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 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The City of Los Angeles (City) is proposing the Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan (Vision Plan) to 
guide physical transformation and associated operations of the Los Angeles Zoo and Botanical 
Gardens (Zoo) (Figure 1). This report presents the results of a cultural resources investigation 
of proposed Vision Plan improvements in the City of Los Angeles, California (Figure 2). The 
investigation included an archaeological site records and literature search at the South 
Central Coast Information Center (SCCIC), located at California State University, Fullerton 
and intensive survey of all temporary and permanent areas of potential disturbance.  

The proposed Project would include: expanded and revitalized exhibit space; new visitor-
serving buildings; expanded and modernized administrative and services facilities; 
circulation improvements for vehicle access roads and pedestrian walkways and paths; an 
enhanced entry and plaza, and; new parking facilities. These improvements would occur 
within 142 acres of the existing Zoo site. 

Undeveloped areas within the Zoo consist of steep slopes exceeding 20 percent slopes that 
have a low potential for the presence of prehistoric occupation. Developed areas have been 
substantially disturbed by extensive cut and fill grading, which substantially reduces the 
potential for intact prehistoric resources. Tribal cultural resources may also be encountered 
during Project construction based on input received through tribal consultation in 2019. 

Unknown and unrecorded prehistoric and historic-period archaeological resources may be 
encountered during Project-related construction activities in previously disturbed ground 
surfaces. Measures addressing a pre-construction workshop, the unexpected discovery of 
cultural material, and the unexpected discovery of human remains are recommended to 
ensure that potential impacts to unknown archaeological resources are mitigated to less than 
significant level. Measures to ensure appropriate monitoring and address unexpected 
discovery of tribal cultural resources would ensure impacts to tribal cultural resources are 
mitigated to a less than significant level. 

This report was prepared by Wood Environment and Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. (Wood 
E&IS) Principal Investigator David Stone, M.A., RPA, and Senior Archaeologist Ken 
Victorino, M.A., RPA. Mr. Stone has over 35 years of experience managing all phases of 
cultural resource investigations throughout California. Mr. Victorino has over 22 years of 
experience conducting all phases of cultural resource investigations throughout California. 
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Figure 1.  Project Vicinity 
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 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Vision Plan would guide physical transformation and operations of the Zoo over the next 
20 years (from approximately 2020 to 2040). The Vision Plan’s proposed infrastructure and 
exhibit improvements prioritize animal welfare, conservation, sustainability, and community 
engagement. The proposed Project would include (Figure 2):  

• expanded and revitalized immersive exhibit space;  

• new visitor-serving buildings;  

• expanded and modernized administrative and services facilities;  

• circulation improvements for access roads, pedestrian walkways and paths;  

• an enhanced entry way and plaza, and;  

• new parking facilities. 

Improved and expanded facilities would allow for annual visitation to grow from 
approximately 1.74 million guests in 2017 to 3.0 million guests by 2040. Vision Plan 
development would involve demolition of existing buildings, soil disturbance ranging from 
surficial depths (i.e., 4 feet below surface) to deep excavation (i.e., 60 feet below surface), 
installation of new foundations and footings for proposed facilities, and paving of new 
pathways and circulation infrastructure. Improvements would be made through seven 
sequential phases of development. Near-term (i.e., 5 to 10 years) phases would be 
implemented in the Zoo Entry, California, Rainforest, Asia, Nature Play Park, and Africa 
planning areas along with external roadway, parking, and access improvements. Key near-
term development details are provided below. 

• Zoo Entry: expanded capacity of the southern surface parking lot for 300 additional 
spaces; improved ticketing, membership services, and wheelchair and stroller rentals; 
replacement of an existing concrete stairway system with an 80-foot wide entry pathway; 
Zoo Orientation Plaza with fountain and wayfinding; lower terminals for aerial tram and 
funicular; and underground utilities, including energy services, water lines, sewer lines, 
and stormwater pipes and subsurface cisterns for stormwater capture and treatment. 
Development would require demolition of existing structures, grading, and vegetation 
removal, including for aerial tram footings and foundations. 

• California: enhanced and enlarged animal habitats with new California Visitor Center 
and relocated California Condor Rescue Zone; hillside excavation for Condor Canyon to 
provide visitor circulation through California; aerial tram poles; and funicular upper 
terminal. Improvements would require demolition of existing structures and development 
of 16.5 acres of currently undeveloped hillsides with steep (over 20 percent) slopes, 
including grading and excavation to bedrock for Condor Canyon. 
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Figure 2.  Project Site 
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• Rainforest: 0.2 acres of new development for a visitor interpretive center and outdoor 
classroom area with new exhibit space for rare and endangered species. Development 
would require demolition of existing structures with limited ground disturbances for 
structural foundations. 

• Asia: substantially enlarged habitat for elephants and rhinos; splash zone to experience 
“swimming with the elephants”; aerial tram poles; and reconstruction of Treetops Terrace 
to become the Treetops Visitor Center, including a subterranean level. Improvements 
would require demolition of existing structures and grading with ground disturbance for 
new paddocks, gates, bridges, and infrastructure (e.g., water lines, aerial tram 
foundations). 

• Nature Play Park: natural areas and naturalistic play structures featuring slides, 
balancing activities, and climbing structures; and a new terraced restaurant. Ground 
disturbances for structural foundations would be required.  

• Africa: development of a new Africa Visitor Center; interior classrooms, event spaces, 
and a veranda; upper terminal for aerial tram and aerial tram poles/infrastructure. 
Improvements would require demolition of existing structures and development of 
approximately 7.0 acres of currently undeveloped hillside with steep (over 20 percent) 
slopes. Ground disturbance would include surficial grading and hillside cut and fill for 
new exhibit space and structural foundations. 

Longer-term (i.e., 10 to 20 years) improvements would be implemented in the World Aviary, 
Bird Show/Animal Programs, and Islands planning areas, along with construction of a 2,000-
space parking garage. 

• World Aviary: integrated water features; renovated ramps and paths; expanded and 
improved breeding facilities slopes with ground disturbance for structural footings and 
paving, including aerial tram pole foundations. 

• Bird Show/Animal Programs: enhanced existing amphitheater facility; updated 
behind-the-scenes facilities; dedicated service yards with ground disturbance for 
structural foundations and pavement. 

• Islands: upgrades to the existing Australia House to exhibit island biogeography. An 
elevated pathway or bridge from the Treetops Visitor Center would connect this area to 
the Asia Planning Area. 

• Administration: consolidated administration offices and facilities with ground 
disturbance for structural foundations and subterranean levels. 

• Parking Garage: 2,000-space, multi-level garage. Garage may involve either above 
ground or below ground levels,  

Phased implementation of the Vision Plan would involve extensive ground disturbance within 
existing developed portions of the Zoo. While detailed construction details are not currently 
known, this analysis applies the following construction assumptions related to soil 
disturbance and excavation to depths: 
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1. Condor Canyon in the California planning area could require excavation up to 60 feet 
below ground surface. 

2. Aerial tram footings and/or foundations could extend up to 30 feet below ground 
surface, cover approximately 100 sf to 200 sf, and may require pile driving. The aerial 
tram alignment could require this scale of ground disturbance in the Zoo Entry, 
California, World Aviary, Asia, and Africa planning areas.  

3. The California Visitor Center, Treetops Visitor Center, and Africa Visitor Center would 
require foundation and/or footings extending 20 feet to 30 feet below ground surface. 
Treetops Visitor Center would include a subterranean level to support a restaurant and 
service facilities. Given existing topography, the California Visitor Center would 
require hillside cuts with footings that may require pile driving. 

4. Five underground stormwater cisterns proposed for the Zoo Entry, Asia, Rainforest, 
and Africa would require excavation up to 20 feet below ground surface. Installation 
of stormwater pipes and infrastructure within 4 feet to 10 feet below ground surface 
would occur throughout these planning areas, and the overflow line would disturb 
soils beneath the existing southern surface parking lot to connect to the Zoo’s existing 
wastewater treatment plant.  

5. Proposed transportation improvements in Phase 1 would include improvements to 
Zoo Drive and Western Heritage Way, which may require excavation approximately 
30 feet below ground surface to lower the grade and install a bridge/overpass. The 
proposed 2,000-space parking garage in the northern surface parking lot is envisioned 
to have all levels above ground; however, in case a subterranean garage is 
contemplated, this analysis assume the garage may require excavation up to 30 feet 
below ground surface. 

The analysis in this document assumes that the Project would be designed, constructed, and 
operated in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, ordinances, and formally 
adopted City standards, including, but not limited to: 

• Los Angeles Municipal Code 
• Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety Code 
• Bureau of Engineering Standard Plans 

 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

3.1.1 Project Site Setting 

The proposed Project is located at 5333 Zoo Drive in the City of Los Angeles, in the southern 
portion of Los Angeles County. It is generally bordered by the Golden State Freeway or 
Interstate 5 to the east and the Ventura Freeway or California State Route 134 to the north. 
The Project site is located within the Los Angeles Basin, a broad, level expanse of land 
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comprising more than 800 square miles, with elevations approximately 500 feet above mean 
sea level.  

The 142-acre Project site is in the northeastern portion of Griffith Park, at the base of the 
foothills of the Santa Monica Mountains. The Los Angeles River flows within 900 feet of the 
Project site at the base of Griffith Park. The Los Angeles River originates to the north in the 
San Fernando Valley to the north of the Project site. Adjacent to the Project site, the Los 
Angeles River flows through a gap between the Hollywood Hills and the Verdugo Hills, known 
as the Narrows. South of the Narrows, the topography flattens, allowing the Los Angeles River 
floodplain to broaden across a wide expanse in the area of downtown Los Angeles. 

Project site topography is undulating with approximately 150 feet of elevation change; 
however, interior portions of the Zoo are relatively flat resulting from the previous placement 
of fill soils during Zoo construction beginning in 1966. Several topographic features in 
developed areas of the Zoo were constructed of uncompacted fill. The native soils in 
undisturbed areas are relatively shallow, including hilly areas within the California and Africa 
planning areas. 

3.2 CULTURAL RESOURCES BACKGROUND 

3.2.1 Prehistory 

A number of cultural chronologies and archaeological sequences (Wallace 1955, Koerper and 
Drover 1983, King 1990, Erlandson and Colten 1991, Mason and Peterson 1994, Altschul et 
al. 2007, Byrd and Raab 2007, Glassow et al. 2007) have been proposed for coastal Southern 
California; however, there are four general phases that relate to the Project setting. 

Early Man or Paleocoastal Period (10,000 – 6,000 BC / 11,950 – 7,950 BP)  

The first people in Southern California arrived along the coast as early as 12,000 BP 
(Erlandson et al. 2007). The first evidence of human occupation in the Los Angeles area dates 
to approximately 9,000 BP (Wallace 1955, Warren 1968). 

Subsistence focused on coastal, lakeshore, and wetland environments and included a diverse 
mixture of hunting and gathering with an emphasis on big game hunting in inland areas and 
a greater reliance on aquatic resources in coastal areas (Jones et al. 2002). Evidence of 
maritime adaptation including the use of shellfish, fish, and marine mammals has been found 
at coastal archaeological sites. 

Milling Stone or Early Period (6,000 – 3,000 BC / 7,950 – 4,950 BP) 

Subsistence strategies centered on collecting and processing plant foods and hunting a wide 
variety of animals (Wallace 1955, Byrd and Raab 2007). The importance of seed processing is 
apparent in the abundance of milling stones (metates) and handstones (manos). Scraper 
planes, choppers and core tools were also abundant; there was, however, a lack of large 
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projectile points such as dart and spear points and faunal remains. Food procurement varied, 
reflecting responses to coastal and inland conditions (Byrd and Rabb 2007). 

Permanent settlements were primarily located on the coast and in the vicinity of estuaries, 
lagoons, lakes, streams, and marshes where a variety of food resources including seeds, fish, 
shellfish, small mammals, and birds were exploited. Larger archaeological sites with a greater 
diversity of artifacts appear at the end of the Milling Stone Period but they seem to have been 
occupied seasonally. Subsistence strategies also changed at the end of the period, from an 
emphasis on marine resources, especially shellfish, to an emphasis on terrestrial resources 
and fishing became more important at the same time.  

Intermediate Period (3,000 BC – AD 500 / 4,950 – 1,450 BP) 

Aspects of the Milling Stone Period persisted into the Intermediate Period, but a number of 
changes occurred (Wallace 1955, Warren 1968, Erlandson 1994). The period witnessed 
extensive population growth along much of the Southern California coast necessitating the 
intensified use of existing terrestrial and marine resources (Erlandson 1994). People became 
less mobile and groups began to gather in sedentary villages with satellite resource-gathering 
camps. Evidence suggests that the margins of rivers, marshes, and swamps within the Los 
Angeles River drainage, with a variety of resources, served as locations of prehistoric 
settlement during this period. 

Subsistence activities are characterized by a shift to a hunting and maritime strategy along 
with an increased use of plant foods. An increased variety and abundance of fish, land 
mammal, and sea mammal remains are found in coastal archaeological sites. Projectile points 
for hunting become more abundant and diversified. Mortars and pestles became more 
common, gradually replacing manos and metates and signaling a shift away from the 
processing of hard seeds to the processing of acorns (Glassow et al. 1988, True 1993). 

The Intermediate Period is marked by changes in settlement patterns, economic activities, 
mortuary practices, and technology. The end of the period is marked by the spread of the bow 
and arrow. Major settlements continued to be occupied seasonally. Flexed burials continue 
and cremations remained uncommon. Characteristics of the period include a lack of manos, 
metates, and core tools, and an increase in the number of mortars, pestles, and projectile 
points. 

Late Prehistoric or Late Period (AD 500 – 1542 / 1,450 – 408 BP) 

There was an increase in the use of plant resources in addition to an increase in the hunting 
of land and sea mammals (Wallace 1955). The recovery of a great number of small, projectile 
points suggests the increased use of the bow and arrow for hunting. There is also an increase 
in the number of bone and shell fish hooks. 

There were more sites, and a greater variety of sites, with greater differentiation during the 
Late Prehistoric Period than any other period. Villages with complex layouts and burial 
grounds exhibiting a variety of mortuary practices appear, suggesting the development of 
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social differentiation. Sites included fully-developed villages with complex features, again 
suggesting differentiation within the social system. Also, during this period, there appears to 
be more formal placement and differentiation of burials than seen previously, possibly further 
suggesting social status markers. 

3.2.2 Ethnography 

The Project site is within the traditional 
ethnographic territory of the Takic-speaking 
Gabrieliño/Tongva. The Gabrieliño/Tongva 
occupied a territory that included the Los 
Angeles Basin south to parts of Orange County 
and north to Topanga Canyon, and the 
southern Channel Islands (Santa Catalina, San 
Clemente, and San Nicolas) (Gumprecht 
1999). 

Gabrieliño/Tongva villages were abundant in 
the San Fernando Valley, the Glendale 
Narrows area north of downtown Los Angeles, 
and in areas where the Los Angeles River 
empties into the Pacific Ocean (Gumprecht 
1999). The villages closest to the proposed 
Project site were Kaweenga, located about 3.5 
miles to the west at Universal Studios Hollywood theme park, and Haahamonga, most likely 
located about 3 miles to the northeast, between Griffith Park and the Verdugo Hills 
(McCawley 1996). Mococahuenga (Fern Dell), about 2 miles southwest of the proposed 
Project site in Griffith Park, was reportedly once a meeting ground and/or village for the 
Gabrieliño-Tongva (Cohen 1985). The Gabrieliño/Tongva population prior to Spanish 
contact has been estimated at approximately 5,000 (Kroeber 1925). 

Gabrieliño/Tongva society was made up of patrilineal, non-localized clans, with each clan 
consisting of several lineages. Residential communities with populations that ranged from 50 
to 150 people consisted of one or more lineages that maintained a permanent territory 
including a permanent settlement such as the villages described above located adjacent to 
reliable sources of fresh water (springs and creeks). Hunting and gathering areas occurred 
throughout a more extensive resource catchment area. Ritual sites such as shrines were 
established in areas of topographic distinction such as hilltops and ridgelines. An extended 
family slept in large, circular, domed houses with willow pole frames covered by dried tule 
(Bean and Smith 1978). Villages would have included from 500 to 1500 of these structures 
(Heizer 1968). 

 
Gabrieliño/Tongva villages were abundant in the 
San Fernando Valley, the Glendale Narrows area 
north of downtown Los Angeles, and in areas 
where the Los Angeles River empties into the 
Pacific Ocean. Photo: Mary Leighton Thomson 
circa 1900. ‘Wiyot’s Children,’ Gabrielino Indian of 
Village of Sa-anga, Playe del Rey, CA’ 
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The Gabrieliño/Tongva had access to diverse 
coastal and littoral resources. Subsistence 
resources included native grass seeds, acorns, 
pinyon pine nuts, seeds and berries, mule 
deer, pronghorn, mountain sheep, rabbits and 
rodents, quail and water fowl, snakes, lizards, 
insects, freshwater fish and a variety of marine 
fish, shellfish and sea mammals. 

Acorn mush was the staple of the 
Gabrieliño/Tongva diet. Acorns were 
gathered in the fall and processed in stone or 
wooden mortars. The bitter tannin was 
leeched out with water. The acorn meal was 
then boiled in tightly woven, watertight 
baskets using heated rocks. Villages would be 
located in proximity to stands of oak trees and 
the fresh water source used for acorn leaching. 
The black walnut was another important plant 
resource. Small schooling fish were caught 
with nets while large fish were caught with 
shell or bone hooks (Bean and Smith 1978). 
Deer and elk were hunted from blinds. 
Smaller animals were also important to the 
diet. Rabbits were herded in to nets and 
rodents were smoked out of their burrows. 
Coastal groups used ocean-going plank canoes 
and tule balsa canoes for fishing (McCawley 
1996). 

3.2.3 History 

In 1769 Gaspar de Portola led a Spanish 
expedition from San Diego, passing through 
the Los Angeles Basin, the San Fernando 
Valley, and the Santa Clarita Valley on the way 
to San Francisco Bay (McCawley 1996). 
Mission San Gabriel Arcangel was founded in 
1771 and was moved to its current location 
around 1774. In 1781, El Pueblo de la Reina de 
los Angeles, consisting of a central square 
surrounded by 12 houses and agricultural 

 
A 1927 aerial view looking northeast at the 
National Guard hangars at Griffith Park Airport, 
aka Aerodrome, which occupied an area that 
overlaps with the northern parking lot of the Zoo. 
Photo: airfields-freeman.com 

 
Rodger Young Village was constructed on the 
Griffith Park Airport property in 1946. Freeway 
construction demolished both the airfield and the 
buildings. Photo: airfields-freeman.com 

 
Construction of the Los Angeles Zoo beginning in 
1966 required substantial grading and fill import 
to shape the terrain within the facility.  

https://www.google.com/url?sa=j&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.airfields-freeman.com%2FCA%2FAirfields_CA_LA_C.htm&uct=1568914569&usg=IvfHioQGoO5X0le1LUlJ5yUmMGs.&source=images&cd=vfe&ved=0CAIQjRxqFwoTCNDhyqj1-eUCFQAAAAAdAAAAABAo
https://www.google.com/url?sa=j&url=https%3A%2F%2Falchetron.com%2FRodger-Young-Village&uct=1568914569&usg=jkaPRy22Fn6RURoEVVFjhF957s4.&source=images&cd=vfe&ved=0CAIQjRxqFwoTCNDhyqj1-eUCFQAAAAAdAAAAABAt
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fields, was established not far from the site where Portola and his men camped during the 
1769 expedition (Gumprecht 1999). A second mission, Mission San Fernando Rey de Espana, 
was established within Gabrieliño/Tongva territory in 1797. 

After Mexico won its independence from Spain in 1821, Los Angeles became the capital of the 
California territory in 1835 but remained a “sleepy agricultural village” until the Gold Rush in 
1848 (Gumprecht 1999). 

Los Angeles experienced a population explosion when the city was connected to the 
transcontinental railroad, via San Francisco, in September 1876. The city’s greatest growth 
would occur in the 1880s when the Southern Pacific and Santa Fe railroads completed 
construction of direct rails to the East Coast. The resulting fare wars spurred an 
unprecedented real estate boom and the population of Los Angeles increased 350 percent 
between 1880 and 1890 (Dinkelspiel 2008). The population continued to grow in the first few 
decades of the 20th century with development of tourism, automobile travel, and the movie 
industry (McWilliams 1946). 

Colonel Griffith J. Griffith, a Welsh-born newspaper journalist and mining investor, 
purchased what remained of the original Rancho Los Feliz in 1882. Griffith partnered with 
Charles Sketchley and opened a 680-acre ostrich farm around 1885. Located only a few miles 
from downtown Los Angeles, Angelenos traveled to the ostrich farm on the narrow-gauge 
Ostrich Farm Railway. Griffith Park was created in 1896, when Griffith donated 3,015 acres 
of Rancho Los Feliz to the City of Los Angeles. 

Griffith constructed the Griffith Park Aerodrome, or Griffith Park Field, along the Los Angeles 
River in 1911 or 1912. It appears the former Aerodrome site overlies level areas in the 
northeastern portion of the Zoo’s parking lot. The National Guard Air Service assumed 
control of the facility in 1927; the Aerodrome was closed around 1941 (Hogan 2010). 

The Griffith Park Zoo opened in 1914; over time, the zoo became unsuitable for the animals 
and eventually was closed in 1966. The zoo animals were subsequently moved to the current 
Los Angeles Zoo located approximate 1 mile north within Griffith Park.  

In 1946, approximately 750 Quonset huts called the “Rodger Young Village” were built on the 
Aerodrome property to provide housing for soldiers returning to the United States after the 
end of World War II. Historic aerial photographs indicate that the Quonset huts were 
demolished by 1954. Historic aerial photographs also indicate that construction of Interstate 
5, State Route 134, and other roads “would have essentially obliterated any remaining 
evidence of the Aerodrome and Rodger Young Village” (Hogan 2010). 
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 REGULATORY SETTING 

4.1 FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

4.1.1 National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 

The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) was established by the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) as “an authoritative guide to be used by federal, state, and 
local governments, private groups and citizens to identify the Nation’s historic resources and 
to indicate what properties should be considered for protection from destruction or 
impairment” (Code of Federal Regulations 36 Section 60.2). The NRHP recognizes both 
historic-period and prehistoric archaeological properties that are significant at the national, 
state, and local levels. 

To be eligible for listing in the NRHP, a resource must be significant in American history, 
architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. Districts, site, buildings, structures, and 
objects of potential significance must meet one or more of the following four established 
criteria (U.S. Department of the Interior, 1995): 

A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history. 

B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

C. 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. 

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

In addition to meeting the criteria of significance, a property must have integrity. Integrity is 
defined as “the ability of a property to convey its significance” (U.S. Department of the 
Interior, 1995). The National Register recognizes seven factors that define integrity: location, 
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 

4.2 4.2 STATE REGULATION 

4.2.1 California Environmental Quality Act 

CEQA is the principal statute governing environmental review of projects occurring in the 
state. CEQA requires lead agencies to determine if a project would have a significant effect on 
the environment, including significant effects on historical or archaeological resources.  

Under CEQA Section 21084.1, a project 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 
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environment. CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 CCR Section 15064.4) recognize that an historical 
resource includes: (1) a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical 
Resources Commission, for listing in the CRHR; (2) a resource included in a local register of 
historical resources, as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k) or identified as significant in a 
historical resource survey meeting the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(g); and (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 by the lead agency, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by 
substantial evidence in light of the whole record. The fact that a resource does not meet the 
three criteria outlined above does not preclude the lead  
agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in PRC 
Section 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 

If a lead agency determines that an archaeological site is an historical resource, the provisions 
of CEQA Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 apply. If a project may cause 
a substantial adverse change (defined as 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) in the significance of an historical resource, 
the lead agency must identify potentially feasible measures to mitigate these effects (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15064.4[b][1], 15064.4[b][4]). 

If an archaeological site does not meet the historical resource criteria contained in the CEQA 
Guidelines, the site may be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 21083, which 
is a unique archaeological resource. As defined in CEQA Section 21083.2 a “unique” 
archaeological resource is an archaeological artifact, object, or site, for 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: 

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

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

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

If an archaeological site meets the criteria for a unique archaeological resource as defined in 
Section 21083.2, then the site is to be treated in accordance with provisions which state that 
if the lead agency determines that a project would have a significant effect on unique 
archaeological resources the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit 
any or all of these resources to be preserved in place (Section 21083.1[a]). If preservation in 
place is not feasible, mitigation measures shall be required. 
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CEQA Guidelines note that if an archaeological resource is neither a unique archaeological 
resource nor an historical resource, the effects of the project on those resources shall not be 
considered a significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4[c][4]). 

4.2.2 California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) 

Under the California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.19(a), the California Register 
of Historical Resources (CRHR) was created in 1992 and implemented in 1998 as “an 
authoritative guide in California 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.” Certain 
properties, including California properties formally determined eligible for, or listed in, the 
NRHP, are automatically included in the CRHR. Other properties recognized as California 
Points of Historical Interest, identified as significant in historical resources surveys, or 
designated as local landmarks may be nominated for inclusion in the CRHR. A resource 
maybe listed in the CRHR if the State Historical Resources Commission determines that it 
meets one or more of the following criteria, which are modeled on NRHP criteria: 

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

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

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

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

In addition, under California PRC 5024.1, Title 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR), 
Section 4852(c), a cultural resource must retain integrity to be considered eligible for the 
CRHR. Specifically, it must retain sufficient character or appearance to be recognizable as a 
historical resource and convey reasons of significance.  

4.2.3 California Historical Landmarks (CHLs) 

California Historical Landmarks (CHLs) are buildings, structures, sites, or places that have 
anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural, economic, scientific/technical, 
religious, experimental, or other value and that have been determined to have statewide 
historical significance by meeting at least one of the criteria listed below. The resources also 
must be approved for designation; be recommended by the State Historical Resources 
Commission; and be officially designated by the Director of California State Parks. 

To be eligible for designation as a landmark, a resource must meet at least one of the following 
criteria: 
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1. It is the first, last, only, or most significant of its type in the state or within a large 
geographic region. 

2. It is associated with an individual or group having a profound influence on the history 
of California. 

3. It is a prototype of, or an outstanding example of, a period, style, architectural 
movement or construction or is one of the more notable works or the best surviving 
work in a region of a pioneer architect, designer, or master builder. 

4.2.4 California Points of Historical Interest (PHIs) 

California Points of Historical Interest (PHIs) are sites, buildings, features, or events that are 
of local (city or county) significance and have anthropological, cultural, military, political, 
architectural, economic, scientific/technical, religious, experimental, or other value. The PHI 
designation is most often used in localities that do not have a locally enacted cultural heritage 
or preservation ordinance.  

To be eligible for designation as a PHI, a resource must meet at least one of the following 
criteria: 

• It is the first, last, only, or most significant of its type within the local geographic 
region. 

• It is associated with an individual or group having a profound influence on the history 
of the local area. 

• It is a prototype of, or an outstanding example of, a period, style, architectural 
movement or construction or is one of the more notable works or the best surviving 
work in a region of a pioneer architect, designer, or master builder. 

4.2.5 California Health and Safety Code 

In the event human remains are encountered, California Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 requires that the coroner be contacted to determine the nature of the remains. In the 
event the remains are determined to be Native American in origin, the Coroner is required to 
contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. 

4.2.6 California Public Resources Code 

California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98 provides procedures in the event 
human remains of Native American origin are discovered during project implementation. 
PRC Section 5097.98 requires that no further disturbances occur in the immediate vicinity of 
the discovery, that the discovery is adequately protected according to generally accepted 
cultural and archaeological standards, and that further activities take into account the 
possibility of multiple burials. PRC Section 5097.8 further requires the NAHC, upon 
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notification by a coroner, designate and notify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) regarding 
the discovery of Native American human remains. Once the MLD has been granted access to 
the site by the landowner and inspected the discovery, the MLD then has 48 hours to provide 
recommendations to the landowner for the treatment of the human remains and any 
associated grave goods. 

4.2.7 Assembly Bill 52 (AB52) 

Assembly Bill 52 (AB52) specifies that a project with an effect that may cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment. AB52 requires that a lead agency consult with any 
California Native American tribe that requests consultation and is traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the geographic area of a project. 

4.3 LOCAL REGULATIONS 

4.3.1 City of Los Angeles General Plan 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element, adopted in 2001, states as its 
objectives to “protect the city’s archaeological and paleontological resources for historical, 
cultural, research and/or educational purposes” by continuing “to identify and protect 
significant archaeological and paleontological resources known to exist or that are identified 
during land development, demolition, or property modification activities.” 

In addition, the City protects historic and cultural sites and/or resources potentially effected 
by proposed land development, demolition, or property modification activities. The City’s 
environmental guidelines require archeological monitoring of excavations or other 
subsurface activities associated with a development project in which all or a portion is deemed 
to be of archaeological significance. Discovery of archaeological materials may temporarily 
halt the project until the site has been assessed, potential impacts evaluated, and, if deemed 
appropriate, the resources protected, documented and/or removed (City of Los Angeles 
2001). 

4.3.2 City Cultural Resource Designations 

In additional to the NRHP and the CRHR, three additional types of historic designations may 
apply at a local level: 

1. Historic-Cultural Monument 

2. Designation by the Community Redevelopment Agency as being of cultural or 
historical significance within a designated redevelopment area 

3. Classification by the City Council as a Historic Perseveration Overlay Zone 



 Draft Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources Report 

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan   17 
City of Los Angeles 

The City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Ordinance states that a Historic-Cultural 
Monument (HCM) designation is reserved for those resources that have a special aesthetic, 
architectural, or engineering interest or value of a historic nature (City of Los Angeles, 
Department of City Planning 2009). An historical or cultural monument is any site, building, 
or structure of particular historical or cultural significance to the City of Los Angeles, such as 
historic structures or sites: 

• in which the broad cultural, political, economic, or social history of the nation, state, 
or community is reflected or exemplified; or 

• which are identified with historic personages or with important events in the mains 
currents of national, state, or local history; or 

• which embody the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural-type specimen, 
inherently valuable for a study of a period, style, or method of construction; or 

• which are a notable work of a master builder, designer, or architect whose individual 
genius influenced his or her age. 

Griffith Park is City of Los Angeles HCM #942, CHC No: CHC‐2008‐2724‐HCM, CF No: 08‐
3086, adopted on January 27, 2009. While the Project site is located within Griffith Park, the 
Zoo is excluded from this designation and, therefore, does not contribute to the cultural 
resource value of Griffith Park. 

 METHODOLOGY 

5.1 SOURCES CONSULTED 

This section describes the results of the records search conducted at the regional Information 
Center for the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS). 

Cultural Resources Records Search 

An archaeological site records and literature search of the CHRIS South Central Coast 
Information Center (SCCIC) was conducted to identify all recorded archaeological sites and 
previous cultural resource surveys within 1.0-mile of the proposed Project site (Appendix A). 
No prehistoric or historic-period archaeological sites are recorded with the proposed Project 
site or the 1.0-mile radius. 

The SCCIC records indicate that 34 cultural resource surveys have been completed within 1.0 
mile extending in all directions from the proposed Project site (Table 1 and Appendix A). Four 
surveys that covered the proposed Project site are listed at the beginning of Table 1 and then 
described in detail below. 

Table 1. Previous Archaeological Studies within 1.0 Mile of the Project Site 
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SCCIC Report No. Author (Date) Title 
LA-00845* Beroza, Barbara (1980) Prehistoric Cultural Resource Survey and Impact 

Assessment for a Portion of Griffith Park, Los Angeles, 
CA 

LA-03554* Leonard, Nelson N. III (1968) UCAS-304 Survey of Griffith Park, Los Angeles County 
LA-08254* McKenna, Jeanette A. (2004) Results of a Phase 1 Cultural Resources Investigation 

of the Proposed Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power River Supply Conduit, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-10767* Hogan, Michael (2010) Archaeological Monitoring for Cultural Resources, Los 
Angeles Zoo Parking Lot Project, EW40023F, Phase 1, 
City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01219 Cottrell, Marie G. (1983) Archaeological Resources Assessment Conducted for 
the Expansion Area of the Toyon Landfill Located in 
the Northwest Sector of Griffith Park, City of Los 
Angeles 

LA-02210 Frierman, Jay D. (1989) Archaeological Survey Report and Assessment of the 
Riverdale Parcel, Griffith Park Los Angeles, California 

LA-02950 Anonymous (1992) Consolidated Report: Cultural Resource Studies for the 
Proposed Pacific Pipeline Project 

LA-03501 Dillon, Brian D. (1990) Archaeological Record Search and Impact Evaluation 
for the Los Angeles Wastewater Program Management 
(NOS-NCOS) Project Los Angeles, California 

LA-03950 McLean, Deborah K. (1998) Archaeological Assessment for Pacific Bell Mobile 
Services Telecommunications Facility LA 119-01, 604 
Sonora Avenue, City of Glendale, County of Los 
Angeles, California 

LA-04460 Grenda, Donn R. (1998) Archaeological Monitoring at Forest Lawn - 
Hollywood Hills, Exaltation Development 

LA-04909 Atchley, Sara M. (2000) Cultural Resources Investigation for the Nextlink Fiber 
Optic Project, Los Angeles and Orange Counties, 
California 

LA-05022 Iverson, Gary (1999) Negative Archaeological Survey Report: 178600 
LA-06006 Farmer, T. Reid (2003) Cultural Resources Technical Report, City of Glendale 

Water & Power Grayson Unit 9 Project 
LA-06722 Ostashay, Janet (2000) Historic Property Survey Report, State Route 134/San 

Fernando Road Access and Safety Improvement 
Program 

LA-06723 Harbert, Claudia (2000) Historic Property Survey Report for 15/Western 
Avenue Access Improvement Program, City of 
Glendale, Los Angeles County, CA 

LA-06738 Sriro, Adam (2001) Highway Project to Construct a New Maintenance 
Station Under the Ventura Freeway (134) in the City of 
Glendale, Doran Street Station at 943 W. Doran Street 

LA-06739 Sylvia, Barbara (2001) Highway Project to Construct a Soundwall along the 
Southern Side of Eastbound Route 134 from Concord 
Street to the Columbus Avenue Pedestrian 
Overcrossing within the City of Glendale 

LA-07259 Bonner, Wayne H. (2005) Cultural Resource Records Search and Site Visit for 
Sprint Facility Candidate LA70xc132d (Aeroscopic), 
5245 West San Fernando Road, Los Angeles Los 
Angeles County, California 

LA-07263 Kyle, Carolyn E. (2002) Cultural Resource Assessment for Cingular Wireless 
Facility VY183-01, City of Glendale, California 
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SCCIC Report No. Author (Date) Title 
LA-07427 McMorris, Christopher (2004) Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Update: Metal 

Truss, Movable, and Steel Arch Bridges 
LA-07429 Hope, Andrew (2004) Caltrans Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory Update: 

Survey and Evaluation of Common Bridge Types 
LA-07840 Sylvia, Barbara (2001) Negative Archaeological Survey Report for the 

Beautification and Modernization along Route 134 
from the 134/170 Separation to Shoup Ave UC, and 
Along Route 101 from the 101/170 Separation to 
Concord Street UC 

LA-08255 Arrington, Cindy and Nancy 
Sikes (2006) 

Cultural Resources Final Report of Monitoring and 
Findings for the Qwest Network Construction Project 
State of California: Volumes I and II 

LA-08303 Bonner, Wayne H. (2007) Cultural Resources Record Search and Site Visit 
Results for Royal Street Communications, LLC 
Candidate LA0057b (Nextel-Sperry), 4640 Sperry 
Street, Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09389 Billat, Lorna (2008) SHPO Cover Letter FCC Form 620 (Section 106) 
Submittal, EarthTouch Inc. (Consultants on Behalf of 
Royal Street Communications, LLC), Glendale, Los 
Angeles County, California 

LA-10642 Tang, Bai "Tom" (2010) Preliminary Historical/Archaeological Resources 
Study, Antelope Valley Line Positive Train Control 
(PTC) Project, Southern California Regional Rail 
Authority, Lancaster to Glendale, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-10768 Tang, Bai "Tom" and Michael 
Hogan (2010) 

Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties, 
Grade Crossing Safety Improvement Program, San 
Fernando Road/Broadway/Brazil Street, Cities of 
Glendale and Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-10902 Bonner, Wayne (2010) Cultural Resource Records Search and Site Visit 
Results for Clearwire Candidate CA-LOS4365A 
(Modern Engine), 701 Sonora Avenue, Glendale, Los 
Angeles County, California 

LA-11577 Bonner, Wayne (2011) Cultural Resources Records Search and Site Visit 
Results for AT&T Mobility, LLC Candidate LA0253 (I-
5 & 134 Fwy), CASPR No: 3551016244, 7010 Sonora 
Avenue, Glendale, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-12120 Bonner, Wayne and Kathleen 
Crawford (2012) 

Cultural Resources Records Search and Site Visit 
Results for T-Mobile West, LLC Candidate SV00019A 
(VY019 Aeroscopic), 5245 West San Fernando Road, 
Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-12498 Lawson, Natalie and Roderic 
McLean (2009) 

Cultural Resources Assessment, Proposed Master Plan 
for the Forest Lawn Memorial Park, Hollywood Hills, 
City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-12526 Ehringer, Candace, Katherine 
Ramirez and Michael Vader 
(2013) 

Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District Chloride TMDL 
Facilities Plan Project, Phase I Cultural Resources 
Assessment 
 

LA-12809 Strauss, Monica, Candace 
Ehringer and Michael Vader 
(2013) 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Griffith 
Park South Water Recycling Project, City of Los 
Angeles, California 
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SCCIC Report No. Author (Date) Title 
LA-13252 Haas, Hannah and Christopher 

Duran (2017) 
Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant 
Primary Effluent Equalization Storage and Personnel 
Building Project, Phase I Cultural Resources Report 

* cultural resource survey that covered at least a portion of the proposed Project site 

Prehistoric Cultural Resource Survey and Impact Assessment for a Portion of Griffith Park, Los 
Angeles, California (Beroza 1980) 

This assessment addressed prehistoric archaeological resources within an approximately 
1,000-acre portion of Griffith Park that appears to include the entire Project site. The 
assessment included a literature review at the UCLA Archaeological Survey and Map Library 
that revealed no prehistoric remains with the survey area or a 6-kilometer (3.7 mile) radius. 
Flat, intensively developed portions of Griffith Park (including Griffith Park Zoo) and steep 
slopes were surveyed during the field reconnaissance. No archaeological remains were 
encountered 

The assessment concluded that grading, filling, and extensive landscaping and planting have 
drastically altered the topography of the flat, intensively developed areas and that grading for 
construction and subsequent building and landscaping have left little if any of the original 
ground surface intact. 

Survey of Griffith Park, Los Angeles County (Nelson 1968) 

The documentation provided by the SCCIC contains limited information and does not include 
a survey area map. The report states that “No sites were located, the majority of the park area 
is rough hills unsuitable for site locations… the canyons are steep... The only suitable locations 
are flats where several minor drainages come together… None of these were found 
undisturbed, no trace of archaeological sites were observed.” 

Results of a Phase 1 Cultural Resources Investigation of the Proposed Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power River Supply Conduit, Los Angeles County, California (McKenna 2004) 

The technical report included a “windshield survey” of approximately 60,000 linear feet of 
water transmission pipeline from the North Hollywood Pumping Station to the Ivanhoe 
Reservoir with segments along Zoo Drive and Western Heritage Way, adjacent to the Project 
area. This indicates that the investigation did not include any systematic inspection of ground 
surfaces and would not represent a reliable indication of the presence or absence of cultural 
resources. 

No cultural resources were identified within the pipeline alignment. Monitoring was 
recommended because prior research resulted in the identification of historic-period 
resources including “standing structures of historic significance or buried resources (e.g., 
refuse concentrations or evidence of habitation). 

Archaeological Monitoring for Cultural Resources, Los Angeles Zoo Parking Lot Project, 
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Phase 1, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California (Hogan 2010) 

The archaeological monitoring occurred during construction of all of the Phase 1 Zoo parking 
lots. Monitoring documented the presence of 2 to 4 feet of previously disturbed soil “that may 
have been imported” underlain by intact native soil. The previously disturbed soil contained 
“historic-period artifacts” from the 1920 to 1960s, including whole glass bottles, metal, brick, 
ceramics, and glass fragments, as well as modern refuse, including plastic, PVC, and asphalt. 
No cultural artifacts were identified within intact native soil. The limited number of artifacts 
found in the previously disturbed soil were not considered “historical resources” according to 
the CEQA Guidelines. 

5.2 AB 52 CONSULTATION 

A Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) AB 52 Consultation Tribal Contact List and 
Sacred Lands File Search was requested on December 4, 2018, and conducted on December 
19, 2018 (Katy Sanchez, NAHC Associate Environmental Planner). The NAHC identified six 
Native American contacts (Appendix B). The six contacts are provided below: 

• Andrew Salas, Chairperson, Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation 
• Anthony Morales, Chairperson, Gabrieleño/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians  
• Sandonne Goad, Chairperson, Gabrieliño/Tongva Nation 
• Robert F. Dorame, Chairman, Gabrieliño Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council 
• Linda Candelaria, Chairperson, Gabrieliño-Tongva Tribe 
• Charles Alvarez, Councilmember, Gabrieliño-Tongva Tribe 

Letters indicating that a formal decision to undertake the proposed Project had been made 
and identifying the opportunity to consult pursuant to Publics Resources Code § 21089.3.1 
were sent to these Native American contacts on or around January 10, 2019 (Appendix B). 
One response, from the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation, was received. The 
response, dated January 17, 2019, indicated that the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-
Kizh Nation desired to consult with the City on the proposed Project (Appendix B). 

A conference call to discuss the proposed Project and Tribal Cultural Resources was held on 
February 5, 2019 (Appendix B). Based on the consultation, mitigation measures TR-1, TR-2, 
and TR-4 were added. The results of this consultation are summarized in Appendix A of this 
study.  

5.3 CULTURAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCE DEFINITIONS 

The National Park Service (NPS) defines a cultural landscape as a “geographic area, including 
both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife or domestic animals therein, associated 
with a historic event, activity, or person, or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values” 
(Birnbaum 1994). There are four types of cultural landscape that are not mutually exclusive: 
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• historic sites (a landscape significant for its association with a historic event, activity, or 
person), 

• historic designed landscapes (a landscape that was consciously designed or laid out by a 
landscape architect, master gardener architect, engineer, or horticulturist according to 
design principles, or an amateur gardener working in a recognized style or tradition such 
as parks, campuses, or estates),  

• historic vernacular landscapes (a landscape that evolved through use by the people whose 
activities or occupancy shaped it such as rural historic districts or agricultural 
landscapes), and  

• ethnographic landscapes (a landscape containing a variety of natural and cultural 
resources that associated people define as heritage resources such as contemporary 
settlements, sacred religious sites, and massive geological structures). 

Public Resources Code § 21074 states that “a resource is a ‘tribal cultural resource’ if it is 
either: 

• sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value 
to a tribe that are listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the national or state 
register of historical resources, or listed in a local register of historic resources; or 

• a resource that the lead agency determines, in its discretion, is a tribal cultural resource” 
(OPR 2017). 

When a lead agency chooses to treat a resource as a tribal cultural resource, that 
determination will be supported with substantial evidence. Evidence that may support such 
a finding could include, among other evidence, elder testimony, oral history, tribal 
government archival information , testimony of a qualified archaeologist certified by the 
relevant tribe, testimony of an expert certified by the Tribal Government, official tribal 
government declarations or resolutions, formal statements from a certified Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer, and historical notes (OPR 2017).  

A cultural landscape that meets these criteria is a tribal cultural resource, to the extent that 
the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape. 
Historical resources, unique archaeological resources, or non-unique archaeological 
resources may also be tribal cultural resources if they meet these criteria (ESA PCR 2017). 

The Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation consider that “human remains” 
represent more than human bones. Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation 
traditions included, but were not limited to, the burial of funerary objects with the deceased 
and the ceremonial burning of human remains. Associated funerary objects are objects that, 
as part of the death rite or ceremony of a culture, are reasonably believed to have been placed 
with the individual human remains either at the time of death or later; other items made 
exclusively for burial purposes or to contain human remains can also be considered an 
associated funerary object. 
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5.4 FIELD METHODS & OBSERVATIONS 

An intensive, pedestrian ground surface survey of Project planning areas where near-term 
improvements area proposed was conducted on July 30, 2019 by Wood Senior Archaeologist 
Ken Victorino, RPA, and Wood Staff Archaeologist Lucas Nichols. This survey assessed the 
presence/absence of cultural resources to identify potential impacts associated with the 
proposed Project. Key field observations and methods are summarized below for the Zoo 
Entry, California, Asia/Rainforest, Nature Play Park, and Africa planning areas. No 
archaeological resources were identified during this survey. 

5.4.1 Zoo Entry Planning Area 

The Zoo Entry planning area is fully developed with exhibits on relatively level topography. 
No exposed ground surfaces were available to survey. 

5.4.2 California Planning Area 

The proposed hillside for Condor Canyon, in the California planning area adjacent to the 
condor conservation facility in the eastern portion of the Zoo, consists of an east-west 
trending ridgeline with steep slopes greater than 20 percent and is relatively undeveloped. 
Level areas within the California planning area are developed (e.g., Winneck Family Zoo 
exhibit).  

A graded dirt road through the California planning area and along the east-west trending 
ridgeline afforded 100 percent ground surface visibility. Decomposing granite bedrock was 
observed no more than 6 inches below the ground surface in an approximately 5-foot deep 
road cut in the southeastern portion of the California planning area.  

The California planning area adjacent to the parking lot consists of steep slopes over 20 
percent, an approximately 10- to 20-foot deep road cut, and a small asphalt parking lot. 
Granite bedrock was observed just below the ground surface in the nearly vertical, 10- to 20-
foot deep road cut. No bedrock outcrops that could have been used as temporary shelters were 
observed. Ground surfaces exceeding 20 percent were observed but not surveyed in detail as 
no bedrock outcrops were observed and the potential for prehistoric activity or occupation in 
these settings is highly unlikely.  

5.4.3 Asia/Rainforest Planning Area 

The Asia and Rainforest planning areas are developed with exhibits for large animals. 
Extensive ground disturbances are evidenced by the elevation change within some of the 
exhibits including approximately 8- to 10-foot deep moats separating animals from viewing 
areas/walkways.  
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5.4.4 Nature Play Park Planning Area 

The proposed Nature Play Park are is currently developed with relatively flat/level exhibits. 
No exposed ground surfaces were available to survey. 

5.4.5 Africa Planning Area 

The portion of the Africa planning area in the southwestern portion of the Zoo consists of a 
northeast-facing slope exceeding 20 percent and is relatively undeveloped. Granite bedrock 
was observed just below the ground surface in road cuts up to 10-feet deep in the southeastern 
portion of the planning area. Undeveloped ground surfaces on these steep slopes were 
observed but not surveyed in detail as no bedrock outcrops were observed and the potential 
for prehistoric activity or occupation was considered remote.  

Other portions of the Africa planning area are developed with large animal exhibits. Extensive 
ground disturbances included an approximately 6-foot deep moat separating animals from 
associated viewing areas/walkways, and entire exhibits located 6 feet below the adjacent 
viewing areas/walkways. One exhibit area had been extensively cut and filled resulting in an 
approximately 20- to 30-foot elevation change from the front to the back. Smaller elevation 
changes existed between dining areas, walkways, and exhibits throughout the Africa planning 
area. 

5.4.6 Summary of Field Observations  

Previous investigations concluded that steep slopes exceeding 20 percent within the Zoo have 
a low potential for the presence of prehistoric occupation. More level areas with greater 
potential have been substantially disturbed by grading and development over the last century. 
Interior areas of the developed Zoo were are constructed from artificial, uncompacted fill, 
including exhibit topography and visitor walkways. Visitor walkways within the Zoo have 
been cut between 6 feet and approximately 15 feet below the original and constructed 
topographic surfaces. Subsurface utilities including electrical lines, sewer laterals, and water 
pipes have also been excavated and installed throughout the Zoo. 

The proposed California and Africa planning areas in the northeastern and southwestern 
portions of the Zoo, respectively, are undeveloped and generally consist of steep slopes 
greater than 20 percent where the potential for prehistoric activity or occupation is 
considered remote. 

5.5 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 

This assessment addresses cultural and tribal cultural resources and does not address impacts 
to historic resources pursuant to Section 15064.5. Consistent with Appendix G of the GEQA 
Guidelines, a project would have a significant impact on cultural and tribal cultural resources 
if it would: 
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• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5; 

• Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, or; 
• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resources defined 

in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape 
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place 
or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

• Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a 
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or 

• A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider 
the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

In addition, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) goes further to state that a project would 
normally have a significant impact upon archaeological resources if it could disturb, damage, 
or degrade an archaeological resource or its setting that is found to be important under the 
criteria of CEQA because it: 

1. Is associated with an event or person of recognized importance in California or American 
prehistory or of recognized scientific importance in prehistory; 

2. Can provide information which is both of demonstrable public interest and useful in 
addressing scientifically consequential and reasonable archaeological research questions; 

3. Has a special or particular quality, such as the oldest, best, largest, or last surviving 
example of its kind; 

4. Is at least 100‐years‐old1and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity; or 
5. Involves important research questions that historical research has shown can be answered 

only with archaeological methods. 

 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
The archaeological records search results combined with field observations documented in 
Section 5, Methodology indicate the absence of recorded archaeological sites, including 
Gabrielino/Tongva villages within and in the vicinity of the Project site. The 1,000-acre survey 
of portions of Griffith Park (Beroza 1980) included the level portions of the Project site where 
temporary camps and resource-specific hunting and gathering activities would be potentially 
located. Steeper portions of the Project site with greater than 20 percent slope were not used 
prehistorically as hunting and gathering areas or for temporary camps. Areas that would be 
considered more likely for prehistoric use would be on topographic flats or on ridge lines with 
secure footing. Archaeological monitoring in portions of the Zoo indicate previous 
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disturbance or possibly use of the area for discard of excess soil spoils from other construction 
sites. 

The present analysis indicates that the potential for intact (previously undisturbed) cultural 
resources to exist within proposed Project improvement areas is low. Proposed improvement 
areas that have not been disturbed (i.e., within a graded dirt road along the east-west trending 
ridgeline in the California planning area) were intensively surveyed with highly reliable 
results (100 percent ground surface visibility). Steeper slopes exceeding 20 percent are not 
likely areas for prehistoric occupation or ephemeral use. Existing Zoo exhibit areas would 
have previously disturbed any prehistoric resources that may have originally existed. 

All of these facts indicate that the potential for proposed Project improvements to impact 
unknown cultural resources is less than significant considering state and local thresholds. 
There is, however, the remote potential for isolated unknown prehistoric and historic-period 
archaeological resources to be encountered during Project-related construction activities.  

Cultural Resource Mitigation Measures 

The following measures are identified to address the remote potential of discovering cultural 
resources during construction ground disturbance. 

AR-1 Pre-Construction Workshop 

Prior to any ground disturbance activities during construction of each Project phase, a City-
qualified archaeologist shall conduct a cultural resources workshop for all construction 
personnel. The City-qualified archaeologist must meet the Secretary of Interior standards for 
archaeology and have a minimum of 10 years of experience as a Principal Investigator 
working with Native American archaeological sites in southern California. The qualified 
archaeologist will ensure that all other personnel are appropriately trained and qualified. The 
workshop will inform all construction personnel of the types of cultural material that may be 
encountered, and of the proper procedures to be followed in the event of an unexpected 
discovery of cultural material or human remains. Appropriate documentation will be 
completed to demonstrate attendance. 

AR-2 Unexpected Discovery of Cultural Material 

In the event unexpected cultural resource material - such as flaked or ground stone, historic 
debris, building foundations, or non‐human bone - is discovered during Project-related 
ground disturbances, construction personnel will stop all work within 50 feet of the discovery 
until a City-qualified archaeologist can evaluate the discovery for significance. Construction 
personnel will contact the City and Zoo staff immediately. Activities that may adversely 
impact the discovery will not resume without written authorization from the City that 
construction may proceed. The nature, extent, and significance of the discovery will be 
evaluated by a City-qualified archaeologist, and a Native American representative if the 
discovery is prehistoric. If the discovery is determined to be a significant cultural resource 
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under CEQA, avoidance is the primary method of mitigation. If avoidance is not feasible, the 
City-qualified archaeologist will prepare a treatment plan consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(f) that addresses implementation of data recovery mitigation excavations. 
Treatment measures typically include: development of avoidance strategies, capping with fill 
material, or mitigation of impacts through data recovery programs such as excavation or 
detailed documentation and public interpretation. A report of findings shall be prepared, and 
recovered materials curated, if needed, in an approved facility.  

AR-3 Unexpected Discovery of Human Remains 

In the event human remains are encountered during Project-related ground disturbances, 
construction personnel will stop all work in the vicinity of the discovery and immediately 
contact the Los Angeles County Coroner in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98 and Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. The City and Zoo staff will also be 
contacted. If the County Coroner determines the remains are prehistoric, the Coroner will 
contact the Native American Heritage Commission and the Native American Heritage 
Commission shall designate a Most Likely Descendant. 

Tribal Cultural Resource Mitigation Measures 

The following measures are identified by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation 
to address Tribal Cultural Resources. 

TR-1 Native American Monitoring  

A Native American representative approved by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh 
Nation Tribal Government and the NAHC will monitor ground disturbing construction 
activities. Ground disturbing construction activities are defined by the Gabrieleño Band of 
Mission Indians-Kizh Nation as activities that include, but are not limited to, pavement 
removal, pot-holing or augering, grubbing, tree removal, boring, grading, excavation, drilling, 
and trenching. The Native American representative will complete daily monitoring logs that 
will provide the location of construction activities, and a description of the soil and any 
cultural materials identified. Native American monitoring will be terminated when all ground 
disturbing construction activities are complete or when the Native American representative 
determines that the proposed Project site has a low potential for impacting Tribal Cultural 
Resources during each phase of Project implementation. Native American monitoring during 
ground disturbing construction activities will be conducted consistent with current 
professional standards. 

TR-2 Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural and Archaeological Resources  

Pursuant to AR-2, upon discovery of any archaeological resources, construction activities will 
cease in the immediate vicinity of the discovery until the discovery can be assessed. All 
archaeological resources identified during Project construction activities will be evaluated by 
the Native American representative approved by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-



Draft Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources Report 

   November 2019 
 

Kizh Nation. If the resources are Native American in origin, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission 
Indians-Kizh Nation will coordinate with the City and the Zoo regarding treatment and 
curation of the resources including reburial or preservation for educational purposes. Per AR-
2, if the discovery is a significant resource, avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation will 
be implemented.  

TR-3 Preservation of Unique Archaeological Resources  

If unique archaeological resources are discovered, preservation in place (i.e., avoidance) will 
be the preferred manner of treatment consistent with Public Resources Code Section 
21083.2(b). If preservation in place is not feasible, treatment may include implementation of 
archaeological data recovery excavations to remove the resources and subsequent laboratory 
processing and analysis. Historic archaeological material that is not Native American in origin 
will be curated at a public, non-profit institution with a research interest in the materials, 
such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County or the Fowler Museum, if such 
an institution agrees to accept the material. If no institution accepts the archaeological 
material, it will be offered to a local school or historical society for educational purposes. 

TR-4 Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains and Associated Funerary Objects  

Public Resources Code 5097.98(d)(1) defines Native American human remains as an 
inhumation or cremation in any state of decomposition or skeletal completeness. Consistent 
with AR-3, in the event human skeletal material is discovered, excavation will be stopped, and 
the discovery will be immediately reported to the Los Angeles County Coroner consistent with 
Health and Safety Code 7050.5. If the County Coroner recognizes the human remains to be 
Native American or has reason to believe the remains are Native American, the County 
Coroner will contact the NAHC within 24 hours. Public Resources Code 5097.98 will be 
followed. 

In the event human skeletal material is discovered, the following will occur: 

• The Native American representative monitor will immediately redirect construction 
activity a minimum of 150 feet from the discovery and place an exclusion zone around the 
discovery. The Native American representative will contact the construction manager who 
will then contact the Los Angeles County Coroner. The Native American representative 
will also contact the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation, a City-qualified 
archaeologist, the City, and the Zoo. Construction activity will continue to be redirected 
while the County Coroner determines whether the human skeletal material is Native 
American. The discovery will be kept confidential and secure to prevent further 
disturbance. If the human skeletal material is determined to be Native American, the 
County Coroner will notify the NAHC. The NAHC will then appoint a Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD).  

• Funerary objects/associated grave goods will be treated in the same manner as bone 
fragments. 
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• If discovered human remains cannot be fully documented and recorded on the same day, 
the remains will be covered with muslin cloth. A steel plate will be placed over the 
discovery to protect the remains. If a steel plate is not available, a 24-hour guard will be 
present onsite outside of regular construction hours. 

• Redirecting construction activities to protect the human remains in place will be 
recommended if feasible. If construction activities cannot be redirected, the burials may 
be removed. Cremations will be removed in bulk or by any means necessary to ensure 
complete recovery of all material. The Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation 
will work closely with the City-qualified archaeologist to ensure that any excavation to 
remove human remains is conducted carefully, ethically, and respectfully.  

• If the discovery of human remains includes four or more burials, the location will be 
considered a cemetery and a separate treatment plan will be prepared. 

• If data recovery excavations are approved by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh 
Nation, documentation will include detailed descriptive notes and sketches at a minimum. 
Additional documentation will be approved by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-
Kizh Nation 

• All feasible care will be taken to avoid any unnecessary disturbance, physical modification, 
or separation of human remains and associated funerary objects. 

• Scientific study of the human remains, including the use of invasive diagnostic 
procedures/techniques, will not be conducted. 

• Each discovery of human remains or associated funerary objects will be stored in opaque 
cloth bags. All human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural 
patrimony will be removed to a secure container on-site if possible. These items will be 
retained and reburied within six months of discovery.  

• Prior to the resumption of ground disturbing construction activities, the LA Zoo will 
designate a location within the proposed Project site for the respectful reburial of the 
human remains and/or funerary objects. The reburial/repatriation site will be a location 
agreed upon between the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation and the LA 
Zoo to be protected in perpetuity. 

• There will be no publicity regarding a discovery of human remains. 
• A final report will be submitted to the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation 

and the NAHC. 
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Search – Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan Project, Initial Study

The City of Los Angeles (City) is considering the proposed implementation of the Los 
Angeles Zoo Vision Plan (Project), located within the northeast portion of Griffith Park in 
southern Los Angeles County (Figure 1). An Initial Study (IS) is being prepared for the 
proposed Project to determine the appropriate environmental review document per the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). We are contacting the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC), on behalf of the City, to obtain a list of tribes with whom the 
City should consult under Assembly Bill (AB) 52. Additionally, we would like to request a 
Sacred Lands Files search for the Project area, as described in the attached request form. 
The results of the records search and consultation will be incorporated into the 
environmental review. 

The proposed Project would transform and modernize the Zoo’s 133-acre facility over the 
next 20 years (2020-2040). The Vision Plan would guide the comprehensive development 
and operation of the Zoo, including 18.5 acres of new exhibit area. The Vision Plan would 
also improve external/internal pedestrian and vehicular circulation, improved facilities, 
including operations, maintenance, and animal care services, and improved visitor 
experience to ultimately create a world-class zoo for the City. Primary access to the Zoo 
would remain via Zoo Drive from the north and west and Crystal Springs Drive from the 
south, with regional access provided by Interstate 5 and State Route 134.

If you require any additional information or have any questions, please contact Amanda 
Amaral, City of Los Angeles at (213) 485-5733 or via e-mail at Amanda.Amaral@lacity.org
or Erika Leachman, Wood Environment and Infrastructure Solutions, at (805) 962-0992 
x237 or via email at erika.leachman@woodplc.com. Thank you for your assistance.

December 4, 2018 

California Native American Heritage Commission 
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 
(916) 373-3710 • Fax: (916) 373-5471
nahc@nahc.ca.gov

RE:  Request for AB 52 Consultation Tribal Contact List and Sacred Lands File 

mailto:Jan.Green.Rebstock@lacity.org
mailto:erika.leachman@woodplc.com


Sincerely, 

On behalf of City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering  
Erika Leachman, Project Manager  
Wood Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. 
104 West Anapamu Street, Suite 204A 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

Attachments: 1) Figure 1. Project Location Map; 2) Sacred Lands Files Search Form 
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Local Government Tribal Consultation List Request 

Native American Heritage Commission 
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 

916-373-3710
916-373-5471 – Fax
nahc@nahc.ca.gov

Type of List Requested 

☐☐ CEQA Tribal Consultation List (AB 52) – Per Public Resources Code § 21080.3.1, subs. (b), (d), (e) and 21080.3.2

☐ General Plan (SB 18) - Per Government Code § 65352.3.

Local Action Type: 
___ General Plan   ___ General Plan Element         ___ General Plan Amendment 

___ Specific Plan   ___ Specific Plan Amendment   ___ Pre-planning Outreach Activity 

Required Information 

Project Title:____________________________________________________________________________ 

Local Government/Lead Agency: ___________________________________________________________ 

Contact Person: __________________________________________________________________________ 

Street Address: ___________________________________________________________________________ 

City:_____________________________________________________   Zip:__________________________ 

Phone:____________________________________   Fax:_________________________________________ 

Email:_____________________________________________ 

Specific Area Subject to Proposed Action 

County:________________________________    City/Community: ___________________________ 

Project Description: 

Additional Request 

☐ Sacred Lands File Search  - Required Information:

USGS Quadrangle Name(s):____________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________ 

Township:___________________   Range:___________________   Section(s):___________________ 

X

taylor.lane
Sticky Note
Accepted set by taylor.lane







       Native American Heritage Commission 
Tribal Consultation List

12/19//2018

Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation
Andrew Salas, Chairperson
P.O. Box 393
Covina 91723

(626) 926-4131
Gabrielino

CA,
admin@gabrielenoindians.org

Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
Anthony Morales, Chairperson
P.O. Box 693
San Gabriel 91778

(626) 483-3564 Cell

Gabrielino Tongva 
CA,

GTTribalcouncil@aol.com

Gabrielino /Tongva Nation
Sandonne Goad, Chairperson
106 1/2 Judge John Aiso St., #231
Los Angeles 90012

(951) 807-0479

Gabrielino Tongva 
CA,

sgoad@gabrielino-tongva.com

Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council
Robert F. Dorame, Chairman 
P.O. Box 490
Bellflower 90707

(562) 761-6417 Voice/Fax

Gabrielino Tongva
CA,

gtongva@gmail.com

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
Linda Candelaria, Chairperson
80839 Camino Santa Juliana
Indio 92203

Gabrielino
CA,

lcandelaria1@gabrielinotribe.or

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
Charles Alvarez, Councilmember
23454 Vanowen St.
West Hills 91307

(310) 403-6048

Gabrielino
CA,

roadkingcharles@aol.com

This list is current only as of the date of this document and is based on the information available to the Commission on the date it was produced.

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, Section 50
97.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.  

This list is applicable only for consultation with Native American tribes under Public Resources Code Sections 21080.1, 21080.3.1, and 21080.3.2 for 
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan Project, Los Angeles County.      
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AN  E Q U AL  E M P L O Y M E N T  O P P O R T U N I T Y  E M P L O Y E R  . 

 
 
January 11, 2019 
 
Gabrielino Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
P.O. Box 393 
Covina, CA   91723 
 
 
RE:  Tribal Cultural Resources under the California Environmental Quality Act, 

AB 52 (Gatto, 2014). Formal Notification of Decision to Undertake a Project, 
and Notification of Consultation Opportunity, pursuant to Public Resources 
Code § 21080.3.1 (hereafter PRC).  

 
Dear Andrew Salas, Chairperson : 
 
The City of Los Angeles (City) Bureau of Engineering has decided to undertake the 
following project: Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan. Below please find a description of the 
proposed project, a map showing the project location, and the name of our project point 
of contact, pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). 
 
The City is considering the proposed implementation of the Los Angeles Zoo Vision 
Plan, which would transform and modernize the Zoo’s 133-acre facility over the next 20 
years (2020-2040). The Vision Plan would guide the comprehensive development and 
operation of the Zoo, including 18.5 acres of new exhibit area within the existing Zoo 
property. The Vision Plan would also improve external/internal pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation, improve facilities, including operations, maintenance, and animal care 
services, and improve visitor experience to ultimately create a world-class zoo for the 
City. An Initial Study (IS) is being prepared for the proposed project to determine the 
appropriate environmental review document per the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). Once prepared, environmental documents will be posted here for public 
review: 
 
https://eng.lacity.org/los-angeles-zoo-vision-plan 
 
visionplaneir.lazoo.org[AA1] 
 
The project area is located within the northeast portion of Griffith Park in southern Los 
Angeles County (Figure 1). Primary access to the Zoo would remain via Zoo Drive from 
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the north and west and Crystal Springs Drive from the south, with regional access 
provided by Interstate 5 and State Route 134. 
 
 
If you would like to consult on the proposed project, please notify us in writing 30 days 
from receipt of this letter. Please provide the lead contact person’s contact information. 
The environmental consulting firm Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
will provide support to the City regarding cultural resources. Please email your request 
to Amanda.Amaral@lacity.org or by mail to: 
 
Amanda Amaral, Environmental Specialist III 
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group 
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 
ATTN: LA Zoo Vision Plan 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Amanda Amaral. 
 
Very Respectfully, 
 

 
Amanda Amaral 
Environmental Specialist III 
(213) 485-5733 
 
Attachments: 1) Figure 1. Project Location Map 
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AN  E Q U AL  E M P L O Y M E N T  O P P O R T U N I T Y  E M P L O Y E R  . 

 
 
January 11, 2019 
 
Gabrielino Tonava San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
P.O. Box 693 
San Gabriel, CA   91778 
 
 
 
RE:  Tribal Cultural Resources under the California Environmental Quality Act, 

AB 52 (Gatto, 2014). Formal Notification of Decision to Undertake a Project, 
and Notification of Consultation Opportunity, pursuant to Public Resources 
Code § 21080.3.1 (hereafter PRC).  

 
Dear Anthony  Morales, Chairperson : 
 
The City of Los Angeles (City) Bureau of Engineering has decided to undertake the 
following project: Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan. Below please find a description of the 
proposed project, a map showing the project location, and the name of our project point 
of contact, pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). 
 
The City is considering the proposed implementation of the Los Angeles Zoo Vision 
Plan, which would transform and modernize the Zoo’s 133-acre facility over the next 20 
years (2020-2040). The Vision Plan would guide the comprehensive development and 
operation of the Zoo, including 18.5 acres of new exhibit area within the existing Zoo 
property. The Vision Plan would also improve external/internal pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation, improve facilities, including operations, maintenance, and animal care 
services, and improve visitor experience to ultimately create a world-class zoo for the 
City. An Initial Study (IS) is being prepared for the proposed project to determine the 
appropriate environmental review document per the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). Once prepared, environmental documents will be posted here for public 
review: 
 
https://eng.lacity.org/los-angeles-zoo-vision-plan 
 
visionplaneir.lazoo.org[AA1] 
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The project area is located within the northeast portion of Griffith Park in southern Los 
Angeles County (Figure 1). Primary access to the Zoo would remain via Zoo Drive from 
the north and west and Crystal Springs Drive from the south, with regional access 
provided by Interstate 5 and State Route 134. 
 
 
If you would like to consult on the proposed project, please notify us in writing 30 days 
from receipt of this letter. Please provide the lead contact person’s contact information. 
The environmental consulting firm Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
will provide support to the City regarding cultural resources. Please email your request 
to Amanda.Amaral@lacity.org or by mail to: 
 
Amanda Amaral, Environmental Specialist III 
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group 
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 
ATTN: LA Zoo Vision Plan 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Amanda Amaral. 
 
Very Respectfully, 
 

 
Amanda Amaral 
Environmental Specialist III 
(213) 485-5733 
 
Attachments: 1) Figure 1. Project Location Map 
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AN  E Q U AL  E M P L O Y M E N T  O P P O R T U N I T Y  E M P L O Y E R  . 

 
 
January 9, 2019 
 
Gabrielino-Tonava Nation 
106 ½ Judge John Aiso St., #231 
Los Angeles, CA   90012 
 
 
RE:  Tribal Cultural Resources under the California Environmental Quality Act, 

AB 52 (Gatto, 2014). Formal Notification of Decision to Undertake a Project, 
and Notification of Consultation Opportunity, pursuant to Public Resources 
Code § 21080.3.1 (hereafter PRC).  

 
Dear Sandonne Goad, Chairperson : 
 
The City of Los Angeles (City) Bureau of Engineering has decided to undertake the 
following project: Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan. Below please find a description of the 
proposed project, a map showing the project location, and the name of our project point 
of contact, pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). 
 
The City is considering the proposed implementation of the Los Angeles Zoo Vision 
Plan, which would transform and modernize the Zoo’s 133-acre facility over the next 20 
years (2020-2040). The Vision Plan would guide the comprehensive development and 
operation of the Zoo, including 18.5 acres of new exhibit area within the existing Zoo 
property. The Vision Plan would also improve external/internal pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation, improve facilities, including operations, maintenance, and animal care 
services, and improve visitor experience to ultimately create a world-class zoo for the 
City. An Initial Study (IS) is being prepared for the proposed project to determine the 
appropriate environmental review document per the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). Once prepared, environmental documents will be posted here for public 
review: 
 
https://eng.lacity.org/los-angeles-zoo-vision-plan 
 
visionplaneir.lazoo.org[AA1] 
 
The project area is located within the northeast portion of Griffith Park in southern Los 
Angeles County (Figure 1). Primary access to the Zoo would remain via Zoo Drive from 
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the north and west and Crystal Springs Drive from the south, with regional access 
provided by Interstate 5 and State Route 134. 
 
 
If you would like to consult on the proposed project, please notify us in writing 30 days 
from receipt of this letter. Please provide the lead contact person’s contact information. 
The environmental consulting firm Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
will provide support to the City regarding cultural resources. Please email your request 
to Amanda.Amaral@lacity.org or by mail to: 
 
Amanda Amaral, Environmental Specialist III 
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group 
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 
ATTN: LA Zoo Vision Plan 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Amanda Amaral. 
 
Very Respectfully, 
 

 
Amanda Amaral 
Environmental Specialist III 
(213) 485-5733 
 
Attachments: 1) Figure 1. Project Location Map 
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AN  E Q U AL  E M P L O Y M E N T  O P P O R T U N I T Y  E M P L O Y E R  . 

 
 
January 11, 2019 
 
Gabrielino-Tonava Indians of California Tribal Council 
P.O. Box 490 
Bellflower, CA   90707 
 
 
RE:  Tribal Cultural Resources under the California Environmental Quality Act, 

AB 52 (Gatto, 2014). Formal Notification of Decision to Undertake a Project, 
and Notification of Consultation Opportunity, pursuant to Public Resources 
Code § 21080.3.1 (hereafter PRC).  

 
Dear Robert F. Dorame, Chairman : 
 
The City of Los Angeles (City) Bureau of Engineering has decided to undertake the 
following project: Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan. Below please find a description of the 
proposed project, a map showing the project location, and the name of our project point 
of contact, pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). 
 
The City is considering the proposed implementation of the Los Angeles Zoo Vision 
Plan, which would transform and modernize the Zoo’s 133-acre facility over the next 20 
years (2020-2040). The Vision Plan would guide the comprehensive development and 
operation of the Zoo, including 18.5 acres of new exhibit area within the existing Zoo 
property. The Vision Plan would also improve external/internal pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation, improve facilities, including operations, maintenance, and animal care 
services, and improve visitor experience to ultimately create a world-class zoo for the 
City. An Initial Study (IS) is being prepared for the proposed project to determine the 
appropriate environmental review document per the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). Once prepared, environmental documents will be posted here for public 
review: 
 
https://eng.lacity.org/los-angeles-zoo-vision-plan 
 
visionplaneir.lazoo.org[AA1] 
 
The project area is located within the northeast portion of Griffith Park in southern Los 
Angeles County (Figure 1). Primary access to the Zoo would remain via Zoo Drive from 
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the north and west and Crystal Springs Drive from the south, with regional access 
provided by Interstate 5 and State Route 134. 
 
 
If you would like to consult on the proposed project, please notify us in writing 30 days 
from receipt of this letter. Please provide the lead contact person’s contact information. 
The environmental consulting firm Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
will provide support to the City regarding cultural resources. Please email your request 
to Amanda.Amaral@lacity.org or by mail to: 
 
Amanda Amaral, Environmental Specialist III 
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group 
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 
ATTN: LA Zoo Vision Plan 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Amanda Amaral. 
 
Very Respectfully, 
 

 
Amanda Amaral 
Environmental Specialist III 
(213) 485-5733 
 
Attachments: 1) Figure 1. Project Location Map 
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AN  E Q U AL  E M P L O Y M E N T  O P P O R T U N I T Y  E M P L O Y E R  . 

 
 
January 9, 2019 
 
Gabrielino-Tonava Tribe 
23454 Vanowen St. 
West Hills, CA   91307 
 
 
RE:  Tribal Cultural Resources under the California Environmental Quality Act, 

AB 52 (Gatto, 2014). Formal Notification of Decision to Undertake a Project, 
and Notification of Consultation Opportunity, pursuant to Public Resources 
Code § 21080.3.1 (hereafter PRC).  

 
Dear Charles Alvarez, Councilmember : 
 
The City of Los Angeles (City) Bureau of Engineering has decided to undertake the 
following project: Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan. Below please find a description of the 
proposed project, a map showing the project location, and the name of our project point 
of contact, pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). 
 
The City is considering the proposed implementation of the Los Angeles Zoo Vision 
Plan, which would transform and modernize the Zoo’s 133-acre facility over the next 20 
years (2020-2040). The Vision Plan would guide the comprehensive development and 
operation of the Zoo, including 18.5 acres of new exhibit area within the existing Zoo 
property. The Vision Plan would also improve external/internal pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation, improve facilities, including operations, maintenance, and animal care 
services, and improve visitor experience to ultimately create a world-class zoo for the 
City. An Initial Study (IS) is being prepared for the proposed project to determine the 
appropriate environmental review document per the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). Once prepared, environmental documents will be posted here for public 
review: 
 
https://eng.lacity.org/los-angeles-zoo-vision-plan 
 
visionplaneir.lazoo.org[AA1] 
 
The project area is located within the northeast portion of Griffith Park in southern Los 
Angeles County (Figure 1). Primary access to the Zoo would remain via Zoo Drive from 
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the north and west and Crystal Springs Drive from the south, with regional access 
provided by Interstate 5 and State Route 134. 
 
 
If you would like to consult on the proposed project, please notify us in writing 30 days 
from receipt of this letter. Please provide the lead contact person’s contact information. 
The environmental consulting firm Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
will provide support to the City regarding cultural resources. Please email your request 
to Amanda.Amaral@lacity.org or by mail to: 
 
Amanda Amaral, Environmental Specialist III 
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group 
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 
ATTN: LA Zoo Vision Plan 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Amanda Amaral. 
 
Very Respectfully, 
 

 
Amanda Amaral 
Environmental Specialist III 
(213) 485-5733 
 
Attachments: 1) Figure 1. Project Location Map 
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AN  E Q U AL  E M P L O Y M E N T  O P P O R T U N I T Y  E M P L O Y E R  . 

 
 
January 9, 2019 
 
Gabrielino-Tonava Tribe 
80839 Camino Santa Juliana 
Indio, CA   92203 
 
 
RE:  Tribal Cultural Resources under the California Environmental Quality Act, 

AB 52 (Gatto, 2014). Formal Notification of Decision to Undertake a Project, 
and Notification of Consultation Opportunity, pursuant to Public Resources 
Code § 21080.3.1 (hereafter PRC).  

 
Dear Linda Candelaria, Chairperson : 
 
The City of Los Angeles (City) Bureau of Engineering has decided to undertake the 
following project: Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan. Below please find a description of the 
proposed project, a map showing the project location, and the name of our project point 
of contact, pursuant to PRC § 21080.3.1 (d). 
 
The City is considering the proposed implementation of the Los Angeles Zoo Vision 
Plan, which would transform and modernize the Zoo’s 133-acre facility over the next 20 
years (2020-2040). The Vision Plan would guide the comprehensive development and 
operation of the Zoo, including 18.5 acres of new exhibit area within the existing Zoo 
property. The Vision Plan would also improve external/internal pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation, improve facilities, including operations, maintenance, and animal care 
services, and improve visitor experience to ultimately create a world-class zoo for the 
City. An Initial Study (IS) is being prepared for the proposed project to determine the 
appropriate environmental review document per the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). Once prepared, environmental documents will be posted here for public 
review: 
 
https://eng.lacity.org/los-angeles-zoo-vision-plan 
 
visionplaneir.lazoo.org[AA1] 
 
The project area is located within the northeast portion of Griffith Park in southern Los 
Angeles County (Figure 1). Primary access to the Zoo would remain via Zoo Drive from 
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the north and west and Crystal Springs Drive from the south, with regional access 
provided by Interstate 5 and State Route 134. 
 
 
If you would like to consult on the proposed project, please notify us in writing 30 days 
from receipt of this letter. Please provide the lead contact person’s contact information. 
The environmental consulting firm Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. 
will provide support to the City regarding cultural resources. Please email your request 
to Amanda.Amaral@lacity.org or by mail to: 
 
Amanda Amaral, Environmental Specialist III 
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group 
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 
ATTN: LA Zoo Vision Plan 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Amanda Amaral. 
 
Very Respectfully, 
 

 
Amanda Amaral 
Environmental Specialist III 
(213) 485-5733 
 
Attachments: 1) Figure 1. Project Location Map 
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City of Los Angeles 
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 
 
January 17, 2019 
 
Re:  AB52 Consultation request for the Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan 
 
Dear Amanda Amaral, 
 
Please find this letter as a written request for consultation regarding the above-mentioned project pursuant to Public 
Resources Code § 21080.3.1, subd. (d). Your project lies within our ancestral tribal territory, meaning belonging to or 
inherited from, which is a higher degree of kinship than traditional or cultural affiliation.  Your project is located within a 
sensitive area and may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of our tribal cultural resources.  Most often, 
a records search for our tribal cultural resources will result in a “no records found” for the project area. The Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), ethnographers, historians, and professional archaeologists can only provide 
limited information that has been previously documented about California Native Tribes. For this reason, the NAHC will 
always refer the lead agency to the respective Native American Tribe of the area. The NAHC is only aware of general 
information and are not the experts on each California Tribe. Our Elder Committee & tribal historians are the experts for 
our Tribe and can provide a more complete history (both written and oral) regarding the location of historic villages, trade 
routes, cemeteries and sacred/religious sites in the project area.  
 
Additionally, CEQA now defines Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) as their own independent element separate from 
archaeological resources. Environmental documents shall now address a separate Tribal Cultural Resource section which 
includes a thorough analysis of the impacts to only Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) and includes independent mitigation 
measures created with Tribal input during AB-52 consultations. As a result, all mitigation measures, conditions of 
approval and agreements regarding TCRs (i.e. prehistoric resources) shall be handled solely with the Tribal Government 
and not through an Environmental/Archaeological firm.  
 
 In effort to avoid adverse effects to our tribal cultural resources, we would like to consult with you and your staff to 
provide you with a more complete understanding of the prehistoric use(s) of the project area and the potential risks for 
causing a substantial adverse change to the significance of our tribal cultural resources. 
 
Consultation appointments are available on Wednesdays and Thursdays at our offices at 910 N. Citrus Ave. Covina, CA 
91722 or over the phone. Please call toll free 1-844-390-0787 or email admin@gabrielenoindians.org to schedule an 
appointment.    
 
 
** Prior to the first consultation with our Tribe, we ask all those individuals participating in the consultation to view a video 
produced and provided by CalEPA and the NAHC for sensitivity and understanding of AB52. You can view their videos at: 
http://calepa.ca.gov/Tribal/Training/ or http://nahc.ca.gov/2015/12/ab-52-tribal-training/  

With Respect, 

  

Andrew Salas, Chairman 

http://calepa.ca.gov/Tribal/Training/
http://nahc.ca.gov/2015/12/ab-52-tribal-training/
























 

 
 
 
MMost Important Things for Agencies to Know About AB52: 
 

 An EIR, MND, or ND can not be certified until AB-52 tribal consultation has concluded. 
 Agreed mitigation measures with the tribe, MUST be recommended for inclusion in the 

environmental document. 
 Signature confirming acceptance of these mitigation measures recommended by our Tribal 

Government is required within 14 days of receipt to conclude AB52 consultation.  
  

Tribal Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures within Kizh Nation Tribal Territory: 
 
Note: To avoid compliance issues with the following laws, all Native American Monitoring shall be conducted by 
a documented lineal descendant from the ancestral Tribe of the project area (NAGPRA Law 10.14) 

 
 The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), 

Public Law - 101-601, 25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq., 104 Stat. 3048. 
 CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5, PRC 5097.98 (d)(1). 
 The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP). 

 
If you are receiving these measures, The Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians Kizh -Nation are the direct 
lineal descendants of your project area. The Kizh Nation ONLY responds and consults on projects within 
their ANCESTRAL tribal territory. Therefore, to remain in compliance with above referenced laws and to 
enable our Tribe with the ability to protect and preserve our last remaining and irreplaceable Tribal 
Cultural Resources, it is recommended that the project applicant retain a qualified professional tribal 
monitor/consultant from the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians Kizh -Nation. The Kizh Nation possesses 
Tribal archives including documented historical information as well as multiple members who possess 
unique knowledge derived from oral tradition passed down through generations of the Tribe in order to 
provide the expertise needed to identify whether a project is located within a culturally sensitive area given 
its proximity to village areas, commerce areas, recreation areas, ceremonial areas, and burial locations. 
 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Guidelines for Native American Monitors/Consultants 
(approved 9/13/05): By acting as a liaison between Native American, archaeologist, developers, contactors and 
public agency, a Native American monitor/consultant can ensure that cultural features are treated 
appropriately from the Native American point of view. This can help others involved in a project to 
coordinate mitigation measures. These guidelines are intended to provide prospective monitors/consultants, and 
people who hire monitors/consultants, with an understanding of the scope and extant of knowledge that should 
be expected. 
 
Mitigation Guidelines for Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs): CEQA now defines TCRs as an independent 
element separate from archaeological resources. Environmental documents shall address a separate Tribal 
Cultural Resources section that includes a thorough analysis of the impacts to only TCRs and includes separate 
and independent mitigation measures created with tribal input under AB-52 consultations. Therefore, all 
agreements, mitigation, and conditions of approval regarding TCRs shall be handled solely with the Tribal 
Government and conversely all agreements, mitigation, and conditions of approval regarding Archaeological 
Resources shall be handled by an Archaeological resource company.  
 
 
 



 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Retain a Native American Monitor/Consultant: The Project Applicant shall be required to retain and 
compensate for the services of a Tribal monitor/consultant who is both approved by the Gabrieleño Band 
of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation Tribal Government and is listed under the NAHC’s Tribal Contact list for 
the area of the project location. This list is provided by the NAHC. The monitor/consultant will only be 
present on-site during the construction phases that involve ground disturbing activities. Ground disturbing 
activities are defined by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation as activities that may include, 
but are not limited to, pavement removal, pot-holing or auguring, grubbing, tree removals, boring, grading, 
excavation, drilling, and trenching, within the project area. The Tribal Monitor/consultant will complete 
daily monitoring logs that will provide descriptions of the day’s activities, including construction activities, 
locations, soil, and any cultural materials identified. The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site 
grading and excavation activities are completed, or when the Tribal Representatives and monitor/consultant 
have indicated that the site has a low potential for impacting Tribal Cultural Resources. 
 
Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural and Archaeological Resources: Upon discovery of any 
archaeological resources, cease construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the find until the find can 
be assessed. All archaeological resources unearthed by project construction activities shall be evaluated by 
the qualified archaeologist and tribal monitor/consultant approved by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission 
Indians-Kizh Nation. If the resources are Native American in origin, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission 
Indians-Kizh Nation shall coordinate with the landowner regarding treatment and curation of these 
resources. Typically, the Tribe will request reburial or preservation for educational purposes. Work may 
continue on other parts of the project while evaluation and, if necessary, mitigation takes place (CEQA 
Guidelines Section15064.5 [f]). If a resource is determined by the qualified archaeologist to constitute a 
“historical resource” or “unique archaeological resource”, time allotment and funding sufficient to allow for 
implementation of avoidance measures, or appropriate mitigation, must be available. The treatment plan 
established for the resources shall be in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f) for historical 
resources and 
 
Public Resources Code Sections 21083.2(b) for unique archaeological resources. Preservation in place 
(i.e., avoidance) is the preferred manner of treatment. If preservation in place is not feasible, treatment may 
include implementation of archaeological data recovery excavations to remove the resource along with 
subsequent laboratory processing and analysis. Any historic archaeological material that is not Native 
American in origin shall be curated at a public, non-profit institution with a research interest in the 
materials, such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County or the Fowler Museum, if such an 
institution agrees to accept the material. If no institution accepts the archaeological material, they shall be 
offered to a local school or historical society in the area for educational purposes. 
 
Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains and Associated Funerary Objects: 
Native American human remains are defined in PRC 5097.98 (d)(1) as an inhumation or cremation, and in 
any state of decomposition or skeletal completeness. Funerary objects, called associated grave goods in PRC 
5097.98, are also to be treated according to this statute. Health and Safety Code 7050.5 dictates that any 
discoveries of human skeletal material shall be immediately reported to the County Coroner and excavation 
halted until the coroner has determined the nature of the remains. If the coroner recognizes the human 
remains to be those of a Native American or has reason to believe that they are those of a Native American, 
he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
and PRC 5097.98 shall be followed. 
 
 
 



 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Resource Assessment & Continuation of Work Protocol: 
Upon discovery, the tribal and/or archaeological monitor/consultant/consultant will immediately divert work 
at minimum of 150 feet and place an exclusion zone around the burial. The monitor/consultant(s) will then 
notify the Tribe, the qualified lead archaeologist, and the construction manager who will call the coroner. 
Work will continue to be diverted while the coroner determines whether the remains are Native American. 
The discovery is to be kept confidential and secure to prevent any further disturbance. If the finds are 
determined to be Native American, the coroner will notify the NAHC as mandated by state law who will 
then appoint a Most Likely Descendent (MLD). 
 
Kizh-Gabrieleno Procedures for burials and funerary remains: 
If the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation is designated MLD, the following treatment 
measures shall be implemented. To the Tribe, the term “human remains” encompasses more than human 
bones. In ancient as well as historic times, Tribal Traditions included, but were not limited to, the burial of 
funerary objects with the deceased, and the ceremonial burning of human remains. These remains are to be 
treated in the same manner as bone fragments that remain intact. Associated funerary objects are objects 
that, as part of the death rite or ceremony of a culture, are reasonably believed to have been placed with 
individual human remains either at the time of death or later; other items made exclusively for burial 
purposes or to contain human remains can also be considered as associated funerary objects. 
 
Treatment Measures: 
Prior to the continuation of ground disturbing activities, the land owner shall arrange a designated site 
location within the footprint of the project for the respectful reburial of the human remains and/or 
ceremonial objects. In the case where discovered human remains cannot be fully documented and 
recovered on the same day, the remains will be covered with muslin cloth and a steel plate that can be 
moved by heavy equipment placed over the excavation opening to protect the remains. If this type of steel 
plate is not available, a 24-hour guard should be posted outside of working hours. The Tribe will make 
every effort to recommend diverting the project and keeping the remains in situ and protected. If the 
project cannot be diverted, it may be determined that burials will be removed. The Tribe will work closely 
with the qualified archaeologist to ensure that the excavation is treated carefully, ethically and respectfully. If 
data recovery is approved by the Tribe, documentation shall be taken which includes at a minimum 
detailed descriptive notes and sketches. Additional types of documentation shall be approved by the Tribe 
for data recovery purposes. Cremations will either be removed in bulk or by means as necessary to ensure 
completely recovery of all material. If the discovery of human remains includes four or more burials, the 
location is considered a cemetery and a separate treatment plan shall be created. Once complete, a final 
report of all activities is to be submitted to the Tribe and the NAHC. The Tribe does NOT authorize any 
scientific study or the utilization of any invasive diagnostics on human remains. 
 
Each occurrence of human remains and associated funerary objects will be stored using opaque cloth bags. 
All human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects and objects of cultural patrimony will be removed to a 
secure container on site if possible. These items should be retained and reburied within six months of 
recovery. The site of reburial/repatriation shall be on the project site but at a location agreed upon between 
the Tribe and the landowner at a site to be protected in perpetuity. There shall be no publicity regarding 
any cultural materials recovered. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Professional Standards: Archaeological and Native American monitoring and excavation during 
construction projects will be consistent with current professional standards. All feasible care to avoid any 
unnecessary disturbance, physical modification, or separation of human remains and associated funerary 
objects shall be taken. Principal personnel must meet the Secretary of Interior standards for archaeology 
and have a minimum of 10 years of experience as a principal investigator working with Native American 
archaeological sites in southern California. The Qualified Archaeologist shall ensure that all other 
personnel are appropriately trained and qualified. 
 
 
Acceptance of Tribal Government Recommended Mitigation Measures: 
 
 
 
 
 
By _______________________________        Date:  ______________ 
Lead Agency Representative Signature 
 
 
 
 
Revised: August 2018 



 

 

 
Kizh Nation Ancestral Tribal Territory extended along the coast from Malibu Creek in Los Angeles 
County down to Aliso Creek in Orange County and encompassed the Channel Islands of Catalina 
(Pimugna), San Nicolas (Haraasnga), and San Clemente (Kiinkenga). Our inland border was the San 
Gabriel Mountains (Hidakupa) and eastwardly our territory extended to parts of San Bernardino 
(Waatsngna), Orange, and Riverside counties. 
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