storm Drain System 

South San Diego (present-day Imperial Beach) lacked stormwater infrastructure until ca. 1950s. Prior to the 1950s, 
flood control consistently remained a problem. A destructive 1916 flood destroyed a trolley line along Palm Avenue, 
between 1st and 10th Streets (City of Imperial Beach 2024). In 1927, the Tia Juana River watershed flooded as 
“proper flood controls had not been constructed,” and Palm Avenue between 13th and 15th Streets experienced 
9 feet of floodwater (Adams 1976: 61; City of Imperial Beach 2025).  

Following World War II, the Imperial Beach storm drain system slowly began to develop along with other major city 
infrastructure as “contractors began in earnest to build up the area” in the early 1950s (Adams 1976: 87). In the 
latter half of the twentieth century, storm drain development often went hand-in-hand with street improvement 
projects. In ca. 1963, Caltrans widened the SR-75 highway along Palm Avenue in Imperial Beach by another two 
lanes between 7th and 13th Streets, making it a six-lane highway with three lanes in each direction (UCSB 2025; 
NETR 2025b). Through widening the highway, stormwater management systems, including the existing storm drain 
outfalls, and open and closed channels along this stretch of Palm Avenue were likely added at this time. Shortly 
after, in 1965, City Manager Robert L. Wynn spearheaded several storm drain and street improvement projects 
throughout Imperial Beach. The “first and largest” storm drain project from 1965, known as the Coronado Avenue 
Project, “was finished in time to spare the city the worst of the flooding from recent heavy rains” (Imperial Beach 
Star-News 1965: 4). The Coronado Avenue Project involved widening Coronado Avenue (known as Imperial Beach 
Boulevard) from 13th to Connecticut Streets in conjunction with a new storm drain system that removed existing 
sumps or collections of water. Ham Brothers were awarded the construction contract of $178,066 (Imperial Beach 
Star-News 1965: 4). However, despite Imperial Beach’s attempts at storm drain management, flooding continued to 
plague the area. In February 1988, Imperial Beach experienced substantial flooding throughout the entire city 
(Imperial Beach Star-News 1988: A-1 and A-3). Currently, with additional threats of climate change and sea level rise, 
Imperial Beach continues to battle ongoing flooding issues that have plagued the area since its early establishment.  

3.4.4 Present Building Typologies 

3.4.4.1 Strip Mall 

The so-called strip mall first emerged as a distinct and identifiable commercial property type during the late 1940s. 
Commercial space in cities traditionally revolved around the pedestrian and the architectural forms that originated 
in the urban core, including storefronts placed along the front of the property lines along both sides of the street. 
This spatial order was not easily jettisoned in American cities and towns during the early post-World War II era. With 
the rise in automobile ownership, however, vehicular congestion caused by on-street parking had become a 
recognized problem in urban areas across the country. The automobile forced urban planners, architects, and 
developers to think about architecture in an entirely new way. Initially, planners sought to alleviate the congestion 
in towns by increasing commercial setbacks to allow for a small parking area in front of the building. They also 
preferred building designs with a one-story form, a unified façade with a minimal amount of architectural 
ornamentation, and a separate service area at the rear of the building. By the early 1950s, the widespread 
acceptance of the front parking area in commercial districts led to the spread of the strip mall typology in the suburbs, 
where land was more readily available for this type of commercial development (Manning 2009: 12-15, 20, 27).  

The following character-defining features of the strip mall typology are based on criteria gathered from publications 
such as the Architectural Record, Architectural Forum, Architect and Engineer, and the 1948, 1954, and 1968 
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editions of the Community Builders Handbook prepared by the Community Builders’ Council of the Urban Land 
Institute as presented in Matthew J. Manning’s thesis, “The Death and Life of Great American Strip Malls: Evaluating 
and Preserving a Unique Cultural Resource” (Manning 2009: 39). 

Character-defining/associative features of strip malls include:  

 Single ownership or control 

 Designed and built as a planned unit 

 Single story 

 Building set back from the public street or right-of-way 

 Primary parking between the building and the street 

 Minimum 3 to 1 ratio of parking area to building area 

 Simple front façade oriented toward the parking area 

 Separate rear service access 

 Storefront entrances directly accessible from the parking area 

 Straight line of stores tied together by a covered sidewalk along the storefronts (canopy, awning, arcade, 
etc.) 

 Spaces for multiple tenants with partition walls between stores 

 Flexible interior space customizable by tenants 

 Individual exterior signage for each storefront 

 Signage visible from passing vehicles 

3.4.4.2 Drive-Thru Restaurant 

Drive-thru commercial buildings generally are typified by several broad features: they provide goods or services to 
customers while the customers remain in their automobile, they highlight the interaction between the service 
provider and the auto-borne customer, and they are developed on sites that provide maneuvering space of the 
interaction between automobiles and the building (Prosser and Herrick 2016: 69). These building types became 
more popular in the 1920s, concurrent with increased access to the automobile. Drive-thru restaurants in Southern 
California originated with the Pig Stand food chain, which had a drive-up window; however, it was not until the end 
of World War II (1945) that the drive-thru restaurant came into its own as a building type (Herrick and Proctor 2016: 
75). The earliest documented drive-thru in Southern California was an In-N-Out Burger stand that was established 
in Baldwin Park in 1948 (Prosser and Herrick 2016: 75). The proliferation of drive-thru restaurants was 
interconnected to the post-war boom in car sales, auto-oriented culture, and freeway construction. Many fast food 
brands still in operation today were founded in Southern California during and in the two decades following World 
War II, including Tommy’s (1946), Jack in the Box (1951), Carl’s Junior (1961), and Wienerschnitzel (1961), among 
many others (Visit California 2025; Prosser and Herrick 2016: 75). Drive-thru restaurants were often designed with 
Programmatic, Googie, or Mid-Century Modern elements to appeal to passing motorists and create an identifiable 
brand identity. Early examples of drive-thru restaurants have the point of contact between a drive-thru lane and a 
restaurant as a primary architectural feature of the building, with the drive-thru or drive-up window being placed on 
the primary elevation, and were “announced with a dominant canopy or shapes the layout of the building by means 
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of a bisecting breezeway. Either way, the point of contact is celebrated and leaves no doubt as to the importance 
of the drive-thru purpose of the building” (Prosser and Herrick 2016: 75).  

However, as these brands expanded outside of Southern California and throughout the county in the 1970s and 
beyond, designs became increasingly standardized for scalability and cost efficiency. These later restaurants often 
followed uniform designs and tended to be more utilitarian or simplified than their predecessors, frequently utilizing 
prefabricated components. On these later examples, the drive-thru point of contact windows are often situated on the 
side or rear of a structure and are not intended to be an architectural feature of note (Prosser and Herrick 2016: 75). 

Character-defining/associative features of drive-thru restaurants include:  

 Retains most of the essential character-defining features of the type 

 Drive-thru features are still readable from the period of significance 

 Of a style or mixture of styles typical of the period of construction such as Mid-Century Modern, Googie, and 
Programmatic 

 Of the design and layout typical of adapting to the needs of the automobile (e.g., approach and departure 
drive to and from point of service, architectural differentiation of point of service) 

 Typically associated with a particular company and/or architects/designers  

 Signage may be prominent 

3.4.4.3 Car Wash 

Car washes show how a building type’s “design and site layout are shaped by accommodation to the needs of 
automobile as well as the stylistic and economic trends of the day” (Prosser and Herrick 2016: 57). Early car washes 
were typically part of service stations or parking garages, with a vehicle remaining stationary to be washed by hand. 
By the late 1920s, there were some experiments in stand-alone facilities with semi-mechanized features and a 
linear concept. In the late 1930s, experiments in a mechanized linear car wash assembly-lines had developed 
further; however, it was not until the mid-1950s that the linear concept was fully mechanized (Prosser and Herrick 
2016: 53). Car washes in this period were simple long, rectilinear pavilions that pulled or pushed a car mechanically 
and had large washers and dryers with attendants stationed at key points to facilitate the process (Prosser and 
Herrick 2016: 53). The simplicity and form of these carwashes lent themselves to the use of Googie elements to 
appeal to passing motorists, usually with tall pylons and exuberant signage. Car washes were ubiquitous in the 
1960s, but by the end of the decade, Googie was out of fashion and “along with it, the structural expressionism of 
the car wash” (Proctor and Herrick 2016: 58). In the 1970s, car wash forms were streamlined, technology 
standardized, and the linear car wash “often retreated into a factory-like enclosed building” (Proctor and Herrick 
2016: 57) with minimal ornamentation. 

Character-defining/associative features of car washes include:  

 Retains most of the essential character-defining features of the type 

 May have Googie or Programmatic elements, particularly signage and pylons 

 Of the layouts typical of adapting to the needs of the automobile, specifically the linear layout that allowed 
movement through different stages of the washing process 

 May be associated with particular companies and/or architects/designers 
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3.4.4.4 Gas and Service Station 

Prior to the onset of World War I, gasoline and motor oil was largely either sold in cans at general stores or, beginning 
in 1905, through crude gasoline pumps that used rubber hoses placed near curbs adjacent to small stores selling 
auto-related goods. Soon, however, a new technological innovation in the form of an effective standardized pump 
facilitated the rise of the service station as its own free-standing structure. While there were many variations for the 
service station, some of which included additional services such as repairs and car washing, the utilitarian filling 
station was the most common in the 1920s. These service stations usually consisted of a rectangular building that 
housed offices, restrooms, and service bays along with a canopy covering gasoline pumps and were typically 
surrounded by concrete and oriented to be conveniently accessible from the road. While this basic form remained 
popular for decades, as the 1920s went on many service stations became increasingly elegant and elaborate and 
were designed in popular residential Period Revival styles, such as Spanish Colonial Revival (Prosser and Herrick 
2016: 24-34; Beresford 2015; Randl n.d.; History Colorado n.d.; Jakle and Sculle 1994). 

During and after the Great Depression, service stations in Southern California tended to be designed in the 
Streamline Moderne and International styles. As oil and gas companies continued to consolidate power and 
resources during this period, the desire for consistent branding led to the greatest standardization of service station 
forms. Walter Dorwin Teague, an industrial designer, created an oblong box service station prototype for Texaco in 
the 1930s, which soon became a standard form for service stations across the country. The oblong box service 
stations consist of an often-prefabricated oblong box with a flat roof, canopy, and interior spaces of an office with 
a large display window, restrooms, and service bays. By 1949, companies such as the California Cornice Steel and 
Supply Corporation sold prefabricated stations that consisted of a box-like office structure with a large steel canopy 
that covered multiple pump banks (Prosser and Herrick 2016: 24-34; Beresford 2015; Randl n.d.; History Colorado 
n.d.; Jakle and Sculle 1994).  

In the post-World War II years, some stations began to apply more exuberant Googie elements to appeal to the ever-
increasing number of motorists, but standardized oblong service stations continued to be the most prevalent form. 
By 1960, the multi-pump, self-service station had become common. Anti-car sentiment was increasingly prevalent 
in the mid- and late-1960s, and some service station designers responded by softening the commercial appearance 
of their stations by making them more closely resemble 1920s stations with low-pitched gable roofs and imitation 
wood, brick, or synthetic stone. Another approach was to adopt a more Mid-Century Modern style, exemplified by 
the prototype that Eliot Noyes produced for Mobil in 1966, which was based on the 1930s oblong box design of 
Walter Dorwin Teague. In the 1970s, it was most common for gas stations to be constructed with a consistent, 
standardized plan intended to be nationally recognizable with clear branding/signage (Prosser and Herrick 2016: 
24-34; Beresford 2015; Jakle and Sculle 1948).  

Character-defining/associative features of gas/service stations include: 

 Typically oriented to offer convenient automobile access from the street 

 Situated on a concrete lot 

 Layout and design features that reflect the accommodation of the automobile 

 May reflect corporate design associated with a particular oil company and/or architects/designers 

 Early examples may have influences of popular styles of the day, such as Spanish Colonial Revival, 
Streamline Moderne, and Googie 
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 Canopies over service islands are common 

 Later examples may be prefabricated 

 Typically have an oblong box form and may or may not have service bays depending on date of construction 

 Presence of corporate/brand signage and/or logos  

 May have large windows for displaying goods and services to customers pumping gas 

3.4.4.5 Quonset Hut 

The Quonset hut structure is a metal semi-circular roof and wall structure erected and attached to a concrete pad 
and currently used for large vehicle storage. It consists of folded, accordion-like galvanized steel segment walls that 
spring an arch to form the convex roof. Each segment is attached with steel screws at the fold, then attached to the 
foundation pad. Although the form first emerged in England during World War I, Quonset huts were pioneered for 
the U.S. military at Quonset Point, Rhode Island, in 1941 by the George A. Fuller and Company (Decker and Chiei 
2005: 2). Fuller and Company’s Quonset hut improved upon the design of the British military’s Nissen hut, designed 
by Peter Nissen in 1916. The Quonset hut was designed to be constructed quickly with a continuous arch and metal 
structure that could be adapted for a variety of uses. Throughout its period of popularity, the Quonset hut was used 
largely used by the military for storage, assembly halls, or barracks. After World War II, manufacturers of Quonset 
huts such as Great Lakes Steel Corporation and Stran-Steel promoted the adaptive reuse of Quonset huts for civilian 
life, marketing their products for use as temporary housing for returning veterans, single-family homes, agricultural 
storage, assembly halls, commercial uses, and light industrial buildings (Decker and Chiei 2005; PCR Services 
Corporation 2007; HRG 2015: 2-6). 

Character-defining/associative features of the Quonset hut include:  

 Half-cylinder shape, with wood or metal rib framing  

 Rectangular plan 

 Clad in corrugated metal sheeting 

 Oversized doors  

 Steel-frame industrial windows, typically divided-light 

3.4.5 Present Architectural Styles 

3.4.5.1 Minimal Traditional (ca. 1935–1950) 

The Minimal Traditional style was a nationally prevalent style that emerged during the Great Depression. Minimal 
Traditional homes were designed to be simplistic, economical, and able to be produced at a mass scale. The 
prevalence of the style was the result of federal policies. Franklin D. Roosevelt enacted the National Housing Act in 
1934, creating the Federal Housing Administration (FHA). The Minimal Traditional style house was explicitly 
preferred in FHA guidelines for homeowners to secure FHA-insured home loans. The style continued to be popular 
through World War II and the post-war housing boom, due to the increased use of factory-produced materials, the 
ability to be quickly mass-produced and deployed, and the general rejection of excessive, material-intensive 
Craftsman, Victorian, or Period Revival styles. The popularity of the Minimal Traditional style faded by the mid-1950s 
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as the effects of the Great Depression and war-time fiscal conservativism were forgotten (ARG 2019; Caltrans 2011: 
67-70; McAlester 2018: 586-589). 

Character-defining features of the Minimal Traditional style for residential properties include: 

 Small scale  

 One-story or one-and-a-half stories in height 

 Low- or intermediate-pitched gable roof with little to no eave overhang 

 Typically feature double-hung windows with either multi-pane or simulated multi-pane 

 Window placement occasionally includes two windows set near the building corner 

 Exterior cladding materials may include vertical and horizontal wood boards, shingles, brick veneer, and 
board-and-batten siding 

 Minimal, limited architectural decoration, usually American Colonial Revival in character 

 Roof dormers are rare, except on Cape Cod-style Minimal Traditional houses 

 May have an attached or detached garage 

3.4.5.2 Mid-Century Modern (1940–1975) 

Mid-Century Modern style (1940–1975) is reflective of International and Bauhaus styles popular in Europe in the 
early twentieth century. Early Modernists, including Rudolph Schindler, Richard Neutra, and Frank Lloyd Wright, 
brought many elements of these design aesthetics and material experimentation to Southern California in the 
1920s. The development of the Mid-Century Modern style in the United States was largely fostered by World War 
II. Prominent European practitioners of the International and Bauhaus styles, namely architects Ludwig Mies Van 
der Rohe and Walter Gropius, fled to the United States during World War II. The United States became a 
manufacturing and industrial leader. Materials and aesthetics evolved to reflect modern innovations that 
dominated design and construction following the war.  

Mid-Century Modern design was embraced intellectually as a departure from the past, but it was economically 
appealing for its ability to be mass-produced with standardized, affordable, and replicable designs that could 
accommodate many programmatic needs and site requirements. There was a need for a style that could meet the 
demand for mass construction of many property types—from residences to schools to offices—and convey the 
modern sensibility of an era that valued a departure from the past; middle-class growth; economic efficiency; and 
new material technology. The designs rarely incorporate applied ornamentation or references to historical styles. 
As a result, many industrial buildings in the style are often “decorated boxes”—plain buildings with applied 
ornament to suit the era and appear more modern without reflecting the activity inside the building. Commercial 
buildings of this style incorporated new elements such as sleek modern signage, aluminum awnings, and canopies, 
deeply recessed and or angled vestibules, floor-to-ceiling window walls, integrated planters, and projecting vertical 
elements. Many property types exhibit the characteristics of the Mid-Century Modern style; however, not all Mid-
Century Modern designs rise to the level of significant examples of the architectural style. Practitioners of the style 
were focused on the most cutting-edge materials and techniques. The Mid-Century Modern style was widely adopted 
in the building boom that followed World War II, particularly in the newly sprawling developments radiating from 
Southern California’s major urban centers including San Diego and Imperial Beach (ARG 2016: 98; Gebhard and 
Winter 2003; Morgan 2004; Moruzzi 2013: E6). 
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Character-defining features of the Mid-Century Modern style for commercial properties include: 

 One to two stories in height  

 Low, boxy, horizontal proportions 

 Simple geometric forms with a lack of exterior decoration  

 Commonly asymmetrical 

 Flat roofed without coping at roofline; flat roofs hidden behind parapets or cantilevered canopies  

 Expressed post-and-beam construction in wood or steel  

 Exterior wall materials include stucco, brick, or concrete  

 Mass-produced materials 

 Simple windows (metal or wood) flush-mounted and clerestory  

 Industrially plain doors 

 Floor to ceiling window walls 

 Extensive use of sheltered exterior corridors, with flat or slightly sloped roofs supported by posts, piers, or 
pipe columns 

 Modern signage  

 Deeply recessed and or angled vestibules  

 Integrated planters 

 Projecting vertical elements  

3.4.5.3 Contemporary Style (1945–1990) 

Contemporary buildings are prevalent throughout the entire United States between 1945 and 1990 and were 
common in California at roughly the same time. The style rejects traditional decoration and exterior sleekness in 
favor of its interior, so much so that the plans and façades of the building are less unifying and more a reflection of 
the interior space’s use. There is also a relationship between outdoor spaces and interior rooms; in residential 
architecture, this can connect living space to gardens; in commercial spaces, it can provide an outlet from office 
space to a courtyard, garden, or park (McAlester 2018: 329-634).  

Character-defining features of the Contemporary Style for commercial properties include: 

 Low-pitched gable roofs 

 Exposed roof beams 

 Wide, overhanging eaves 

 Windows generally in gable ends 

 Materials (wood, brick, glass concrete block) evoking a variety of textures 

 Asymmetrical main façade 

 Recessed or obscured entry 
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3.4.5.4 International Style (1950–1975)  

The International style came to the United States in the 1930s after gaining popularity in Germany, Holland, and 
France through architects such as Walter Gropius and Ludwig Mies van der Rohe. The style soon spread to the 
United States in the 1930s, due in part to Henry-Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johnson’s 1932 book titled The 
International Style: Architecture Since 1922 for the New York Museum of Modern Art’s exhibition. In their book, 
Hitchcock and Johnson introduced the term International and identified the three principles of architecture as 
volume, regularity, and avoiding the application of ornament. These three principles have been the baseline for 
American International style architects such as Richard Neutra and Philip Johnson. The style became very popular 
in the mid-twentieth century in almost all forms of architecture, using precise and universal materials and 
techniques that allowed the style to be used anywhere in the world. The most common application was as the 
corporate office, creating walls of glass with sharp angles located in the downtown areas of many cities.  

The main difference between International style buildings and their predecessors was their lack of exterior support 
of solid masonry. They often depended on a metal interior skeleton and utilized the curtain wall to clad walls in 
glass. This dependency on the metal frame resulted in windows being hung in repeating patterns, which brought 
another level of order to these already stripped-down buildings. Mies’s designs specifically focused on perfection 
through mathematics, generating rectangular curtail wall designs displaying strong roots in the philosophy of the 
Bauhaus. This movement incorporated simple and precise designs and incorporated mass-produced materials such 
as concrete, steel, and glass paired with functionality in design (SFPD 2010; McAlester 2018: 617-621).  

Character-defining features of the International style for commercial properties include: 

 Vertical box 

 Often set on “pilotis” or stilts, giving the appearance of floating 

 Windows and wall surfaces are on the same plane, providing the look of a taut skin 

 Tinted and/or mirrored glass 

 Repeating pattern of fenestration 

 The seamless façade often appears sleek and slippery 

 Flat roof structure 

 Little decoration or ornamentation 

 Open interior spaces 

 Smooth wall surfaces, usually clad with stucco 

 Large concrete expanses 

 Use of modern materials such as metal windows, concrete, and steel 

 Flush-mounted metal windows 
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4 Results of Identification and Evaluation 
Efforts 

4.1 Records Search Results 

4.1.1 Previous Cultural Resource Studies 

The SCIC records search results indicate 48 previous cultural resources studies have been performed within the 
1.0-mile search radius surrounding the Project area. Of the 48 cultural resources studies, 15 studies intersect the 
Project area (Table 4-1). Approximately 40% of the Project area has been previously studied, which resulted in the 
identification of one historic built environment resource, P-37-026582, within the Project area. Table 4-1 
summarizes the 15 previously recorded studies followed by a brief summary of the studies that have relevant 
information to the Project area. The remaining previous studies within the 1.0-mile search radius are provided in 
Confidential Appendix D.  

Table 4-1. Previous Cultural Resources Studies Intersecting the Project Area  

Report 
Number Authors Date Title 
SD-00497 CALTRANS 1978 AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY REPORT FOR THE 

PROPOSED SAN DIEGO BAY ROUTE BIKEWAY (HARBOR 
DRIVE TO CORONADO) 112-12-185301. 

SD-06267 CITY OF SAN DIEGO 1997 MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR AUTOZONE 
STORE #2808 

SD-07415 TIERRA 2000 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY REPORT FOR THE CORONADO 
UNDERGROUNDING PROJECT, CITY OF CORONADO, 
CALIFORNIA 

SD-07422 TIERRA 2001 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY REPORT FOR THE CORONADO 
TEA-21 PROJECT, CITY OF CORONADO, CALIFORNIA 

SD-11648 U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICE 

2006 HABITAT HEROES RESTORATION PROJECT, SOUTH SAN 
DIEGO BAY NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE, SAN DIEGO 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

SD-12571 LAGUNA MOUNTAIN 
ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. 

2009 AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY AND TESTING FOR THE 
PALM AVENUE CARWASH AT 1440 PALM AVENUE, CITY OF 
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

SD-13884 ACE ENVIRONMENTAL 2012 AT&T SITE SS0048 POWERHOUSE LTE 600 PALM AVENUE 
IMPERIAL BEACH, SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 91932 

SD-14165 RINCON CONSULTANTS, 
INC. 

2013 PHASE I CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY BERNARDO 
SHORES PROJECT, SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

SD-14554 FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICES 

2013 TERMINATION OF MOA FOR THE WESTERN SALT COMPANY 
SALT WORKS PONDS 10, 10A, AND 11 TO SALT MARSH 
HABITAT ON THE SAN DIEGO BAY UNIT OF THE SAN DIEGO 
BAY NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE, SAN DIEGO COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA 
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Table 4-1. Previous Cultural Resources Studies Intersecting the Project Area  

Report 
Number Authors Date Title 
SD-15587 EAS 2013 CULTURAL RESOURCES RECORDS SEARCH AND SITE VISIT 

RESULTS FOR T-MOBILE WEST, LLC CANDIDATE 
SD06052A (SD0652A POWERHOUSE GYM) 600 PALM 
AVENUE, IMPERIAL BEACH, SAN DIEGO COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA 

SD-15588 EAS 2013 DIRECT APE HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL ASSESSMENT FOR 
T-MOBILE WEST, LLC CANDIDATE SD06052A (SD0652A 
POWERHOUSE GYM) 600 PALM AVENUE, IMPERIAL 
BEACH, SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

SD-16445 UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 

2010 FWS091214A - ADVERSE EFFECT FINDING FOR THE 
PROPOSED RESTORATION OF THREE SALT PONDS ON THE 
SOUTH BAY UNIT OF THE SAN DIEGO NATIONAL WILDLIFE 
REFUGE, SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

SD-16641 LAGUNA MOUNTAIN 
ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. 

2012 AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY AND TESTING REPORT FOR 
THE PALM AVENUE CARWASH AT 1440 PALM AVENUE CITY 
OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA (APN 616-020-18-00, 
PROJECT 155821, JOB 43-0870) 

SD-17953 PEREZ, DON C. 2019 CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY DOLPHIN BAY IB / 
CAL01775 FA 14709139, 750 13TH STREET, SUITE #764, 
IMPERIAL BEACH, SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

SD-19078 VOLTA, BENIAMINO and 
WAYNE GLENNY 

2020 CULTURAL RESOURCE TECHNICAL REPORT 
(CONFIDENTIAL) WETLAND MITIGATION BANK OF POND 20 
AND PORT MASTER PLAN, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

 

SD-00497 

This is an archaeological survey report for the Proposed San Diego Bay Route Bikeway project prepared by Caltrans 
in 1978 (Corum 1978). The study covers approximately 10% of the current Project area. The study consisted of a 
records search and a field survey, which covered approximately 12 miles. As a result of the survey, four prehistoric 
sites were identified and four isolates were observed. It was recommended that alternate routes be used to avoid 
these sites or the implementation of a program to determine the potential significance of these resources. However, 
none of these resources are located within the current Project area.  

SD-07415 

This is an archaeological survey report for the Coronado Undergrounding project prepared by Tierra Environmental 
Services in 2000 (Pigniolo 2000). The study covers approximately 25% of the current Project area. The study 
consisted of a records search and a field survey, which covered approximately a 1.5-mile alignment. The survey 
resulted in the identification of six archaeological sites within or directly adjacent to the Project area. A Phase I 
testing program was recommended, which may be needed to address effects to these resources if they cannot be 
avoided. However, none of these resources are located within the current Project area.  
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SD-07422 

This is an archaeological survey report for the Coronado TEA-21 project prepared by Tierra Environmental Services 
in 2001 (Pigniolo 2001). The study covers approximately 10% of the current Project area. The study consisted of a 
records search and a field survey, which covered approximately a 3-mile alignment. The survey resulted in the 
identification of six archaeological sites within or directly adjacent to the Project area. A Phase I testing program 
was recommended, which may be needed to address effects to these resources if they cannot be avoided. However, 
none of these resources are located within the current Project area.  

SD-14165 

This is a Phase I cultural resources survey for the Bernardo Shores project prepared by Rincon Consultants in 2013 
(Haas et al. 2013). The study covers approximately 10% of the current Project area. The study consisted of a records 
search and a field survey, which covered approximately 9 acres. The survey did not identify any cultural resources 
within the project; however, one cultural resource, P-37-026582, was observed adjacent to the project area and is 
located within the current Project area. No further mitigation was recommended for this study.  

SD-16641 

This is an archaeological resource survey and testing report for the Palm Avenue Carwash at 1440 Palm Avenue 
prepared by Laguna Mountain Environmental, Inc. in 2012 (Pigniolo 2012). The study covers approximately 10% of 
the current Project area. The study consisted of a records search, field survey, testing, and evaluation, which 
covered approximately 0.94 acres. The survey identified one cultural resource, CA-SDI-04360. Testing at the site 
was conducted to assess the integrity of the resource. The study recommended cultural resources monitoring for 
the portion of the resource that intersected the project area. However, this resource is not located within the current 
Project area. 

4.1.2 Previously Recorded Cultural Resources 

The SCIC records search identified a total of eight previously recorded cultural resources within the 1.0-mile search 
radius of the Project area; one built environment resource, P-37-026582 (Western Salt Company Salt Works), 
intersects the Project area (Table 4-2). The remaining seven previously recorded resources consist of four prehistoric 
resources, two historic resources, and one multicomponent resource. The results of the records search and all 
California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms are attached as part of Confidential Appendix E.  

Table 4-2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources in the 1.0-Mile Search Radius of 
the Project Area 

Primary 
Number  Trinomial (CA-) Age Description Eligibility for CRHR 

Intersecting the Project area 
P-37-026582 - Historic  Western Salt Company Salt 

Works Salt Ponds and 
Levees  

Recommended 
eligible for NRHP 
listing under Criteria 
A and C 
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Table 4-2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources in the 1.0-Mile Search Radius of 
the Project Area 

Primary 
Number  Trinomial (CA-) Age Description Eligibility for CRHR 

Outside of the Project area 
P-37-000056 CA-SDI-000056 Prehistoric  Campsite Not evaluated  
P-37-004360 CA-SDI-004360 Prehistoric  Lithic scatter, shell scatter, 

midden, habitation debris, 
hearths,  

Significant under 
CEQA under Criterion 
4 

P-37-004636 CA-SDI-004636 Prehistoric  Habitation debris, midden  Not evaluated  
P-37-013073 CA-SDI-013073 Historic  Railroad grades  Not evaluated  
P-37-014010 CA-SDI-013968 Multicomponent Lithic scatter, shell scatter, 

habitation debris; historic 
railroad  

Not significant  

P-37-032932 - Historic  Building  Not significant  
P-37-031061 CA-SDI-019712 Prehistoric  Lithic scatter, ceramic 

scatter, burial, hearth/pits, 
habitation debris, shell 
scatter, midden  

Recommended 
eligible under Criteria 
A and D of the NRHP 
and Criteria 1 and 4 
of the CRHR  

Notes: CRHR = California Register of Historical Resources; NRHP = National Register of Historic Places; CEQA = California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

P-37-026582 

P-37-026582, the Western Salt Company Salt Works Ponds and Levees, consists of 18 condensation ponds and 
14 crystallization ponds divided by man-made earthen levees. The salt ponds and levees are a contributing element 
of the salt works. The Western Salt Company Salt Works has been operating for more than 100 years. It is the only 
salt works still operating in San Diego County. The Western Salt Company Salt Works salt works facilities were first 
recorded in 2001 by Carrie Gregory and Angie Gustafson of EDAW. In 2001, the salt works was recommend as 
significant under Criterion A of the NRHP because it has played an important role in the solar salt industry in 
Southern California from 1916 until the present day. It was also recommended eligible for NRHP listing under 
Criterion C, as it was interpreted to embody the distinctive characteristics of a solar salt processing facility of the 
era. The Status Code assigned was 4x. In 2012, Dudek archaeologist Adam Giacinto provided a DPR update for 
Western Salt Company Salt Works Ponds and Levees. This update did not include an updated evaluation or a 
recommended Status Code.  

4.2 Field Survey Results 

4.3 Archaeology 

Dudek archaeologist Makayla Murillo, accompanied by RedTail Environmental Native American monitor Anthony 
LaChappa, conducted a reconnaissance-level pedestrian survey of the Project area on May 15, 2025, using 
standard archaeological procedures and techniques. All survey work was conducted employing standard 
archaeological procedures and techniques consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Formal 
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15-meter transects were used for approximately 10% of the Project area, specifically in the northwestern and 
northeastern portions of the Project area, which consisted of undeveloped and vacant land situated along the 
marine terraces, salt flats, and coastal marshlands.  

The ground surface was examined for prehistoric artifacts (e.g., flaked stone tools, tool-making debris, stone milling 
tools, ceramics, fire-affected rock), soil discoloration that might indicate the presence of a cultural midden, soil 
depressions, features indicative of the current or former presence of structures or buildings (e.g., standing exterior 
walls, post holes, foundations), and historic artifacts (e.g., metal, glass, ceramics, building materials). Ground 
disturbances such as burrows, cut banks, and drainages were also visually inspected for exposed 
subsurface materials.  

The Project area is situated along the segment of Palm Avenue right-of-way between Rainbow Drive and Georgia 
Street. The topography of the Project area is characterized as relatively flat and low-lying terrain. The majority of the 
Project area has been disturbed (90%), evidenced by the development of Palm Avenue; residential, commercial, 
and industrial buildings; roadways; parking lots; and Triangle Park. The ground visibility of the Project area was poor 
(0%–10%) and obscured by hardscape, imported gravel, and moderate vegetation (Exhibit 4-1). In open areas such 
as undeveloped vacant land in the northwestern and northeastern portions of the Project area, ground visibility was 
very good (50%–75%) (Exhibit 4-2). Storm drain infrastructure is located within the northwestern portion of the 
Project area (Exhibit 4-3). Additionally, concrete rubble and a light amount of modern debris (food/beverage trash, 
clothing, car parts) are strewn throughout the Project area (Exhibit 4-4).  

Vegetation along the segment of Palm Avenue right-of-way consisted of various invasive and non-native bunch 
grasses, agave, beaver tail cactus, ice plant, and palm trees. Vegetation within the northwestern and northeastern 
portions of the Project area consisted of sage scrub, coastal and valley freshwater marsh, and mixed chaparral 
plant communities, and includes California sagebrush and chamise. The soil in the northwestern and northeastern 
portions of the Project area consisted of loosely compacted, reddish-brown, estuarine, strandline mixture of 
siltstone and sandstone.  

During the pedestrian survey, one newly identified historic-age site, PA-MM-S-001, was identified on the ground 
surface within the northwestern portion of the Project area. The newly identified resource intersects the mapped 
boundary of the previously recorded resource, P-37-026582 Western Salt Company Salt Works. However, P-37-
026582 is a built environment resource consisting of structural and architectural elements consistent with a 
historic district and no associated artifacts have been documented.  

A DPR 523 (Series 1/95) form was prepared with additional maps and documentation of this resource. The DPR 
523 form is provided in Confidential Appendix E and will be submitted to the SCIC of the CHRIS at SDSU.  
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Exhibit 4-2. Overview of northwestern portion of Project area, facing west. 

 

Exhibit 4-1. Overview of Palm Avenue and landscaped area, view to the west. 
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Exhibit 4-3. Overview of storm drain infrastructure in northwestern portion of the Project area, facing east. 

 

Exhibit 4-4. Overview of modern debris and the imported gravel in the northeastern portion of the Project area, 
facing west. 
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4.4 Newly Identified Resource 

During the cultural resources pedestrian survey, one newly recorded historic-age resource, PA-MM-S-001, was 
identified within the northwestern portion of the Project area.  

4.4.1 PA-MM-S-001 

PA-MM-S-001 consists of a large refuse scatter identified on the ground surface during the cultural resources 
survey. The refuse scatter is located within the northwestern portion of the Project area, located outside of Palm 
Avenue’s right-of-way. The scatter covers an approximately 257-feet-north/south by 89-feet-east/west area. 
Artifacts found at the site include more than 1,000 non-diagnostic glass and ceramic fragments and are presented 
in detail in Table 4-3 below (Exhibit 4-5). 

One diagnostic artifact was identified within the refuse scatter with product and a maker’s marks that provided 
date ranges. The diagnostic artifact consists of one complete colorless bottle measuring 3 inches by 1.5 inches by 
0.75 inches and was found on the ground surface (Exhibit 4-6). The bottle contains the maker’s mark, “drene,” 
embossed on the base. This bottle is a shampoo product made by Procter & Gamble of Cincinnati, Ohio. The 
shampoo bottle dates between 1937 and 1970 (Smithsonian Institution n.d.) (Exhibit 4-7). The presence of this 
bottle in association with the larger non-diagnostic refuse scatter suggests that the scatter contains other historic-
age artifacts, making this resource an archaeological site rather than an archaeological isolate. Though PA-MM-S-
001 is located within the boundary of the built environment resource P-37-026582, the Western Salt Company Salt 
Works, there is no evidence associating the two resource types, so they are considered separate resources. 

Disturbances within the resource boundary include the development of Palm Avenue to the west, the storm drain 
infrastructure to the southwest, residential development to the south, and the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge 
to the north and east. Vegetation within the resource boundary consists of sage scrub, coastal and valley freshwater 
marsh, and mixed chaparral plant communities, and includes California sagebrush and chamise. The soil consists 
of loosely compacted, reddish-brown, estuarine, strandline mixture of siltstone and sandstone.  

PA-MM-S-001 was identified outside of the Palm Avenue right-of-way. The proposed Project activities are confined 
to the Palm Avenue right-of-way, so the Project will avoid impacts to PA-MM-S-001 (Confidential Appendix E). 

Table 4-3. Summary of Non-Diagnostic Artifacts Recovered from PA-MM-S-001 

Artifact Class Artifact Type Material Type Color/Condition Count 
Domestic Consumable Bottles Glass Cobalt Blue  20 
Domestic Consumable Bottles/jars Glass Colorless 700 
Domestic Consumable Bottles Glass Green 100 
Domestic Consumable Bottles Glass Amythyst  20 
Domestic Consumable Bottles Glass Amber 100 
Domestic, Kitchen Ceramic Kitchen and Tableware Ceramic Whiteware 40 
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Exhibit 4-5. Overview of PA-MM-S-001, view facing south. 

 

 

Exhibit 4-6. Overview of complete shampoo bottle. 
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Exhibit 4-7. Advertisement for Drene shampoo bottle. 

 

Source: https://www.vintage-adventures.com/vintage-cosmetics-beauty-shaving-ads/62-1937-drene-shampoo-ad-the-amazing-
shampoo.html. 
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4.4.2 Built Environment 

Thirty-eight built environment cultural resources were noted in the API; 37 of the resources required inventory and 
evaluation. These resources are summarized in Table 4-4. Each resource is described and evaluated below. Full 
DPR forms that include more detailed information on the properties discussed below are available in Appendix F.  

Table 4-4. Built Environment Resources Located Within the Area of Potential Impacts  

Map 
ID APN Address/Name Year Built Evaluation Status  
1 626-070-58-00 690 Highway 75, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1959 Previously unevaluated 
2 626-070-59-00 698 Highway 75, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1959 Previously unevaluated 
3 626-201-06-00 720-30 Highway 75, Imperial Beach, CA 1962 Previously unevaluated 
4 626-212-32-00 932-38 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA  ca. 1972 Previously unevaluated 
5 626-212-35-00 940-42 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA  1954 Previously unevaluated 
6 626-221-20-00 950 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1960 Previously unevaluated 
7 626-221-12-00 986 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA pre-1953; ca. 

1959 
Previously unevaluated 

8 626-221-11-00 670-72 10th Street, Imperial Beach, CA  ca. 1950 Previously unevaluated 
9 626-222-25-00 1058-64 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1959 Previously unevaluated 
10 626-162-17-00 1100 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1975 Previously unevaluated 
11 626-170-07-00 1130 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1953 Previously unevaluated 
12 626-170-06-00 1138 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1953 Previously unevaluated 
13 626-170-05-00 1144-48 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1952 Previously unevaluated 
14 626-230-05-00 1158 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1978 Previously unevaluated 
15 626-230-20-00 1180 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1972 Previously unevaluated 
16 626-241-27-00 1200-20 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1974 Previously unevaluated 
17 626-241-19-00 1228 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1948 Previously unevaluated 
18 626-241-28-00 1240 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1952 Previously unevaluated 
19 626-242-10-00 

and  
626-242-11-00 

1288-90 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1950 Previously unevaluated 

20 627-012-09-00 1337 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1967 Previously unevaluated 
21 626-312-01-00 1253 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1979 Previously unevaluated 
22 626-311-15-00 1237-39 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1965 Previously unevaluated 
23 626-311-14-00 1221-35 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1964 Previously unevaluated 
24 626-311-02-00 1215 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1953 Previously unevaluated 
25 626-311-01-00 1205 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1962 Previously unevaluated 
26 626-302-16-00 1185 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1972 Previously unevaluated 
27 626-302-02-00 1177-81 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1972 Previously unevaluated 
28 626-302-20-00 1155 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1972 Previously unevaluated 
30 626-301-23-00 1115 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1953 Previously unevaluated 
31 626-291-14-00 1085 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1964 Previously unevaluated 
32 626-291-15-00;  

626-291-01-00 
1003 and 1025 Palm Avenue, Imperial 
Beach, CA 

1003 Palm 
Avenue 1950; 

Previously unevaluated 
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Table 4-4. Built Environment Resources Located Within the Area of Potential Impacts  

Map 
ID APN Address/Name Year Built Evaluation Status  

1025 Palm 
Avenue 1963 

33 626-282-22-00 995 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1950 Previously unevaluated 
34 626-282-21-00 987-89 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 987 Palm pre-

1953; 989 
Palm ca. 
1959 

Previously unevaluated 

35 626-282-03-00 975 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1959 Previously unevaluated 
36 626-282-01-00 951 Palm Avenue/715 Emory Street, 

Imperial Beach, CA 
1948 Previously unevaluated 

37 N/A Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1903; 
realigned ca. 
1953 

Previously unevaluated 

38 N/A Palm Avenue Storm Drain, Imperial Beach, CA Early 1950s Previously unevaluated 
Notes: APN = Assessor’s Parcel Number; ca. = circa; N/A = not applicable. 
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5  Summary of Findings and Management
  Considerations
As a result of Dudek’s research, field survey, and property significance evaluations, the  following section presents
a  summary  of  eligibility  for  the  subject  properties  in  the  API  and  management  recommendations.  The  current
cultural resources inventory was completed to satisfy the requirements of CEQA.

5.1  Archaeological Resources Findings

Dudek conducted a cultural resources inventory of the entire Project area. In accordance with CEQA and the City of
Imperial Beach General Plan/Local Coastal  Program  Land Use Plan (2019), Dudek performed a cultural resources
inventory for the entire Project area. The City has been designated as lead agency for this Project and is responsible
for compliance with CEQA and local regulations.

The  cultural  resources  inventory  included  a  records  search,  archival  information  and  literature  review,  Native
American  correspondence,  and  a  reconnaissance-level  pedestrian  survey.  The  records  search  identified  48
previously conducted cultural resources studies within the 1.0-mile search radius of the Project area; 15 of the
cultural  resource  studies  intersect  the  Project  area.  Additionally,  the  records  search  indicated  eight  previously
recorded cultural resources are located within the 1.0-mile search radius of the Project area; one historic-age built
environmental resource intersects the Project area.

The review of  historical  aerials reveals that the majority of the Project area (90%) has been previously disturbed and
undergone  previous  ground-disturbing  activities,  evidenced  by  the  development  of  Palm  Avenue;  residential,
commercial, and industrial buildings;  roadways;  parking lots;  and Triangle Park as early as 1953. However, the depth
of the ground-disturbing activities is not apparent from the historical aerial photographs or historical topo maps.

During  the  cultural  resources  pedestrian  survey,  one  newly  recorded  historic-age  resource,  PA-MM-S-001,  was
identified within the northwestern portion of the Project area. PA-MM-S-001 is a large historic-age refuse scatter
consisting  of  more  than  1,000  glass  and  ceramic  fragments  found  on  the  ground  surface.  This  resources  was
identified   outside   of   the   Palm  Avenue  right-of-way.   Proposed   Project   activities   are   confined   to   the   Palm
Avenueright-of-way  so the Project will avoid impacts to PA-MM-S-001 (Confidential Appendix  E).

Dudek’s  cultural  resources  inventory  of  the  Project area  indicates  that  there  is  a  low-to-moderate  sensitivity  for
identifying subsurface cultural resources deposits during Project implementation within areas that have not been
previously  disturbed.  Based  on  the  results  of  the  SCIC  records  search,  the  NAHC  SLF  search,  presence  of  the
previously recorded resource, P-37-026582 (Western Salt Company Salt Works) and the newly identified resource,
PA-MM-S-001  (historic-age  refuse),  Dudek  recommends  that  a  qualified  archaeologist  and  Kumeyaay  Native
American monitor be present during all initial ground-disturbing activities where excavation depth would reach 
native soils to confirm that there are no subsurface deposits.  If  disturbed  sediments  (e.g.,  fill)  or  other  
sediments  and  formations  are  identified  that  do  not  have potential to contain cultural resources, then 
monitoring may be reduced or terminated. The monitoring program should  be  performed  in  accordance  with  
City  guidelines  and  must  be  directed  by  a  City-qualified  archaeologist (Principal  Investigator).  The  following  
recommendations  are  suggested  in  the  event  that  cultural  resources  or human remains are encountered 
during construction activities.
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Archaeological and Native American Monitoring 

Dudek recommends full-time archaeological and Native American monitoring during the initial ground-disturbing 
activities that occur above the water line for the Project. Monitoring of disturbances occurring underwater is not 
required. The monitoring program should be performed in accordance with City guidelines and must be directed by 
a City-qualified archaeologist (Principal Investigator). If human remains are identified, construction activities in the 
immediate area must cease and the Project proponents must adhere to the procedures outlined in PRC Section 
5057.98 and State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. 

Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological Resources 

In the event that archaeological resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are exposed during construction activities 
for the Project, all construction work occurring within 100 feet of the find shall immediately stop. Upon discovery, 
the construction manager (CM) shall immediately notify the Resident Engineer (RE). The RE or CM shall immediately 
notify Mitigation Monitoring Coordinator (MMC) by phone and will provide written notification to MMC within 
24 hours. No work at the location of discovery shall occur until a City-qualified archaeologist (Principal Investigator) 
meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards can evaluate the significance of the find 
and determine whether or not additional study is warranted. If the discovery is clearly not significant (e.g., an isolate) 
the archaeologist may simply record the find; notify the MMC, RE, and CM; and allow work to continue. If the 
discovery proves potentially significant under CEQA, additional work such as preparation of an archaeological 
treatment plan, testing, or data recovery may be warranted. 

Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains 

In accordance with Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are found, the 
County Coroner shall be immediately notified of the discovery. No further excavation or disturbance of the site or 
any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains shall occur until 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, he or she shall notify the NAHC in Sacramento within 24 hours. In accordance with PRC Section 
5097.98, the NAHC must immediately notify the person or persons it believes to be the MLD from the deceased 
Native American. The MLD shall make recommendations for the treatment and disposition, in consultation with the 
property owner, of the human remains within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. 

5.2 Built Environment Findings 

No historical resources or historic properties were identified within the Project API as a result of archival research, 
a records search, field survey, and significance evaluations. The subject properties are not currently listed in any 
national, state, or local registers, nor have they been previously identified in any local historical resources surveys. 

Dudek evaluated the resources in the API in accordance with Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines 
using the criteria outlined in Section 5024.1 of the PRC and found that none of the resources within the API are 
considered historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. The recommended Status Code for Map IDs 1–38 is 6Z. 
A summary of the findings is provided below in Table 5-1.  
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Table 5-1. Summary of Significance Evaluations and Findings 

Map 
ID APN Address/Name Year Built 

NRHP/ 
CRHR 
Eligibility 

Assigned 
California 
Historical 
Resource 
Status 
Code 

Newly Recorded Within the API 
1 626-070-58-00 690 Highway 75, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1959 Ineligible 6Z 
2 626-070-59-00 698 Highway 75, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1959 Ineligible 6Z 
3 626-201-06-00 720-30 Highway 75, Imperial Beach, CA 1962 Ineligible 6Z 
4 626-212-32-00 932-38 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA  ca. 1972 Ineligible 6Z 
5 626-212-35-00 940-42 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA  1954 Ineligible 6Z 
6 626-221-20-00 950 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1960 Ineligible 6Z 
7 626-221-12-00 986 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA Pre-1953 

and ca. 
1959  

Ineligible 6Z 

8 626-221-11-00 670-72 10th Street, Imperial Beach, CA  ca. 1950 Ineligible 6Z 
9 626-222-25-00 1058-64 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1959 Ineligible 6Z 
10 626-162-17-00 1100 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1975 Ineligible 6Z 
11 626-170-07-00 1130 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1953 Ineligible 6Z 
12 626-170-06-00 1138 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1953 Ineligible 6Z 
13 626-170-05-00 1144-48 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1952 Ineligible 6Z 
14 626-230-05-00 1158 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1978 Ineligible 6Z 
15 626-230-20-00 1180 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1972 Ineligible 6Z 
16 626-241-27-00 1200-20 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1974 Ineligible 6Z 
17 626-241-19-00 1228 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1948 Ineligible 6Z 
18 626-241-28-00 1240 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1952 Ineligible 6Z 
19 626-242-10-00 

and  
626-242-11-00 

1288-90 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1950 Ineligible 6Z 

20 627-012-09-00 1337 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1967 Ineligible 6Z 
21 626-312-01-00 1253 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1979 Ineligible 6Z 
22 626-311-15-00 1237-39 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1965 Ineligible 6Z 
23 626-311-14-00 1221-35 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1964 Ineligible 6Z 
24 626-311-02-00 1215 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1953 Ineligible 6Z 
25 626-311-01-00 1205 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1962 Ineligible 6Z 
26 626-302-16-00 1185 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1972 Ineligible 6Z 
27 626-302-02-00 1177-81 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1972 Ineligible 6Z 
28 626-302-20-00 1155 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1972 Ineligible 6Z 
30 626-301-23-00 1115 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1953 Ineligible 6Z 
31 626-291-14-00 1085 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1964 Ineligible 6Z 
32 626-291-15-00; 

626-291-01-00 
1003 and1025 Palm Avenue, Imperial 
Beach, CA 

1003 
Palm 

Ineligible 6Z 
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Table 5-1. Summary of Significance Evaluations and Findings 

Map 
ID APN Address/Name Year Built 

NRHP/ 
CRHR 
Eligibility 

Assigned 
California 
Historical 
Resource 
Status 
Code 

Newly Recorded Within the API 
Avenue 
1950; 
1025 
Palm 
Avenue 
1963 

33 626-282-22-00 995 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 1950 Ineligible 6Z 
34 626-282-21-00 987-89 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 987 Palm 

pre-
1953; 
989 Palm 
ca. 1959 

Ineligible 6Z 

35 626-282-03-00 975 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1959 Ineligible 6Z 
36 626-282-01-00 951 Palm Avenue/715 Emory Street, 

Imperial Beach, CA 
1948 Ineligible 6Z 

37 N/A Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA ca. 1903; 
realigned 
ca. 1953 

Ineligible 6Z 

38 N/A Palm Avenue Storm Drain, Imperial Beach, CA Early 
1950s 

Ineligible 6Z 

Notes: APN = Assessor’s Parcel Number; NRHP = National Register of Historic Places; CRHR = California Register of Historical 
Resources; API = Area of Potential Impacts; ca. = circa. 
6Z = Found ineligible for NR, CR, or local designation through survey evaluation. 

5.3 Built Environment Management Recommendations 

No further work for built environment cultural resources is necessary prior to the proposed Project implementation. 
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