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December 16, 2016 MNN-01 

 
Mr. Jim Roachelle  
Mann Property Company  
P.O. Box 77564  
San Francisco, CA 94107  
 
Subject: Wildomar Crossings Retail Development Project Cultural Resources Survey 

Report 

Dear Mr. Roachelle:  

HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc., (HELIX) was contracted to conduct a cultural resources 
survey for the Wildomar Crossings Retail Development project (project) in the City of 
Wildomar, California. The cultural resources survey included a records search, Sacred Lands 
File (SLF) search and Native American outreach, review of historic maps and aerial 
photographs, an intensive survey by a HELIX archaeologist and Luiseño Native American 
monitor, and preparation of this letter report. No cultural resources have been identified within 
the project area; therefore, it is anticipated that the project will have no impacts to cultural 
resources. However, as discussed below, the project site is in an area that is sensitive in terms of 
cultural resources, and monitoring during grading activities is recommended. This letter report 
details the methods and results of the cultural resources survey.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project area consists of a 3.48-acre lot in the City of Wildomar (City), in southwestern 
Riverside County, California (Figure 1, Regional Location. The project site is located on the 
northwest corner of Stable Lanes Road and Clinton Keith Road, to the west of Interstate 15 
(Figures 2 and 3, Project Vicinity Map [USGS Topography], and Aerial Photograph, 
respectively). The project area is in Section 1 of Township 7 South, Range 3 West, on the US 
Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute Murrieta quadrangle (Figure 2).  

The applicant proposes a retail center development consisting of four commercial buildings.  



 
Letter to Mr. Jim Roachelle Page 2 of 16 
December 16, 2016 
 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL BACKGROUND 

The project area is situated within Temecula Valley, where the climate is characterized as semi-
arid to subhumid, with warm, dry summers and cool, moist winters (National Cooperative Soil 
Survey 2006). Based on the soils mapped within the project area, the average annual 
temperatures range from 45 degrees Fahrenheit (oF) to 51o F in January and 75 to 81o F in July 
(National Cooperative Soil Survey 1999a, 1999b, 2003, 2006). A seasonal drainage that is 
tributary to Murrieta Creek (which is located approximately 200 feet south of the property) 
crosses the southwestern corner of the property and is visible on topographic maps and historic 
aerial photographs of the property. The Murrieta Hogbacks, a narrow, finger-like mountain ridge, 
are located just over a mile to the northeast of the project area.  

Geologically, the project area is underlain by Pliocene to early Pleistocene sandstone and 
Quaternary young alluvial channel deposits (Kennedy and Morton 2003). The alluvial deposits date 
to the latter period of the Pleistocene, and early sandstone in this area is composed of primarily 
friable, caliche-rich sandstone (Kennedy and Morton 2003). Five soil series are mapped within the 
project site: San Timoteo loam, Hanford coarse sandy loam, Ramona and Buren loams, and 
rough broken land (Web Soil Survey 2016). A majority of the project area is mapped as Ramona 
and Buren loam, 5 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded, and Hanford coarse sandy loam, 2 to 8 
percent slopes, eroded. San Timoteo loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes, eroded, is mapped along the 
eastern boundary and within the southeastern corner of the property. The Ramona and Buren 
series of soils were combined into one map unit for this area and are noted in the Official Series 
Description (National Cooperative Soil Survey 2003, 2006) as being geographically associated to 
one another. The Ramona series is composed of alluvium derived from granitic and related rock 
sources and supports vegetation such as chamise and annual grasses and forbs (National 
Cooperative Soil Survey 2003). The Buren series of soils is composed of alluvium derived from 
basic igneous rocks and other crystalline rocks and supports vegetation such as annual grasses 
and forbs, with chaparral shrubs in areas of eroded terrace slopes (National Cooperative Soil 
Survey 2006). The Hanford series consists of very well-drained soils formed in moderately 
coarse-textured alluvium  and supports mainly annual grasses and herbaceous plants (National 
Cooperative Soil Survey 1999a). The San Timoteo series of soils is derived from weathered 
shale, sandstone, and calcified weathered granite, and supports vegetation such as California 
sagebrush, flattop buckwheat, yucca, sugarbush, and annual grasses (National Cooperative Soil 
Survey 1999b). Many of the plant species naturally occurring in the vicinity of the project area 
are known to have been used by native populations for food, medicine, tools, and ceremonial and 
other uses (Bean and Shipek 1978; White 1963). Many of the animal species living within these 
communities (such as rabbits, deer, small mammals, and birds) would have been used by native 
inhabitants as well.  

CULTURAL BACKGROUND 

The culture history presented here (up to the discussion of the Late Prehistoric period) is based 
on Wallace’s (1978) discussion of the Post-Pleistocene for southern California (circa 9000 BCE 
to 2000 BCE). The earliest inhabitants of California subsisted mainly by hunting, as attested to 
by “the finding of projectile points and other stone implements adapted to the chase at ancient 
campsites” throughout California (Wallace 1978:25). Wallace refers to this early period as 
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Period I: Hunting. It generally equates with the Paleoindian or Lithic stage (Willey and Phillips 
1958), in which little diversity of resource exploitation is evident.  

Wallace’s (1978) Period II: Food Collecting equates with Willey and Phillips (1958) Archaic 
stage and is often referred to in southern California as the Early Archaic, Early Milling period, or 
Milling Stone Horizon. “A changeover from hunting to the collection of seed foods is clearly 
reflected in the archeological record for the period between 6000 and 3000 BC. The importance 
of seeds in the diet of the prehistoric peoples can be seen in the numbers of food-grinding 
implements present at their settlements” (Wallace 1978:28).  

After about 3000 BCE, a more diversified subsistence strategy is evident throughout southern 
California. “Everywhere increased subsistence efficiency in the form of wider exploitation of 
available food resources can be seen” (Wallace 1978:30). The artifact assemblages changed 
slowly over time, with a few additions or changes. “By the end of the millennium the new ways 
and techniques had become firmly established and formed the basis for succeeding cultural 
traditions” (Wallace 1978:35).  

“Perhaps as early as 1500-1000 B.C. the Takic branch of Uto-Aztecan [including the forebears of 
the Luiseño people] began to spread westward across the Mojave Desert” (Moratto 1984:560). 
There is disagreement about the date of the “Shoshonean intrusion” into various parts of southern 
California, including Riverside County. Moratto indicated that Kowta (1969:50) “proposed dates 
of circa 1000 B.C. for the entry of ‘Shoshoneans’ in the Los Angeles Basin” (Moratto 1984:560). 
“Considering both linguistic and archaeological data, C. Bull (1977:56) sets the western 
movement of the ‘Luisenic language family’ at circa 500 B.C.” (Moratto 1984:165). Others offer 
varying dates for the presence of Luiseño ancestors in Orange and San Diego Counties.  

It must be noted that this interpretation by archaeologists and linguistic anthropologists differs 
from the beliefs of the Luiseño people. The creation stories indicate that the Luiseño people have 
always been here, not migrating from elsewhere. The creation story of the Pechanga Band of the 
Luiseño tells that the world was created at Temecula. “The Káamalam [first people] moved to a 
place called Nachíivo Pomíisavo, but it was too small so they moved to a place called ‘exva 
Teméeku, this place you now know as Temeku. Here they settled while everything was still in 
darkness (DuBois 1908)” (Masiel-Zamora 2013:2).  

The Late Prehistoric period is represented in northern San Diego County and Riverside County 
by the San Luis Rey complex, which is the archaeological manifestation of the Shoshonean 
predecessors of the ethnohistoric Luiseño people (named for the Mission San Luis Rey).  

The San Luis Rey (SLR) complex is divided into two phases, SLR I and SLR II. Elements of the 
SLR complex include small, triangular, pressure-flaked projectile points (generally Cottonwood 
series, but Desert side-notched series also occurs); milling implements: mortars and pestles, 
manos and metates, and bedrock milling features; bone awls; Olivella shell beads; other stone 
and shell ornaments; and cremations (Meighan 1954; Moratto 1984; True et al. 1974). The later 
SLR II complex also includes several elements not found in the SLR I complex: “pottery vessels, 
cremation urns, red and black pictographs, and such nonaboriginal items as metal knives and 
glass beads (Meighan 1954:223)” (Moratto 1984:154). True noted a greater number of quartz 
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projectile points at SLR sites than at Cuyamaca complex sites (in central and southern San Diego 
County), which he interpreted as a cultural preference for quartz (True 1966). The general 
mortuary pattern at San Luis Rey sites is ungathered cremations. 

SLR I was originally thought to date from 1400 CE to 1750 CE, with SLR II dating between 
1750 CE and 1850 CE (Meighan 1954). However, that division was based on the assumption that 
the Luiseño people did not practice pottery manufacture until just prior to the arrival of the 
Spanish. The chronology has since been revised due to evidence that pottery may have been 
introduced to the Luiseño circa 1200-1600 CE. Ceramics were probably introduced from the 
Luiseños’ southern neighbors, the Kumeyaay (True et al. 1974).  

The name Luiseño derives from Mission San Luis Rey de Francia and has been used to refer to 
the Indian people associated with the mission. The Luiseño language belongs to the Cupan group 
of the Takic subfamily, which has also been called Southern California Shoshonean, and is part 
of the widespread Uto-Aztecan language family (Bean and Shipek 1978; Sparkman 1908; White 
1963). Neighboring groups that speak Cupan languages are Cupeño, Cahuilla, and Gabrielino. 
The Indian people associated with Mission San Juan Capistrano, called Juaneño by the Spanish, 
were described by Kroeber and Harrington as a separate group, based on linguistic differences. 
However, the language, culture, and territory of the Luiseño and Juaneño are so closely related 
that several other ethnographers have considered them to be a single ethnic nationality (Bean and 
Shipek 1978; White 1963). Cameron (1987:319-321) noted archaeological differences between 
the two groups, and the Luiseño and Juaneño people consider themselves to be separate peoples.  

The territory of the Luiseño people is generally described as extending along the coast from 
Agua Hedionda Creek on the southwest to Aliso Creek on the northwest. On the north this 
boundary extended east beyond Santiago Peak to the eastern side of the Elsinore Fault Valley, 
continuing southeast to Palomar Mountain, then around the southern slope above the valley of 
San Jose. The southern boundary follows westerly to Agua Hedionda Creek (Bean and Shipek 
1978; White 1963).  

Luiseño social organization is noted for “(1) extensive proliferation of social statuses; (2) clearly 
defined ruling families that interlocked various rancherias within the ethnic nationality; 
(3) a sophisticated philosophical structure associated with the taking of hallucinogenics (datura); 
and (4) elaborate ritual paraphernalia including sand paintings symbolic of an avenging sacred 
being named Chingichngish” (Bean and Shipek 1978:550).  

Ethnographic and ethnohistoric studies of the Luiseño people include Bean and Shipek (1978), 
Boscana (1947), Kroeber (1976), Robinson (1947), Shipek (1977), Sparkman (1908), Talley 
(1982), and White (1963). Archaeological studies addressing the Late Prehistoric San Luis Rey 
complex include Meighan (1954), McCown (1955), True et al. (1974), and Wallace (1960). Most 
of the ethnographic studies, as well as the “classic” archaeological studies of the Luiseño, have 
concentrated on the Pauma Valley and the Palomar Mountain area, although Wallace’s (1960) 
study was an archaeological survey of the Buena Vista Creek watershed. A recent Master’s 
thesis study by a Pechanga tribal member included an analysis of all the pre-contact cultural 
material from excavations undertaken at Temeku in 1952 (Masiel-Zamora 2013).  
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In the fall of 1880, Frank Kimball signed an agreement with the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe 
Railroad to build a railway line running from San Diego to Barstow that would run adjacent to 
Lake Elsinore (then known as La Laguna).  The line was completed as far Colton in 1882. The 
following year, Franklin Heald and his partners, William Collier and Donald Graham, purchased 
the Rancho La Laguna, except for 500 acres owned by the Machado family. In 1885, Collier and 
Graham purchased Heald’s interest in what was to become the town of Wildomar; the town’s 
name came from the names of the founders: Wil for William Collier, do for Donald Graham, and 
mar for Margaret Collier Graham, wife of Donald Graham and sister of William Collier 
(Wikipedia 2016). 

A school, a post office, and railroad depot were developed, as well as a livery stable, blacksmith 
shop, hotel, stores, lumber yard, park, and a church. By the turn of the twentieth century, 
Wildomar even had its own newspaper. However, railway service between Temecula and San 
Diego was halted after only a few years, due to numerous washouts in a relatively short time, 
which slowed the growth of the town. By 1935 railway service to Wildomar was abandoned, and 
it was not until the freeway (I-15) developed in the 1980s that Wildomar began to grow and 
prosper again (Wikipedia 2016).   

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

Resource importance is assigned to districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess 
exceptional value or quality illustrating or interpreting the heritage of the region in history, 
architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. Several criteria are used in demonstrating 
resource importance. Specifically, criteria outlined in the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) provide the guidance for making such a determination. This section details the criteria 
that a resource must meet in order to be determined significant.  

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

The CEQA Guidelines (§15064.5) address determining the significance of impacts to 
archaeological and historic resources.  

(a)  For purposes to this section, the term “historical resources” shall include the following: 

(1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources 
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) 
(Public Resources Code §5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).  

(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in 
Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an 
historical resource survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the Public 
Resources Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public 
agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of 
evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant.  
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(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead 
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or 
cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided 
the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the 
whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be 
“historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California 
CRHR (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, Title 14, Section 4852) including the 
following:  

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

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

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

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

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

(b) 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.  

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

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

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

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

(c)  CEQA applies to effects on archaeological sites.  

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

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

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

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

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

(d) When an Initial Study identifies the existence of, or the probable likelihood, of Native 
American human remains within the project, a lead agency shall work with the appropriate 
Native Americans as identified by the Native American Heritage Commission as provided in 
Public Resources Code §5097.98. The applicant may develop an agreement for treating or 
disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any items associated with 
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Native American burials with the appropriate Native Americans as identified by the Native 
American Heritage Commission. Action implementing such an agreement is exempt from:  

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

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

 

METHODS 

A record search of previously recorded archaeological resources, reports, and historic addresses 
of the project area and a 1-mile radius was conducted by HELIX at the Eastern Information 
Center (EIC) on November 30, 2016. Historic aerial photographs from 1938 to 2012 were 
reviewed, as were historic topographic maps from 1901 to 2012. The Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) was contacted for a SLF search and list of Native American contacts, 
which were received on December 1, 2016. Letters were sent on December 2, 2016 to the 
contacts listed by the NAHC.  

HELIX archaeologist Kristina Davison and Luiseño Native American monitor Tranquilino 
Fernandez from the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians surveyed the property for cultural 
resources on December 5, 2016. The intensive pedestrian survey was conducted in parallel 
transects spaced 5 meters apart to achieve maximum ground coverage across the parcel.    

RESULTS 

The EIC records search has a record of 75 cultural resource studies have been conducted within 
the search radius, none of which covered the project property itself. However, a Phase I cultural 
resources survey of the current project was conducted in 2009 area in conjunction with proposed 
commercial use (Hale 2009); the report is a draft, which is not on file at EIC. The 2009 survey 
was limited by grass cover, which was noted as obscuring 90 percent of the ground surface; 
however, the surveyors noted the presence of several cut eucalyptus tree stumps that appeared to 
be older than 50 years at the time of the survey (Hale 2009).    

The record search results from the EIC indicate that nine cultural resources have been previously 
recorded within a 1-mile radius of the project property (Table 1, Previously Recorded Resources 
within 1 Mile of Project Site). These sites include one historic ranch complex, one historic 
residential complex, two vernacular ranch-style historic residences, one historic olive grove, one 
historic artifact scatter, one prehistoric sparse lithic scatter, and two isolated lithic flakes 
(separate isolates). No archaeological resources have been identified on the project property; the 
closest recorded resources (P-33-008173, -016998, and -020991) are located roughly ½ mile to 
the east and to the north of the project area. P-33-008173 is the remnant of an old olive grove, 
which consisted of a cluster of olive trees that are estimated to have  been in use in the early 
1940s (Tang 1998); the latest record for the site notes that it has been partially destroyed, but that 
a portion remains intact (Ballester 2013). P-33-020991, Oak Springs Ranch, was determined 
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ineligible for the National Register, California Register, or local designation through survey 
evaluation (Tibbet and Goodwin 2012); this resource consists of the remains of four houses 
which were older than 50 years at the time of recordation in 2003 (Keller 2003). P-33-020991 
also includes the mapped boundary of P-33-016988, which is recorded as a historic complex 
consisting of at least three standing structures, three building foundations, and associated trash 
scatters in moderate disrepair (Tsunoda 2008).  
 

Table 1. 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED RESOURCES WITHIN 1 MILE OF PROJECT SITE 

 

Resource 
Number  

(33-#) 

Resource 
Number  

(CA-RIV-
#) 

Description Recorder, Date 

007807 -- R.J. Brown Ranch House. 
Constructed in 1886; one 
addition added in 1953. Address 
21999 Grand Avenue 

O’Brien 1982 

007809 -- “Vernacular Ranch House”; 
estimated construction date 1899 

O’Brien 1982 

008173 6070H Remnant of an old grove; cluster 
of olive trees estimated to have 
been in use in at least the early 
1940s; has since been partially 
removed but a portion still 
remains (2013 update) 

Love 1998; Ballester 
2013 

015304 -- Isolated quartzite flake Lapin and Sriro 2006 
015305 -- Isolated andesite flake with 

cortex present (primary flake) 
Lapin and Sriro 2006 

015306 8081 Large historic artifact scatter 
containing at least 500 artifacts 
dating from 1914 to post-1945 

Goodwin and 
Austerman 2006 

016988 8848 Historic residential complex 
consisting of at least three 
standing structures, three 
building foundations, and 
associated trash scatters in 
moderate disrepair; within the 
boundary of 33-020991 

Tsunoda 2008 

017366 9024 Sparse lithic scatter consisting of 
one ground stone mano and four 
lithic flakes 

Dice 2008 
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Table 1. 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED RESOURCES WITHIN 1 MILE OF PROJECT SITE 

 
020991 -- Oak Springs Ranch (historic 

complex); remains of four houses 
that were at least 50 years old in 
2003; mapped boundary includes 
the mapped boundary of 33-
016988 

Tibbet and Goodwin 
2012 

 
 
No buildings or structures are shown on the property on historic topographic maps, including the 
1901 USGS 30-minute Elsinore quadrangle, the 1943 War Department 15-minute Murrieta 
quadrangle, and the 1953 USGS 7.5-minute Murrieta quadrangle. Roadways and buildings are 
shown in the vicinity by 1901, but none are within or adjacent to the project site. Several 
drainages that are tributary to nearby Murrieta Creek are shown in the immediate vicinity of the 
project site on the topographic maps.   

A review of historic aerial photographs revealed that the project site was situated within a grassy 
plain between the years of 1938 and 1978, until the surrounding area was the subject of 
increasing development (NETR Online 2016). A seasonal drainage is shown as running through 
the project area’s southwestern corner; the eastern portion of the drainage outside of the 
southwestern corner is less visible in aerial photographs taken after 1938(NETR Online 2016). 
The portion of the project north of this drainage, as well as the area north of the project site, is 
occupied by linear tree groves and pastures in the 1938 aerial, but by 1967 the groves and pasture 
appear to have been in disuse. A structure  first appears in the project’s southeastern corner in the 
1978 aerial, is visible on the 1982 aerial, and appears to have been demolished by the time 
another aerial photograph of the area was taken in 1994 (NETR 2016). Clinton Keith Road, 
adjacent to the south, was in use as early as 1938, but doesn’t appear to have been developed into 
an actual roadway until sometime between 1978 and 1982 (NETR 2016).  

A SLF search was requested from the NAHC on November 30, 2016. The response, received on 
December 1, 2016 indicated: “A search of the SLF was completed for the USGS quadrangle 
information provided with negative results.” Letters were sent on December 2, 2016 to the 
contacts listed by the NAHC. The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians responded on 
December 8, 2016 that the project site is outside the Tribe’s Traditional Use Area and they defer 
to other tribes closer to the project area. When additional responses are received, they will be 
forwarded to the applicant and to City staff.   

Mary Robbins-Wade, the HELIX Principal Investigator, spoke with Anna Hoover of Pechanga 
Cultural Resources on December 1, 2016 regarding the project. Ms. Hoover relayed that there 
are no known resources within the immediate vicinity of the project site according to the Tribe’s 
records, but there is a Luiseño place name associated with the area that roughly translates to 
“cottonwood place” or a place of high water table. There are also trails in the general vicinity, 
linking villages to the northeast of the project area with villages located to the southwest. Given 
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this, there is a potential for cultural resources to be present (personal communication between 
Ms. Robbins-Wade and Ms. Hoover on December 1, 2016).  

No cultural resources were observed during the 2016 survey apart from an isolated red clay brick 
with the Gladding, McBean, and Co. stamp, which was observed on the northern bank of the 
drainage in the southwestern corner; an approximate date range for the brick manufacturing 
company is from 1875 to present day (Gladding, McBean, and Co.). No associated artifacts or 
features were observed in the immediate area of the brick or elsewhere on the property. The 
property consisted of two gently sloping fingerling knolls that terminate into a relatively flat 
empty lot in the southern portion of the project site, bordered on the south and east by 
manufactured slopes that separate the project area from Clinton Keith Road and Stable Lanes 
Road, respectively. Concrete slabs, small concrete fragments, and other building materials 
(fragmented asphalt, wooden beams) were observed throughout the southeastern portion of the 
project area, in the approximate location where a structure is visible on the 1978 and 1982 aerial 
photographs of the project property (NETR Online 2016). The observed soil matched the soil 
series mapped within the project area; the ground surface was rutted from recent and likely long-
standing phases of vegetation abatement (discing, mowing), and all ruts, rodent burrows, and 
exposed areas of soil were inspected for cultural material. Ground visibility was fair to good, due 
to the overall lack of dense vegetation throughout most of the project. There was evidence of 
scattered grasses and forbs being present throughout a majority of the project area, but the 
portion of the project north and east of the drainage appeared to have been recently mowed, and 
the vegetation was not dense enough to hinder ground visibility. A mix of native and non-native 
vegetation (scattered oaks, eucalyptus, chamise, buckwheat) was present within and around the 
drainage in the southwestern corner. The portion of the project directly surrounding the drainage 
appeared much more undisturbed than the rest of the project area, apart from the eastern termini 
of the drainage which were filled with concrete slabs (likely associated with the demolition of 
the structure that was once present on the property). 

CONCLUSIONS 

A cultural resources survey was conducted by HELIX for the Wildomar Crossings Retail 
Development project, including a record search, SLF search, Native American outreach, review 
of historic maps and aerial photographs, intensive field survey, and this letter report. The record 
search revealed ten previously recorded cultural resources within a 1-mile radius of the property, 
none of them closer than ½  mile. The survey conducted in 2016 did not identify any cultural 
resources on site, and the project site has been subjected to agricultural use in previous years and 
vegetation abatement in recent years. One isolated Gladding, McBean, and Co. red clay brick 
was observed near the drainage in the project’s southwestern corner; this isolate is of 
undetermined age and is not a significant resource. As no additional artifacts or features were 
observed during the survey, no impacts to cultural resources are anticipated. However, due to the 
presence of Native American trails in the vicinity, as well as a Luiseño place name for the 
general area and the presence of alluvial soils, there is a potential for encountering cultural 
resources during grading and other ground-disturbing activity. Based on this, it is recommended 
that an archaeological monitoring program be implemented. The monitoring program would 
include: the archaeologist and the Native American monitor attend a preconstruction meeting 
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with the grading contractor to explain the requirements of the monitoring program; an 
archaeologist and a Native American monitor be on-site to observe ground disturbance in the 
upper several feet of soil, including brushing/grubbing, grading, trenching, and other ground-
disturbing activities; and submittal of a monitoring report. If cultural resources are encountered, 
both the archaeologist and the Native American monitor will have the authority to temporarily 
halt or redirect grading while the cultural material is assessed as to significance. The assessment 
of significance will be made through discussion among the archaeologist, Native American 
monitor, and City staff. If resources are determined to be significant, appropriate mitigation 
measures will be developed and implemented.  

If you have any questions, please contact Mary Robbins-Wade at (619) 462-1515. 
 
 
 
Kristina Davison Mary Robbins-Wade, RPA 
Staff Archaeologist Director of Cultural Resources 
 Southern California 
 
Enclosures: 
Figure 1  Regional Location 
Figure 2  Project Vicinity Map (USGS Topography) 
Figure 3  Aerial Photograph 
 
Confidential Attachments: 
A Records Search Map 
B Native American Correspondence 
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