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I. INTRODUCTION

The following report was written for Phil Martin & Associates. It summarizes the results
of Phase Il significance evaluations of six properties that lie within the 199-acre Armstrong
Ranch Specific Plan. The study area is located in the City of Ontario southeast of the intersection
of Vineyard Avenue and East Riverside Drive, San Bernardino County. Ontario Avenue
transects the eastern portion of the Specific Plan from north to south. Historic and architectural
significance evaluations were made pursuant to criteria found in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), and The City of
Ontario’s Historic Context For the New Model Colony Plan Area (Historic Context).

The results of the records search conducted at the South Central Coastal Information
Center (SCCIC), California State University, Fullerton indicated that several previous cultural
resource investigations have taken place within the study area (Hearn 1979 Tang 2006, and
Wetherbee 2007). In particular, the 2006 CRM Tech survey undertaken by Tang resulted in the
identification of several historic period buildings within the Specific Plan. A number of
evaluations were undertaken although some of the structures were of insufficient age (less than
50 years) for consideration at the time of CRM Tech’s assessment (Tang 2006).

The intent of the present Phase 1l program was to: 1) evaluate those buildings/structures
that are now 50 years of age or older and, 2) reevaluate previously NRHP/CRHR evaluated
resources for local significance through application of the criteria found in the City’s Historic
Context. It is to be emphasized that this is a summary document. More detailed information
addressing each of the evaluated properties (including discussions of eligibility pursuant to
NEPA, CRHR and City of Ontario criteria) be incorporated into the DPR 523 forms packages
that are currently being prepared for the project. Are findings are as follows:

1. FINDINGS

1. 9155 East Riverside Drive (De Boer Dairy)

This dairy complex was constructed sometime after 1975 and is less than 50 years of age.

Consequently, it is not considered historic and merits no further consideration. Operations at this

location are minimal although the property is well maintained and currently occupied.
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2. 13123 Ontario (horse ranch)

This sprawling horse property was developed sometime after 1975 and is less than 50

years of age. Consequently, it is not considered historic and merits no further consideration. This

is an active horse ranch that is very well maintained.

3. 13165 Ontario (residence, trucking yard)

No access was provided to this property and all observations were from the street. This
single-story, wood framed residence was constructed circa 1949 and remodeled in 1958-1959.
Architecturally, it is vernacular borrowing from several other styles. It is not a ranch style home.
It is currently occupied and appears to be in good condition. This building was evaluated by
Tang in 2006 and found ineligible for the NRHP and the CRHR (Tang 2006). It is not connected
to any dairy operation. The City’s Historic Context listing for this property is “commercial”

(Galvin 2004: 84). It does not appear to meet Historic Context criteria for local significance.

4. 13115 (residence, nursery)

No access was provided to this property and all observations were from the street. This
was a less than ideal situation as this house is set back from the road. No firm construction date
for this 2-story, wood framed residence has been determined. However, map research has
indicated that the residence likely dates from the late 1930’s to the early 1950’s. It is unclear if
the house is occupied and looks to be in fair condition at best.

Architecturally, the building comprises a bizarre combination of additions whose intent
was to add usable interior space with disregard to architectural continuity. Perhaps the only
interesting thing about this house is the use of multiple hipped gables. It is not a ranch style
home. It was not connected to any dairy operation and it is not listed in the City’s Historic
Context. Subsequent evaluation of this residence indicates that it does not appear eligible for the
NRHP or the CRHR. Furthermore, it does not appear to meet Historic Context criteria for local

significance.

5. 9309 Ontario (post 1960 dairy farm)

This is an abandoned diary whose original buildings comprised a house and a milking

parlor of mixed architecture elements. The City’s Historic Context lists this as a “Post 1960



Dairy Farm” (Galvin 2004:84). Map research indicates that original construction dates to the
early 1960’s. Later buildings include storage and pole barns and a detached garage. The
buildings are in very poor condition. The property is currently occupied by a number of people
that live in travel trailers/campers. They have livestock and a large garden. The house is not
occupied. Subsequent evaluation of this dairy complex indicates that it does not appear eligible
for the NRHP or the CRHR. Furthermore, it does not appear to meet Historic Context criteria

for local significance.

6. 9381 East Riverside Drive (Orange Blossom Dairy Farm/Ellsworth Ranch)

This property has an interesting history. Presently, it is best described as an abandoned
horse ranch comprising numerous derelict buildings and structures. The City’s Historic Context
lists the property as a “Post 1960 Dairy Farm” which is patently incorrect (Galvin 2004:84).

Originally, the property was owned by Giovanni and Theresa Scarrone from 1937-1942.
They constructed two small houses and a milking parlor (none in the ranch style). Not much is
known about their operation as it was short lived. In 1945 the property was sold to Major Corliss
Champion Moseley, a veteran of WWI (pilot) and owner/participant of many early and notable
aviation enterprises.

For reasons that are not yet clear, Moseley assembled a heard of 75 pure bred and
registered Jersey cattle from different sources and brought them to the property which he named
the “Orange Blossom Dairy Farm”. Moseley did not have a background in animal husbandry nor
the dairy business. Rather, his forte was aviation based enterprises which he was very successful
at. It does not appear that Moseley lived on the property as reference to his place of residence
during the mid-1940’s was Beverly Hills. The records are very scant on what he did with his
herd of cows and his prize stud bull but in 1945 Moseley sold the property off to a woman by the
name of Milla Naylor. The same year, Naylor sold the farm to a man named Ellsworth.

Rex C. Ellsworth was a cattleman from Arizona. He was a devout Mormon and as such
did not smoke or drink. He was a good judge of horses but treated them heavy-handedly. He
was a free wheeling businessman that likely lost more money than he made. By all accounts, he
was a “rugged individualist”. In 1933, Ellsworth made his way from Lexington, Kentucky to

California with his brother and six mares for which he had paid six hundred dollars.



In 1945, Ellsworth bought the Orange Blossom Dairy Farm from Naylor and changed the
name to the Ellsworth Ranch. He was not particularly interested in milk cows, rather race
horses. Sometime after, he bought 200 acres in Chino that he also named the Ellsworth Ranch.
This has led to some confusion in the historical record. In 1947, Ellsworth and his boyhood
friend and now partner Meshach Tenney (known as Mish or Mesh), bought a champion
European stud by the name of Khaled. Ellsworth bred Khaled to a blooded mare by the name of
Iron Reward at his new ranch on Riverside Drive. In 1952, their union produced the colt
“Swaps” so named as Ellsworth and Tenney kept “swapping” names and finally gave up settling
on Swaps. Swaps was a very popular horse with fans and a big winner at all the west coast
tracks. Never to turn down a challenge, Ellsworth entered Swaps in the 1955 Kentucky Derby
and won. Swaps continued to race until 1956 but had foot trouble. Ellsworth sold the stallion in
1957 for the unprecedented amount of two million dollars.

With his considerable winnings, Ellsworth expanded his operation tearing down a
number of older buildings and erecting many new ones. New construction included the main
barn, stable, tractor barn, office, a third residence joined to one of three originals and pole barn.
The two houses erected by the Scarrone’s were heavily modified and the milking parlor was
either demolished or converted into a residence (of sorts). Today, all of the buildings, especially
the residences, are in very, very poor condition. Ellsworth operated his breeding ranch on
Riverside Drive until 1975 when his empire began to crumble due to financial woes followed by
accusations of animal neglect by the SPCA.

In 2006, Tang (CRM Tech) evaluated three buildings on the Ellsworth Ranch (9381-A,
B, & C Riverside Drive). These included the two original residences from the Scarrone era and a
converted storage barn/residence that may actually be the remains of the Scarrone milking parlor.
These were the only buildings/structures evaluated and none were found eligible for the
NRHP/CRHR.

In reevaluating the complex as it presents itself today, it may be noted that
architecturally, none of the buildings are unique in design, choice construction materials or
methods of construction. Many have been heavily modified over the years and several are in
extremely poor condition. Consequently, none appear eligible for the NRHP, CRHR on
architectural grounds (Criterion C of the NRHP and CRHR) or that of the City’s Historic
Context.



That leaves consideration for historical significance under Criteria A (important events)
and B (important people). Moseley’s association with the property was short lived. It does not
appear that he improved the property significantly nor is there any supporting evidence that he
lived there. His background as a pioneer in the aviation industry is notable but his foray into the
dairy cattle business seems as if it were more of a potential financial opportunity rather than a
long-term, serious undertaking. Furthermore the record is lacking with regard to the impact,
positive or negative, that his herd had on the dairy industry. Whatever his motives were, the
property does not appear historically important in connection with Maj. Moseley or his Jersey
cattle.

Ellsworth’s legacy is a different story altogether but also merits consideration. In the
early days, Ellsworth was known as a west coast horse breeder and owner. It was not until he
won the Kentucky Derby in 1955 that he was accepted into the circles of upper crust horse
racing. Ellsworth never had another champion like Swaps but came close in 1963 with Candy
Spots, an offspring of Swaps who took 2™ place at the Kentucky Derby. For many years, due to
his success with Swaps, Candy Spots and many others, he was a considered a noted breeder and
had a large clientele.

Ellsworth owned the property for over 30 years and constructed nearly all of the
improvements that survive today. He kept a residence there as did his family. Swaps was born
on the ranch and presumably trained there. Consequently, the Ellsworth Ranch does not appear
eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A or B, but does appear eligible for the CRHR under
Criteria A and B as well as for local significance pursuant to the City’s Historic Context

guidelines.

11l. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Two of the properties within the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan are less than 50-years of
age and merit no further discussion as they are considered modern. Of the four properties
evaluated, three do not appear to be historically or architecturally significant pursuant to the
criteria found in the NRHP, CRHR or the City’s Historic Context. The fourth property, appears
eligible only for the CRHR under Criteria A and B as well as meeting local Historic Context
criteria. No additional work in conjunction with historical resources is recommended for five of

Six properties.



Prior to demolition, it is recommend that a professional photographer, under the direction
of the Project Archaeologist/Historian, take high quality digital and/or film photographs of
exteriors of the surviving buildings at the Ellsworth Ranch (9381 East Riverside Drive.) This

will provide adequate mitigation of impacts. The final images will be presented to the City of
Ontario for archiving.
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

At the request of Phil Martin & Associates, Archaeological Associates has undertaken a
records search update and summary for the 199-acre Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan. The
property is located in the City of Ontario southeast of the intersection of Vineyard Avenue and
East Riverside Drive, San Bernardino County.

The purpose of this assessment was to update the cultural resources records search for the
specific plan area and provide a summary of all cultural resource assessments conducted to date.
This information is desired since adoption of the proposed development plan could result in
adverse effects upon locations of archaeological or historical importance. Presently, project
proponents desire to divide the property into six low density residential planning areas and a
school site.

The results of the records search conducted at the South Central Coastal Information
Center (SCCIC), California State University, Fullerton indicated that no prehistoric
archaeological sites have been recorded within the boundaries of the study area. No evidence of
prehistoric activity was found during one complete and two partial surveys of the Specific Plan
area. Therefore, no further work in conjunction with prehistoric resources, including monitoring
of any future grading activities, is warranted or recommended unless such resources are
encountered during future development of the study area.

Four historic period buildings have been identified within the Specific Plan. None of the
buildings/structures evaluated for the project appear significant within the meaning of CEQA.
No further work in conjunction with historic resources, including monitoring of any future
grading activities, is warranted or recommended unless such resources are encountered during
future development of the study area.

In the event that human remains are encountered during the course of any future
development, California State Law (Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Section 5079.98
of the Public Resources Code) states that no further earth disturbance shall occur at the location
of the find until the San Bernardino County Coroner has been notified. If the remains are
determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC), which will determine and notify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD).
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I. INTRODUCTION

The following report was written for Phil Martin & Associates by Archaeological
Associates. It describes the results of a records search update and summary for the 199-acre
Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan. The study area encompasses numerous parcels, predominately
dairy operations that are generally defunct. The property is located in the City of Ontario
southeast of the intersection of Vineyard Avenue and East Riverside Drive, San Bernardino
County. Presently, project proponents desire to divide the property into six low density
residential planning areas and a school site.

The purpose of this assessment was to update the cultural resources records search for the
specific plan area and provide a summary of all cultural resource assessments conducted to date.
This information is desired since adoption of the proposed development plan could result in
adverse effects upon locations of archaeological or historical importance. Our assessment
consisted of: (1) an updated records search conducted to determine whether any recently
recorded historic or prehistoric material is present on the property, (2) a literature and archival
review, and (3) a windshield survey of the study area. No intensive field reconnaissance was
performed for this archival update. No additional building evaluations were performed and no

Native American Scoping was undertaken.

Il. SETTING
A. Study Area Location

Regionally, the study area is located within the southerly portion of the City of Ontario
north of Jurupa Valley (Riverside County) and south of Ontario Airport and the 60 Freeway, in
San Bernardino County (fig.1). The cities of Fontana and Chino lie to the east and west,
respectively. Legally, the subject property comprises the Northwest ¥ and a portion of the
Northeast ¥4 of Section 10 (fractional and partially projected) Township 2 South, Range 7 West,
San Bernardino Base Meridian. Figure 2 illustrates the property on a portion of the USGS
Guasti 7.5" Topographic Quadrangle (fig. 2).

Specifically, the study area lies immediately southeast of the intersection of Vineyard
Avenue and East Riverside Drive. Vineyard Avenue forms the western project boundary,
Cucamonga Creek (channelized), the eastern. The northern boundary abuts East Riverside

Drive.

F2-14
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while the southern boundary is delineated by Chino Avenue. Ontario Avenue transects the
eastern portion of the specific plan from north to south. (figs 3 & 4.)

1. METHODS

A. Cultural Resources Records Search

An in-person records search of the study area was conducted by Robert S. White at the
South Central Coastal Information Center California State University, Fullerton. The search
entailed a review of all previously recorded prehistoric and historic archaeological sites situated
on or within a one-mile radius of the project area. Additionally, the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP), California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), California Historical
Landmarks (CHL), California Points of Historical Interest (CPHI), and the California Directory
of Properties (DOP, aka the Historic Resources Inventory [HRI]) were reviewed for the purpose

of identifying historic properties.

1. Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites Located Within the Study Area
a. Prehistoric Resources

The results of the records search indicated that no prehistoric archaeological sites, or
isolates have been previously recorded within the boundaries of the study area.

b. Historic Resources

The results of the records search indicated that four historic buildings have been
previously recorded within the boundaries of the study area as a result of a 2006 study. Details
can be found in Section 5b below.

3. Heritage Properties

Listings of the National Register and California Historical Landmarks indicate that no
heritage properties have been recorded within the study area. However, one California Point of
Historical Interest is listed along the northern boundary of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.
CPHI-SBr-027 (P36-015980) comprises the approximate route followed by Juan Bautista de
Anza. Details can be found in Section 5b below.

F2-17
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4. Previous Overviews

In 2004, a comprehensive historical framework was prepared for the City of Ontario’s
New Model Colony Plan Area which included the current Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan
(Galvin & Associates 2004). This extremely well-researched document provided a historical
context for the area that focused on the dairy industry. Although it did not specifically evaluate
each property for historical significance, it nonetheless provided a very complete framework for
future focused historical assessments. It is highly recommended reading and can be found on the

City’s website.

5. Previous Surveys Within the Study Area
a. San Bernardino Museum Association, Chino Avenue

In 1979, the San Bernardino County Museum Association conducted a pedestrian survey
of a section of Chino Avenue, a portion of which forms the southern boundary of the Armstrong
Ranch Specific Plan. The results of the survey failed to identify any prehistoric or historic

resources within the right-of-way of the road improvement project (Hearn 1979).

b. CRM Tech, old Planning Area 4

In 2006, CRM Tech undertook a historical/archaeological survey of 280+acres of dairy
lands then identified as Planning Area 4 (CRM Tech 2006). The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan
comprises the eastern 199-acres of old Planning Area 4. Prior to CRM Tech’s study, no
prehistoric or historic resources had been recorded within the Specific Plan area. However, one
linear historic resource was believed to have been situated just south of and paralleling Riverside
Drive, the Specific Plan northern boundary. It is described as follows:

Site P36-015980 consists of the approximate route followed by
Juan Bautista de Anza’s historic overland expeditions of 1774-
1776, which has been designated a California Point of Historic
Interest (CPHI-SBr-027). No physical features associated with the
de Anza expeditions were ever recorded along the route, and the
exact location and course of the route are largely unknown. In the
Ontario area, the site is represented by a commemorative marker in
Anza Park, more than two miles northwest of the project location.
Since no features associated with the site are known to exist in the

7
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project vicinity, P36-015980 requires no further consideration
during this study (ibid: 6).

As a result of their study, CRM Tech did not identify any prehistoric resources within the
boundaries of the Specific Plan.  They did, however, record and evaluate four historic period

buildings connected with the dairy industry. They are summarized in Table 1 below:

Table 1. Recorded Historic Buildings within the Armstrong Specific Plan

Site Number Building Description

(P36-0)

13241 APN 218-102-11. Ranch style residence with attached two-car garage. Possibly constructed
between 1942-1949, perhaps later. Located at 9381-A Riverside Drive.

13242 APN 218-102-11. Vernacular style, multiple family residence. Possibly constructed between
1942-1949, perhaps later. Located at 9381-B Riverside Drive.

13243 APN 218-102-11. Storage barn converted into a Ranch style residence. Possibly constructed
between 1942-1949, perhaps later. Located at 9381-D Riverside Drive.

13244 APN 218-111-05. Vernacular style single family residence. Constructed circa 1949. Located
at 13165 Ontario Avenue.

Subsequent evaluations conducted by CRM Tech concluded that none of the four buildings
appeared to qualify as “historical resources” as defined by the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). No further work was recommended (CRM Tech 2006).

c. Stantec, 2007

In 2007, Stantec undertook a cultural resources assessment of the New Model Colony
East Backbone Infrastructure project. The project entailed numerous street, bridge, flood control
and underground utility improvements throughout the large planning area (Stantec 2007).
Stantech concurred with CRM Tech’s 2006 study that the approximate route (P36-015980,
CPHI-SBr-027) followed by Juan Bautista de Anza through the current study area and beyond
had been obliterated. Furthermore, Stantec did not identify any prehistoric or historic resources
within the street/channel alignments that fall within the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan. No

further work, including monitoring of earth disturbing activities was recommended.
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IV. WINDSHIELD SURVEY
A windshield survey of the built environment indicated that all four buildings identified
by CRM Tech in 2006 survive today. In fact, although numerous other buildings within the

Specific Plan area have been abandoned or shuttered, few if any appear to have been demolished.

V. MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

A. Prehistoric Resources

The records search indicated that no prehistoric resources have been identified within the
boundaries of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan over the course of two partial and one
complete assessment. Therefore, no further work in conjunction with prehistoric resources,
including monitoring of any future grading activities, is warranted or recommended unless such

resources are encountered during future development of the study area.

1. Discovery of Human Remains

In the event that human remains are encountered during the course of any future
development, California State Law (Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Section 5079.98
of the Public Resources Code) states that no further earth disturbance shall occur at the location
of the find until the San Bernardino County Coroner has been notified. If the remains are
determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC), which will determine and notify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD).

B. Historic Resources

Four historic period buildings have been identified within the Specific Plan. None of the
buildings/structures evaluated for the project appear significant within the meaning of CEQA.
Therefore, no further work in conjunction with cultural resources is recommended for these
buildings.

In their 2006 study, CRM Tech pointed out that there were other structures within their
study area (old Planning Area 4) that were less than 50 years in age and considered modern.
Several of these fall within the boundaries of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan. Although

some may now be 50 years of age or older, CRM Tech observed:

9
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Also noted in the project area were numerous additional
residences, and a large number of other utility structures associated
with these residences. Less than 50 years old and lacking any
special historic, architectural, or aesthetic merits, these buildings
and structures do not demonstrate the potential to qualify as

“historical resources,” and were therefore not recorded (CRM Tech
2006).

No further work in conjunction with historic resources, including monitoring of any

future grading activities, is warranted or recommended unless such resources are encountered
during future development of the study area.
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RESUME OF
ROBERT S. WHITE

Principal, Archaeological Associates

Mr. White has been affiliated with Archaeological Associates since 1983. Starting in 1991 he
became the firm’s Director and in 2013, Principal. Mr. White has extensive experience in many
aspects of cultural resource management, including but not limited to, project administration,
field survey, excavation, lab analysis, land survey and cartography, archival research, budgeting,
planning, and report writing/production. In those jurisdictions requiring professional
certification, Mr. White is certified by the Counties of Riverside, Orange, and Ventura to conduct
all phases of archaeological investigation.

Since 1983, Mr. White has conducted well over 500 prehistoric and historic archaeological
investigations in Riverside, San Bernardino, Los Angeles, Orange, Kern, San Diego, Imperial,
Sonoma, and Inyo Counties. Additionally, in concert with colleague Dr. David Van Horn, they
have pioneered innovative techniques that revolutionized data recovery programs on large, low-
density archaeological sites.

EDUCATION

B.A., Liberal Studies (emphasis in Anthropology), California State University Long
Beach, 1987

A.A., Liberal Arts, Los Angeles Harbor College, 1977

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY

Joined Archaeological Associates in 1983

1991 to 2013, Director of Archaeological Associates
2013 to Present, Principal of Archaeological Associates
Riverside County Approved Archaeologist #164
Orange County Approved Archaeologist

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS

American Committee for the Preservation of Archaeological Collections (ACPAC)
Pacific Coast Archaeological Society.
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PUBLICATIONS

Van Horn, David, Laura S. White, and Robert S. White
2005 The Prehistory of Gretna Green, a Site in Northern San Diego County, pp. 145-168
IN: Onward and Upward! Papers in honor of Clement W. Meighan (Keith L.
Johnson, editor). Stansbury Publishing, Chico.

White, R.S.
1991 Prehistoric Fire-Making Techniques of California and Western Nevada. Pacific
Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly, Vol. 27, No. 1, pp. 27-38.
Van Horn, D.M. and R.S. White
1986 Some Techniques for Mechanical Excavation in Salvage Archaeology.
Journal of Field Archaeology, 13:239-244.
TRAINING

Tortoise Awareness Training. Joshua Tree, San Bernardino County (September, 2008).

SB 18 Consultation Seminar. Riverside (December, 2005). Offered through the Governor’s
Office of Planning and research et. al.

* 1987 B.A. in Liberal Studies with emphasis in Anthropology, California State
University, Long Beach.

* 1977 A.A. Degree in Liberal Arts, Los Angeles Harbor College.
* Riverside County Certified Archaeologist #164
* Orange County Certified Archaeologist

* Over 30 years of full-time experience conducting cultural resource management
projects in southern California.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES RECORDS SEARCH

An in-person, updated cultural resources records search was conducted by Robert S.
White, at the South Central Coastal Information Center at California State University, Fullerton.
Consequently, there is no official letter from the Information Center to attach here. The in-
person search included a review of all previously recorded prehistoric and historic archaeological
sites situated within a one-mile radius of the study area. Additionally, the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP), California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), California
Historical Landmarks (CHL), California Points of Historical Interest (CPHI), and the California
Directory of Properties (DOP, aka the Historic Resources Inventory [HRI]) were reviewed for
the purpose of identifying any historic properties. Copies of site record forms were obtained for
those resources situated within a one-mile radius of the project. Pertinent archaeological reports
were also were reviewed and all relevant information was incorporated into the study.
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Between January and October 2006, at the request of Anso Properties, CRM
TECH performed a cultural resources study on approximately 280 acres of
rural land in the City of Ontario, San Bernardino County, California. The
subject property of the study is located on the south side of Riverside Drive
between Walker Avenue and the Cucamonga Creek Flood Control Channel,
in Section 10, T25 R7W, San Bernardino Base Meridian, and a portion of the
Santa Ana del Chino (Addition) land grant. The study is part of the
environmental review process for a proposed development project on the
property. The City of Ontario, as Lead Agency for the project, required the
study in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The purpose of the study is to provide the City of Ontario with the necessary
information and analysis to determine whether the proposed project would
cause substantial adverse changes to any historical / archaeological resources
that may exist in or around the project area, as mandated by CEQA. In order
to identify and evaluate such resources, CRM TECH initiated a historical/
archaeological resources records search, pursued historical background
research, and carried out a field survey.

As a result of these research procedures, 16 late-historic-period buildings,
including 15 residences and a dairy barn, were identified and recorded within
the project area, but were determined not to qualify as "historical resources,"
as defined by CEQA. Also noted in the project area were numerous
additional residences, and a large number of other utility structures
associated with these residences. Less than 50 years old and lacking any
special historic, architectural, or aesthetic merits, these buildings and
structures do not demonstrate the potential to qualify as "historical
resources,” and were therefore not recorded. No archaeological sites or other
potential "historical resources" were encountered during the course of the
study.

Based on the research results summarized above, CRM TECH recommends to
the City of Ontario a finding that the proposed project will have no impact on
any known historical resources. No further cultural resources investigation is
recommended for the project unless development plans undergo such
changes as to include areas not covered by this study. However, if buried
cultural materials are encountered during any earth-moving operations
associated with the project, all work in that area should be halted or diverted
until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the
finds.
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INTRODUCTION

Between January and October 2006, at the request of Anso Properties, CRM TECH
performed a cultural resources study on approximately 280 acres of rural land in the City
of Ontario, San Bernardino County, California (Fig. 1). The subject property of the study is
located on the south side of Riverside Drive between Walker Avenue and the Cucamonga
Creek Flood Control Channel, in Section 10, T2S R7W, San Bernardino Base Meridian, and
a portion of the Santa Ana del Chino (Addition) land grant (Fig. 2). The study is part of the
environmental review process for a proposed development project on the property. The
City of Ontario, as Lead Agency for the project, required the study in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; PRC §21000, et seq.).

CRM TECH performed the present study to provide the City of Ontario with the necessary
information and analysis to determine whether the proposed project would cause
substantial adverse changes to any historical / archaeological resources that may exist in or
around the project area, as mandated by CEQA. In order to identify and evaluate such
resources, CRM TECH initiated a historical / archaeological resources records search,
pursued historical background research, and carried out a field survey. The following
report is a complete account of the methods, results, and final conclusion of the study.
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[USGS 1969; 1979])

F2-35



: /-% AN ;/\7 /-// \‘_J T
M ‘

k
4 p——

of ; g
oS .
3 “ . Percoiation ;' Basies 6
ST B e Tows ' ;
v, T [~ PRICACE - PrHiA TThen TGRANT - i 8j8 BOY - T Well'I -
¥ 83V ! I
5 B
) y .
W
g >!
<.

Ontario-Upland |

| e ~ __/ S—— Sewdge Disocisay /-

e P ’ PE— SETVET T
o PR LT 22 T e L
1 [ R - ey B '
L o ‘ A -y el [ /
_~ . vo= Q. )
Tuge T / Cv‘ ~
AR T . " 4 <=1 ‘l
. < Taepl oo ‘s 4 & at
: ¥ LY T ‘.. & 3w
: . S ... ¢ o Sl - ks
-« - o ~. ” ] 4 i
s AR ez - <
‘ - - ‘f it A
Ao e T . fr" - St
yalill=) R, .. 110 - ;
2 e :"J. ;{.:V’ - .,.,._V-,*._, :‘Lwa-‘;v--ra
H 3 ' N -« o= "8 -
I ;‘ T, 1y
: o
i I
. I S S . .
o weli l
: i
. { % -
N i * !
4 . ot - CpE et AT
1 ] l l . . f | .
1 ' A
| ' 1 I
i ' (S ] 2205
- A
= - .
. = o |
' =L 1
E A = ‘. "
N - o | - St s .
SCALE 1:24,000 i . . = | i
. | e .
0 172 1 mile b
== — ] i .15 Loy
1000 0 1000 2000 3000 4000 feet " - 1
[ =—— ———— a— | |

Figure 2. Project area. (Based on USGS Corona North, Guasti, Ontario, and Prado Dam, Calif., 1:24,000
quadrangles [USGS 1981a-d])

F2-36



SETTING
CURRENT NATURAL SETTING

The subject property is situated in the western San Bernardino Valley, a region that was
formerly dominated by agriculture, especially the dairy industry, but is currently
undergoing rapid urban growth. It lies approximately nine miles south of the San Gabriel
Mountains and five miles north of the San Ana River, the main natural waterway in the San
Bernardino Valley. The terrain in the project area is relatively level, with elevations
ranging approximately from 750 to 780 feet above mean sea level.

The project area is bounded by Chino Avenue on the south, Walker Avenue on the west,
Riverside Drive on the north, and the Cucamonga Creek Flood Control Channel on the
east. The property includes four dairy complexes and their related buildings and
structures, including animal pens, metal canopies, and waste reservoirs (Fig. 3). The
central portion of the project area also contains agricultural fields, many of them currently
under cultivation. More than 25 single-family residences and ancillary buildings were also
noted in the project area. Very little native soil is visible. Vegetation in the vicinity consists
mainly of ornamental landscaping such as lawns, trees, and bushes.

CULTURAL SETTING
Prehistoric Context

The project area lies on the eastern edge of the traditional territory of the Gabrielino, a
Taklc-speakmg people who were considered the most populous and most powerful ethnic
group in aboriginal southern California (Bean and Smith 1978:538). The Gabrielino
territory reached from San Clemente Island to the present-day San Bernardino-Riverside
area and south into southern Orange County, but their influence spread as far as the San

Figure 3. Typical landscape in the project area. (Photo taken on March 9, 2006)
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Joaquin Valley, the Colorado River, and Baja California. Unfortunately, most Gabrielino
cultural practices had declined long before systematic ethnographic studies were instituted.
As a result, knowledge about them and their lifeways is meager. Today, the leading
ethnographic sources on Gabrielino culture are Bean and Smith (1978) and McCawley
(1996).

According to archaeological record, the Gabrielino were not the first inhabitants of the Los
Angeles Basin, but arrived around 500 B.C., slowly replacing the indigenous Hokan
speakers. As early as 1542, the Gabrielino were in contact with the Spanish during the
historic expedition of Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo. But it was not until 1769 that the Spaniards
took steps to colonize Gabrielino territory. Shortly afterwards, most of the Gabrielino
people were incorporated into Mission San Gabriel and other missions in southern
California. Due to introduced diseases, dietary deficiencies, and forceful reduction,
Gabrielino population dwindled rapidly. By 1900, they had almost ceased to exist as a
culturally identifiable group (Bean and Smith 1978:540). In recent decades, however, there
has been a renaissance of Native American activism and cultural revitalization among a
number of groups of Gabrielino descendants.

Historic Context

The San Bernardino Valley, along with the rest of Alta California, was claimed by Spain in
the late 18th century, and the first European explorers traveled through the area as early as
1772, only three years after the beginning of Spanish colonization. For nearly four decades
afterwards, however, the arid inland valley received little attention from the colonizers,
who concentrated their efforts along the Pacific coast. Following the establishment of
Mission San Gabriel in 1771, the San Bernardino Valley became a part of the mission's vast
land holdings. The name "San Bernardino" was bestowed on the region at least by 1819,
when a mission rancho bearing that name was established in the eastern end of the valley.

After Mexico gained independence from Spain in 1821, the new authorities in Alta
California began to dismantle the mission system in 1834 through the process of
secularization. During the next 12 years, former mission ranchos throughout Alta
California were surrendered to the Mexican government, and subsequently divided and
granted to various prominent citizens of the province. In 1843, the western portion of the
project area was included in an addition to the Santa Ana del Chino land grant and
awarded to [saac Williams, a Yankee-turned ranchero, who developed his 35,000-acre
domain into a prosperous agricultural empire before his death in 1856.

The U.S. annexation of Alta California in 1848 brought waves of American immigrants into
the once sparsely populated territory. In the 1880s, spurred by the completion of the
Southern Pacific Railroad and the competing Santa Fe Railroad, a land boom swept across
much of southern California. A large number of towns, surrounded by irrigated farmland,
were laid out in the San Bernardino Valley before the boom collapsed toward the end of the
decade. Among them were Etiwanda and Ontario, both founded in the early 1880s by
George Chaffey, a prominent local developer who had migrated from Canada in 1880.

It was in the creation of these two colonies that Chaffey pioneered the influential concept of
the mutual water company, by which water rights, a precious commodity in southern
California, are directly tied to land ownership. Thanks partially to this practice, the
Etiwanda and Ontario colonies survived the disastrous drought of the 1890s that brought
an end to the land boom, and flourished with the rise of the citrus industry as the leading
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economic pursuit in rural southern California. The area soon became known for the
cultivation of citrus fruits and, to a lesser extent, olives and grapes.

In 1891, Ontario, the larger of the two colonies, incorporated as a city, but agriculture
remained the primary livelihood of the region through much of the 20th century. During
the recent decades, due to its favorable location near the Greater Los Angeles area and
major transportation nexuses, the western San Bernardino Valley has become one of the
fastest growing regions in inland southern California, spearheaded by Ontario and Rancho
Cucamonga. In a historic break from the region's citrus-dominated past, industrial,
residential, and commercial development has been the driving force behind the current
"boom" in the two cities and the surrounding area.

RESEARCH METHODS
RECORDS SEARCH

The Archaeological Information Center (AIC) at the San Bernardino County Museum,
Redlands, provided the records search service for this study. The AIC is the official
cultural resource records repository for San Bernardino County, and a part of the California
Historical Resource Information System, established and maintained under the auspices of
the Office of Historic Preservation.

During the records search, Robin Laska, AIC Assistant Coordinator, checked the Center's
electronic database for previously identified historical/archaeological resources in or near
the project area, and existing cultural resources reports pertaining to the vicinity.
Previously identified historical / archaeological resources include properties designated as
California Historical Landmarks, Points of Historical Interest; or San Bernardino County
Historical Landmarks, as well as those listed in the National Register of Historic Places, the
California Register of Historical Resources, or the California Historical Resource
Information System.

HISTORICAL RESEARCH

CRM TECH historian Terri Jacquemain (see App. 1 for qualifications) completed the
historical research for this study in two phases. The preliminary background research was
based on published literature in local and regional history and historic maps of the Ontario
area. Among the maps consulted were the U.S. General Land Office's (GLO) land survey
plat map dated 1881 and the U.S. Geological Survey's (USGS) topographic maps dated
1902-1903, 1941, and 1953. These maps are collected at the Science Library of the
University of California, Riverside, and the California Desert District of the U.S. Bureau of
Land Management, located in Moreno Valley.

After completion of the field survey, Jacquemain pursued more focused research on the
subject property and historic-period buildings identified in the project area. The focus of
the research was to establish the buildings' date of construction, later alterations, roles and
uses over the years, and possible associations with important historic figures and / or
events. Sources examined during this phase of the research included primarily the archival
records of the County of San Bernardino and the City of Ontario, especially real property
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tax assessment records and building safety records. These primary sources were
supplemented with information from various contemporary news reports, oral historical
interviews with long-time residents of the area, and local historical and genealogical
materials on file at the Robert E. Ellingwood Model Colony Room of the Ontario City
Library.

FIELD SURVEY

On March 9, 2006, CRM TECH archaeologists Daniel Ballester and John J. Eddy (see App. 1
for qualifications) carried out the on-foot field survey of the project area. During the
survey, Ballester and Eddy walked parallel north-south transects spaced 15 meters
(approximately 50 feet) apart over most of the project area. In areas where such transects
were not possible, such as around buildings or animal enclosures, a cursory survey was
performed. In this way, the ground surface in the project area was systematically and
carefully examined for any evidence of human activities dating to the prehistoric or historic
periods (i.e., 45 years ago or older). Ground visibility ranged from poor to fair (0-70%)
throughout the project area.

After the completion of the initial archaeological survey, on March 21, 2006, CRM TECH
historical archaeologist Josh Smallwood (see App. 1 for qualifications) carried out a field
inspection of all buildings in the project area and field recording procedures on those that
appeared to be of historical origin (i.e., more than 45 years old). In order to facilitate the
proper recordation and evaluation of these older buildings, Smallwood made detailed
notations and preliminary photo-documentation of their structural and architectural
characteristics and current conditions. Sixteen buildings which proved to be over 45 years
old through further research were subsequently recorded on the State of California’s
standard site record forms and submitted to the AIC for inclusion in the California
Historical Resource Information System (see App. 2).

RESULTS AND FINDINGS
PREVIOUS CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES IN THE VICINITY

According to records on file at the Archaeological Information Center, the project area had
not been surveyed for cultural resources prior to this study, and no cultural resources had
been recorded on the property. Outside the project boundaries but within a one-mile
radius, AIC records show at least 12 previous cultural resources studies covering various
tracts of land and linear features (Fig. 4). Despite these survey efforts, only one

historical / archaeological site, P36-015980, was previously identified within the scope of the
records search.

Site P36-015980 consists of the approximate route followed by Juan Bautista de Anza’s
historic overland expeditions of 1774-1776, which has been designated a California Point of
Historic Interest (CPHI-SBr-027). No physical features associated with the de Anza
expeditions were ever recorded along the route, and the exact location and course of the
route are largely unknown. In the Ontario area, the site is represented by a
commemorative marker in Anza Park, more than two miles northwest of the project
location. Since no features associated with the site are known to exist in the project
vicinity, P36-015980 requires no further consideration during this study.
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HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT AREA

In 1878, when the U.S. government conducted the first official land survey in the Present-
day Ontario area, no man-made features of any kind were observed in the eastern portion
of the project area (Fig. 5). The western portion of the property, as a part of the privately
held Rancho Santa Ana del Chino, was not surveyed at that time. Some 20 years later, after
the land boom of the 1880s brought an influx of settlers into the San Bernardino Valley, the
project vicinity reflected a cultural landscape that was typical of rural southern California
at the time, featuring scattered farmsteads connected by an extensive network of roads (Fig.
6). Several roads were present by that time within or along the project boundaries,
including the forerunners of today's Riverside Drive, Chino Avenue, and Ontario Avenue,
and one building was noted in the easternmost portion of the project area, on the east side
of present-day Ontario Avenue (Fig. 6).

By 1933, a number of buildings were in existence within the project boundaries, including
at least nine along present-day Baker Avenue, two on the east side of Ontario Avenue, one
on the north side of Chino Avenue, and two more near the intersection of Baker Avenue
and Riverside Drive (Fig. 7). Archival records indicate that, beginning in the early 1940s, at
least one significant agricultural interest was operating in the northeastern portion of the
project area (County Assessor 1942-1948). Maj. Corliss Champion Moseley, a well-known
aviation pioneer, and his family owned an approximately 80-acre parcel at that location
between circa 1942 and 1945, and developed it into the Orange Blossom Dairy Farm, on
which they assembled a prize-winning herd of Jersey cattle (anonymous 1942). The
Moseley family's herd was reportedly the first officially classified Jersey herd in southern
California, a designation that helped establish American standards and helped perpetuate
the breed (ibid.).

By 1952-1953, a cluster of at least nine buildings was noted at that location, including six
buildings identified as barns or sheds, presumably used for agricultural purposes (Fig. 8).
Also at this time, several other apparent farming or dairy operations were found in the
project area, as evidenced by the presence of other barns/sheds, an orchard along the
northern project boundary, and a vineyard in the southeastern corner of the property (Fig.
8). Cucamonga Creek had by then been channeled, forming the eastern boundary of the
project area (Fig. 8).

Dairy farming, a long-standing industry in the area since the turn of the 20th century that
had grown at a steady pace over the years, exploded in the 1950s as urban encroachment in
Los Angeles and Orange Counties during the post-WWII boom led to a "mass exodus" of
dairy farmers to the Chino Basin. Between 1947 and 1955, the number of dairies in
operation in the Chino Basin increased from approximately 60 to 135, with more under
construction, making dairy farming the "biggest single economic factor in the Valley"
(Chino Champion 1955). At least four dairies would eventually be established within the
project area and remain in operation through recent times, including Bekendam and Hogg
Bros. dairies on Baker Avenue and Knudsen, De Boer and, possibly, Pacific Coast dairies
on Riverside Drive (Banbury 2006).

POTENTIAL HISTORICAL RESOURCES IN THE PROJECT AREA

During the field survey, no evidence of prehistoric—i.e., Native American—cultural
resources was found within the project area. However, as mentioned above, more than 25
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buildings are present throughout the project area, including mainly single-family
residences but also multi-family farm worker's residences, dairy houses, and a number of
ancillary structures such as barns and sheds. Among these, 14 single-family residences, a
farm worker residence, and a dairy house evidently date to the 1950s or earlier, and were
recorded during this study as potential historical resources.

Many of the other buildings and structures in the project area are determined to be of
modern origin, and their appearance is characteristic of such buildings constructed on
dairy farms in the Chino Basin area during the 1960s. Some of the ancillary structures are
of indeterminate age, but demonstrate no particular historical characteristics. These
buildings and structures were not recorded as potential historical resources.

The 16 buildings recorded during this study are listed below. Further information on these
buildings is presented in the attached DPR 523 forms (see App. 2). The historic significance
evaluation of these buildings is also discussed in the DPR 523 forms, and is summarized in

the section below.

Parcel No. Address Property Type Const. Date
-~ 213829 0216-173-07 13100 Baker Avenue Single-family residence Ca. 1954-1960
12%2300216-173-07 13102 Baker Avenue Single-family residence Ca. 1954-1960
1223( 0216-173-08 13104 Baker Avenue Single-family residence Ca. 1954-1960
| 2032 0216-174-02 13129 Baker Avenue Single-family residence Ca. 1947
/ 3939 0216-173-06 8625 Riverside Drive Single-family residence 1950s
(7935 0216-173-06 8625 Riverside Drive Dairy house 1950s
2236 0216-173-06 8657 Riverside Drive Single-family residence 1950s
'3237 0216-173-09 13130 Baker Avenue Single-family residence Ca. 1954-1960
[%22& 0216-174-09 8715 Riverside Drive Single-family residence Ca. 1945
12529 0216-174-15 ,, 8815 Riverside Drive Single-family residence 1950s?*
[5400216-174-16 y pu? 8821 Riverside Drive Single-family residence Pre-19457**
13241 0216-174-16 8825 Riverside Drive Single-family residence 1950s?*
/33420218-102-11 9381A Riverside Drive Single-family residence Post-1945
1325490218-102-11 9381B Riverside Drive Farm workers' quarters Post-1945
13242 0218-102-11 9381D Riverside Drive Single-family residence Post-1945
| 3244 0218-111-05 13165 Ontario Avenue Single-family residence Ca. 1949

* Moved to this location in the 1970s.

&d ** Moved to this location sometime between 1966 and 1978.
!

\‘t
Sau& '

DISCUSSION
Based on the research results discussed above, the following sections present CRM TECH's
conclusion on whether any of the historic-period buildings recorded during this study
meets the official definition of a "historical resource,” as provided in the California Public
Resources Code, in particular CEQA.
DEFINITION

According to PRC §5020.1(j), "'historical resource' includes, but is not limited to, any object,
building, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or archaeologically

10
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significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic,
agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California.” More
specifically, CEQA guidelines state that the term "historical resources" applies to any such
resources listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, included in a local register of historical resources, or determined to be
historically significant by the Lead Agency (Title 14 CCR §15064.5(a)(1)-(3)).

Regarding the proper criteria of historical significance, CEQA guidelines mandate that "a
resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be 'historically significant' if the resource
meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources" (Title 14
CCR §15064.5(a)(3)). A resource may be listed in the California Register if it meets any of
the following criteria:

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

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

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

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory
or history. (PRC §5024.1(c))

EVALUATION

In summary of the research results discussed above, the historic-period buildings in the
project area evidently date mostly to the post-WWII period. Buildings from that period
survive in large numbers in the Ontario area and throughout southern California, and
generally require outstanding historical, architectural, aesthetic, or other merits to be
considered "historical resources,” as defined above. These buildings demonstrate no such
merits. The only building in the project area that may predate 1945, the residence at 8821
Riverside Drive, was evidently moved to this location at a much later time, and is of
limited integrity to relate to the pre-WWII era.

Throughout the course of this study, no historical figures or events of recognized
significance in national, state, or local history were identified in association with any of
these buildings. One of the properties in the project area, a dairy farm located at 9381
Riverside Drive, was once owned by Corliss C. Moseley, a notable figure in American
aviation history, between circa 1942 and 1945, and his Orange Blossom Dairy Farm
evidently earned a level of distinction during the few years it was in operation at that
location. However, all of the existing buildings on the property today appear to date to the
post-1945 era, and none of them is known to be closely associated with Corliss C. Moseley
or the Orange Blossom Dairy Farm.

In terms of architectural and esthetical qualities, the historic-period buildings recorded in
the project area are generally plain and utilitarian in appearance and do not stand out as
important or notable examples of their style, type, period, region, or method of
construction, nor do they express any ideals or design concepts more fully than the
numerous other buildings of similar vintage in the region. In addition there is no evidence
that any of these buildings represents the work of a noted architect, designer, or builder.

11
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Based on these considerations, the present study concludes that the 16 historic-period
buildings recorded in the project area do not appear eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, and thus do not meet CEQA's definition of "historical
resources," as outlined above.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CEQA establishes that "a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment" (PRC §21084.1). "Substantial adverse change," according to PRC §5020.1(q),
"means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the significance of a
historical resource would be impaired."

Since none of the historic-period buildings recorded in the project area meets CEQA's
definition of a "historical resource,” and since no other potential "historical resources" were
encountered during the course of this study, CRM TECH presents the following
recommendations to the City of Ontario:

* No historical resources exist within or adjacent to the project area, and thus the project
as currently proposed will not cause a substantial adverse change to any known
historical resources.

* No further cultural resources investigation is necessary for the proposed project unless
development plans undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study.

 If buried cultural materials are discovered during any earth-moving operations
associated with the project, all work in that area should be halted or diverted until a
qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the finds.

12
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INTRODUCTION

Stantec Consulting Inc. was retained by NMC Builders, LLC to conduct a cultural
resources assessment for the proposed New Model Colony (NMC) East Backbone
Infrastructure project in the City of Ontario, San Bernardino County, California (Figure 1).

The proposed project will include the widening and extension of several streets, bridge
improvements and construction of bridges, construction of subsurface water, sewer,
storm drain, and dry utilities, and improvements along the concrete-lined Cucamonga
and Deer creek channels. Construction will involve excavations to depths ranging from 6
to 25 feet below current ground surfaces. The proposed project will include
improvements within the 80- to 165-feet-wide rights-of-way of Riverside Drive and the
following avenues: Archibald, Bellgrave (Merrill), Chino, Edison, Haven, Heliman
(Ontario), Merrill (Eucalyptus), Mill Creek (Cleveland), Miliikin (Hamner), and Schaefer.
Proposed project components will be constructed mostly on dairy farm and agricuitural
land, and along developed and landscaped street rights-of-way. The alignments of the
proposed project traverse through Sections 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22, and 23, Township
2 South, Range 7 West, San Bernardino Base Meridian (SBBM), as depicted on the
United States Geological Survey (USGS) 1967 Corona North and 1966 Guasti 7.5-
minute quadrangle maps (Figure 2).

For the purposes of this report, “project” refers to the proposed backbone infrastructure
construction. “Project area” refers to all land within the boundary of NMC East as shown
in Figure 2. “Study area” refers to the project area and all land within a one-mile-wide
zone around the project area boundary. “Project site” refers to the proposed construction
footprint for the project. The project area and project site boundaries are depicted and
addressed herein as proposed as of the date of this report.

The City of Ontario, lead regulating agency for the proposed project, requires this study
as part of compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public
Resources Code, §21000 et seq.), CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations,
Title 14, §15000 et seq.), and the City of Ontario Sphere of Influence Final
Environmental Impact Report (Envicom Corporation 1997).

This assessment is intended to provide the City of Ontario with the necessary
information and analyses to determine whether or not the proposed project would
significantly impact cultural resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines, to make
recommendations for the conservation of cultural resources, and to recommend options
for the mitigation of impacts to cultural resources.

The historical and archaeological study included a search of California Historical
Resources Information System (CHRIS) maps, record forms, and technical reports, a
search of the California Historic Bridges Inventory, a search of the California Native
American Heritage Commission (CNAHC) sacred land file, a search of historical USGS
maps and General Land Office (GLO) historical land patents, and a pedestrian survey of
unpaved portions of the project site. The paleontological study included geologic map
interpretation, a literature search, an institutional records search, and a review of
previous paleontological investigations in the area and documented fossil-bearing
localities, and a pedestrian survey of unpaved portions of the project site.
Paleontological literature and records reviews were conducted by the San Bernardino
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County Museum (SBCM) and by the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County
(LACM). The studies were conducted by archaeologist Matthew Wetherbee, M.Sc.,
RPA, paleontologist Sarah Siren, M.Sc., and principal archaeologist Gavin Archer, MA,
RPA (see Appendix A for statements of qualifications).

The results of the records search indicate that one significant Historic Period cultural
resource, the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail (CPHI number SBr-027,
CHRIS site number 36-015980), crosses the northern portion of the project site just
south of Riverside Drive, but the exact location of the trail is unknown. Recent land
development in the area has likely destroyed all physical traces of the trail in the study
area. Several Historical land patents including land within the study area and dated
between 1869 and 1891 were identified. Any buildings located on the project site during
that time period would have been removed by subsequent land use activities. In
addition, historical maps indicate that several Historic Period buildings were formerly
located in the study area but not within the project site boundaries. The CNAHC staff
searched the sacred land file and reported no Native American cultural resources in the
study area. Paleontological records indicate that no known paleontological resources are
located within the study area.

This study identified one extant Historic Period building within t{le project site
boundaries, but it does not to meet the CEQA Guidelines definition” of a “historical
resource.” No other buildings, other structures, or objects more than 45 years old were
encountered during the pedestrian survey. In summary, no significant historical,
archaeological or paleontological resources were identified by this study within or
adjacent to the project site.

]

Based on the results of this stLjdy, the project will not impact known historical resources
or unique archaeological resodrces as defined by CEQA Guidelines. The project site is
unlikely to include buried and undiscovered historical resources or unique archaeological
resources. The project site may, however, include buried and undiscovered
paleontological resources. Paleontological monitoring is recommended to ensure that
significant paleontological resources unearthed by construction, if any, are protected,
salvaged, and placed with a suitable museum. Earth-moving activities in fossiliferous
sediments should be observed full-time by a paleontological monitor. If, archaeological
deposits are encountered during construction, earth-moving activities should halt in the
immediate area of the find. Archaeological finds should be evaluated by a qualified
archaeologist. Archaeological finds meeting CEQA Guidelines definitions of historical
resource or unique archaeological resource should be preserved in place or the subjects
of data recovery programs. In addition, California State Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5 dictates that if human remains are unearthed during construction, no further
disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to
origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.

Natural Setting and Built Environment

The study area is situated in a region currently dominated by agriculture, especially the
dairy industry in the western San Bernardino Valley. The nearest natural water source,
the Santa Ana River, lies four miles south of the project area. The San Gabriel
Mountains are located approximately 10 miles to the north. The terrain of the study area
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is relatively level, with the elevations ranging approximately 650 to 750 feet above mean
sea level. Recent (Holocene; 10,000 years or younger) quaternary fan and eolian (sand
dune) deposits underlie the study area (McLeod 2006; Scott 2006).

The project area is generally bounded by Riverside Drive on the north. the Riverside/San
Bernardino County line on the south, Miliken (Hamner) Avenue on the east, and
Vineyard Avenue on the west. Several of the project site alignments lie adjacent to
agricultural fields and active dairy farms, and exhibit such features as barns, cow pens,
metal canopies, pasture land, dairy rinse water and runoff retention ponds, and a
number of small associated buildings and sheds. In addition, several single-family
residences, ancillary buildings, and other buildings including Fuji Natural Foods and the
Archibald Ranch Community Church were also noted near the alignments. Portions of
the project site traverse a number of existing paved streets including Archibald Avenue,
Chino Avenue, Edison Avenue, Hamner Avenue, Haven Avenue, Merrill Avenue, and
Riverside Drive. Cucamonga Creek flows in a north-south direction on the western side
of the project area. Bridges included in the planned improvements are located at
Cucamonga Creek crossings on Chino Avenue, Edison Avenue, Merrill Avenue, and
Riverside Drive. New bridges will be constructed at Cucamonga Creek crossings for
Eucalyptus Avenue and Schaefer Avenue.

The dairy and agricultural operations as well as the more recent land developments and
mechanical disturbances have extensively altered the natural landscape in the project
area. As a result, traces of native terrain and vegetation are sparse in the project area.
Non-native vegetation consists of landscaping plants (lawns, flowers, trees, bushes and
small grasses and shrubs) and crops. The planned new alignments of Bellgrave (Merrill)
Avenue, Chino Avenue, Edison, Hellman (Ontario) Avenue, Merrill (Eucalyptus) Avenue,
Mill Creek (Cleveland) Avenue, and Schaefer Avenues, and new underground utility
alignments pass through dairy and farm land. Portions of the proposed alignments which
cross Dick Dykstra Dairy Farm and other private property were not surveyed in the field
as part of the investigations for this assessment.

Cultural Setting

Prehistoric and Protohistoric Context

The study area lies on the eastern edge of the traditional territory of the Gabrielino, a
Takic-speaking group who were second only to their Chumash neighbors in being the
wealthiest and most populous Native American group in southern California (Bean and
Smith 1978:538). These people are thought to have migrated from the Great Basin area
and moved westward toward the coast between A.D. 500 and 1,000, or 1,000-1,500
years ago, slowly replacing the indigenous Hokan speakers (Chartkoff and Chartkoff
1984:186). The Gabrielino territory reached from the present-day San Bernardino Valley
and Riverside areas to the coast where it flourished in the current Orange County and
Los Angeles areas, as well as across the channel to San Clemente, San Nicolas, and
Santa Catalina islands. Archaeological evidence further indicates that their cultural
influence reached as far as the San Joaquin Valley, the Colorado River, and Baja
California. The Gabrielino controlled valuable steatite outcrops on Santa Catalina Island.
Steatite is soft soapstone ideal for producing animal carvings, pipes, ritual objects,
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ornaments, and cooking utensils. The Gabrielino traded steatite and steatite artifacts
extensively with neighboring groups (Bean and Smith 1978:542). Unfortunately, the
Gabrielino cultural practices are not well documented as they declined before
ethnographic studies were conducted.

Like many other aboriginal groups in southern California, the Gabrielino were hunter-
gatherers who settled primarily near permanent water sources or in the forest transition
zone. Bean and Smith (1978) characterize this range as the “Interior Mountains/Adjacent
Foothills” zone of the Gabrielino culture. The interior mountains and foothills comprise an
area of numerous subsistence resources including small mammals, acorns, and a
variety of other plant and animal foods (Bean and Smith 1978:528). The coastal regions
also provided a variety of food resources including various shellfish, sharks, rays, fish,
sea mammals, waterfowl, and offshore kelp beds. Men were responsible for the hunting,
fishing, and assisting in some gathering activities, conducted most trading ventures, and
provided for the ceremonial and political well being of their families and homes
(ibid.:546). Women were responsible for collecting and preparing food resources and the
production of baskets, pots, and clothing. The intricacies of Gabrielino social
organization are unknown; however, studies suggest that a moiety system similar to that
of other southern California Takic speakers existed (ibid: 543). Villages were politically
autonomous, composed of non-localized lineages, often segmentary in nature, and were
under the leadership of a single chief (ibid: 544). The arrival of the Spanish explorers
and the establishment of missions and outposts during the late 18" century ended the
Prehistoric Period in California.

Contact with Europeans may have occurred as early as 1542 with the Spanish
expedition of Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo. It is difficult to determine the size of the
population at the time of European contact; however, possibly more than 50 or 100
mainland villages were inhabited simultaneously with an average population in each
village of 50-100 persons (Bean and Smith 1978: 540). It was not until the 1770s that
Spaniards began to slowly colonize the Gabrielino territory, subsequently resulting in the
incorporation of most Gabrielino into the Mission San Gabriel and other missions in
southern California. Europeans brought not only a new religion and way of life, they aiso
introduced a host of diseases and dietary deficiencies resulting in a decline of the
Gabrielino population. The decline of the Gabrielino population was extremely severe
and by the 1900s they had almost ceased to exist as a culturally identifiable group (Bean
and Smith 1978:540). However, in recent decades, there has been a renaissance of
Native American activism and revitalization among several southern California Native
American groups including the Gabrielino.

Historic Period Context

The first European explorers arrived in the San Bernardino Valley as early as 1772, but
the area was later claimed by Spain in the late 1800s. However, the hot, arid inland
valley was not the first choice of settlement as the Pacific Coast provided much more
abundant resources, as well as harbors. The Mission San Gabriel was established in
1771 and the San Bernardino Valley came under control of the mission. Soon after, the
area received the name “San Bernardino” when a mission rancho bearing that name
was established at the eastern end of the valley.
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In the 1830s, a trade route known as the Spanish Trail was established between
southern California and New Mexico. Traders from New Mexico traveled for two months
and traversed rough terrain carrying goods on mules and horses to trade for California
goods. The San Bernardino Valley served as an excellent pasturage for the livestock of
the trading expeditions. The mission system was dismantled in 1834 through a process
of secularization after the Mexican government gained its independence from Spain in
1821. In the following years, the Mexican government acquired the former mission
ranchos, and divided. and granted them among prominent citizens of the province. One
of the largest grants in the area was the Rancho Santa Ana del Chino, located just south
of the project area. In 1848, with the U.S. annexation of Alta California, the San
Bernardino area received a slow migration of American immigrants. However, it was not
until the completion of the Southern Pacific Railroad and the Santa Fe Railroad in 1880,
and offshoot of the Central Pacific, that a land boom swept across ali of southern
California and a number of towns surrounded by irrigated farmland were laid out in the
San Bernardino Valley.

Among the several towns established in the area were Etiwanda and Ontario, both
founded by local developer and Canadian immigrant George Chaffey. One of the keys to
Chaffey's success as a developer was his creation of a “mutual water company” in which
each landowner became a stockholder. With these improvements laid out, Chaffey made
water available to every parcel of land. By the 1890s these two colonies flourished with
the rise of the citrus and dairy industries, and set the example for other towns in rural
southern California. Not only were citrus fruits a main commodity, but olives and grapes
were grown as well. The City of Ontario was incorporated in 1891 and has experienced
continual slow growth of settlement since that time. This agricultural land has been
farmed primarily by Dutch, French Basque, and Portuguese dairy farmers in the last 50
years.

The dairy industry moved into the Chino Valley in three distinct phases. The three
phases include: 1) the pre-1930 establishment of rural residential and free-grazing dairy
properties; 2) the 1930-1940 dry lot dairying with mechanization phase; and 3) the post-
1950 establishment of scientific, large-capacity dairies. The earliest phase occurred
between 1900 and 1930 and involved the free grazing of cattle located on lots smaller
than nine acres that were likely located near Riverside Drive or Euclid Avenue and other
streets in the near vicinity. During the second wave of dairies, the Iot sizes remained
small, but eventually grew in size by the end of this era in terms of acreage, multiple
dairy generations, and more cattle occupying each lot. By 1950 and beyond, dairy farms
were much larger and often encompassed many parcels totaling 40 acres or more and
mechanization had become a large part of the operations.

By the 1950s, Ontario was experiencing a massive post-war housing boom along with
the rest of southern California. The decline in agricultural land spurred the San
Bernardino Board of Supervisors in 1967 to designate 14,000 acres of agricultural land
located south and west of the City of Ontario as an “agricultural preserve.” By the 1980s,
this area had become a world-class dairy area. However, escalating dairy operation
costs and another housing boom caused the long-term agricultural uses of these lands
to be forfeited and thousands of acres were annexed to the City of Ontario, City of Chino
Hills, and the City of Chino. Ontario named its portion of the former San Bernardino
Agricultural preserve the “New Model Colony,” after the original “Model Colony of
Ontario” established by the Chaffey brothers in 1882.
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RESEARCH DESIGN

The initial objective of this assessment is to identify cultural and paleontological
resources on and near the project site using records and a pedestrian survey. Available
records include CHRIS maps, site forms, and technical reports, the California Historic
Bridges Inventory, the CNAHC sacred land file, historical USGS maps, and GLO
historical land patents. Archival research was conducted to gather information on
possible prehistoric and historical buried remains on the project site. The pedestrian
survey was undertaken to meet current standards for identifying cultural resources with
visibie surface manifestations on the project site.

In the region, most cultural resources are archaeological sites associated with
prehistoric, protohistoric, and historical Native American occupations. They may also be
associated with historical Europeans and European Americans who explored and settled
in the area. Cultural resources are usually material remains more than 50 years old.
Although rare, more recent buildings, such as dairy farms and their associated structures
and other man-made features can be cultural resources. Non-material cultural
resources, such as places and natural features considered sacred by Native Americans,
and traditional Native American resources (e.g. plants used in traditional basketry) are
also possible.

As summarized above, the prehistoric Native Americans who occupied the area were
the Gabrielino. Prehistoric and Historic Period archaeological remains that are
identifiable by pedestrian survey typically include artifact scatters on the surface. The
most common Native American artifacts found during pedestrian surveys include
chipped-stone debitage and tools, ground-stone tools, and pottery sherds. Features,
such as fire-cracked rock clusters, may also be identified during pedestrian surveys.
Historic Period artifacts most commonly consist of glass bottle, can, and ceramics
fragments. Features, such as structural remains (e.g. house foundations), are also
possible. Historically important sites may not have material remains, but can be
identified using historical maps and records. Sacred land and other traditional cultural
places may or may not have physical components, but can be identified in consultation
with Native Americans based on oral history and traditional knowledge.

METHODS

The tasks performed for this study consisted of those recognized as standard
professional practices for cultural resource management studies conducted for
compliance with the CEQA. The goals and objectives of this assessment included the
identification of all known cultural resources in the study area and cultural resources
evident by physical manifestations on the project site in unpaved portions. The purpose
of the study is to provide recommendations for planning and project impacts mitigation to
the City of Ontario. This report closely folliows State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
guidelines (COHP 1990).
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California Historical Resources Information System Records Search

The CHRIS was established and is maintained under the auspices of the SHPO. The
CHRIS records search included the project area and a one-mile-wide (1.61-kilometer-
wide) zone around the project area (i.e. the study area). The study area lies on the
boundary between Riverside and San Bernardino counties, and the CHRIS records
search included records on file at the CHRIS Eastern Information Center (EIC) at the
University of California, Riverside, and at the CHRIS Archaeological Information Center
(AIC) at the San Bernardino County Museum, Redlands. The EIC and AIC are the
CHRIS repositories for Riverside County and San Bernardino County, respectively.

Historical and archaeological site record forms, site location and site boundary maps,
and technical reports resulting form previous studies for proposed projects in the study
area were reviewed. Previously identified historical and archaeological resources may
include, but are not limited to, California Historical Landmarks, California Points of
Historical Interest (CPHI), San Bernardino County Historical Landmarks, sites listed on
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), and sites listed on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

California Historic Bridges Inventory Search

Four bridges are present on the project site. They were inspected in the field to obtain
California Department of Transportation (“Caltrans”) bridge numbers. A search of the
California Historic Bridges Inventory (Caltrans 2003) was conducted to determine if they
are listed as historical resources.

Sacred Land File Search

A request for a sacred land file search was initiated on July 13, 2007 with the Native
American Heritage Commission to identify recorded sacred sites and other cultural
resources within or near the study area, and to obtain contact information for local Native
American consultants.

Historical Maps and Land Patents Search

Historical maps consulted during this study were found in published literature on local
and regional history and in the archival records of the County of San Bernardino. Among
the maps consulted were a GLO land survey plat map dated 1881, and USGS
topographic maps dated 1902-1903, 1941-1942, 1953-1954, and 1966-1967. In addition,
GLO historical land patents were searched (BLM n.d.).
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Paleontological Records Search

The paleontological records search included geological maps and literature, reports of
previous paleontological investigations in the study area, and documentation of fossil-
bearing localities. Museum records searches and a search of the Regional
Paleontological Locality Inventory (RPLI) were requested from Dr. Eric Scott of the
SBCM and Dr. Samuel McLeod of the LACM.

Pedestrian Survey

The pedestrian survey was carried out on July 6, 2007, and September 6, 2007, by
archaeologist Matthew Wetherbee, MA, RPA, paleontology technician Rachael Mills,
B.Sc., and archaeology technician Ryan Taft, BA. It covered unpaved road rights-of-way
on the project site. During the survey, the field crew walked parallel, 15-meter-wide (ca.
50-feet-wide) transects to fully cover proposed project alignments, where accessible,
and which measure 80 to 165 feet in width. The ground surface was examined for
material evidence of human activities dating to the prehistoric or historic periods, and for
visible evidence of paleontological resources such as fossils and fossil-bearing geologic
formations. The coverage of the pedestrian survey was constrained by limited access in
some areas due to the presence of livestock, extant residences, and other modern, man-
made features. Most of the land was covered by dairy by-products, agricultural fields,
and developed landscape, and visibility of the native soil ranged from extremely poor (0-
20 percent) in developed areas and areas covered with dense ground vegetation, to
good (90 percent) in vacant areas.

RESULTS

California Historical Resources Information System Records

According to records on file at the EIC and AIC, 25 cultural resource studies have been
previously conducted in the study area including on portions of the project site (Dice
2004, 2006; Dice and lrish 2002; Foster and Greenwood 1985; Fulton 2003; Hearn
1979; Hogan and Tang 2006; Love et al. 2001; Marken et al. 2006; Martz 1976; Maxwell
2001; Pollock 2006; Sander et al. 2004, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c; SBCM 1978; Scott and
Gust 2005; Tang et al. 2002, 2004, 2006a, 2006b, 2007; Wetherbee 2007; Wetherbee
and Siren 2006;). All but one of these studies consisted of cultural resource records
searches and pedestrian surveys on various tracts and corridors of land within the study
area. One study consisted of archaeological monitoring of construction grading along
Archibald Avenue. As a result of these studies, one Historic Period roadbed and one
Historic Period trail (Table 1), seven Historic Period structures (Table 2), and two
prehistoric isolates (Table 3), were identified within the study area.
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F2-60



Table 1. Summary of Historic Period Roadbed and Trail in the Study Area

CHRIS Site Description CRHR

Number Eligible?

36-012533 Roadbed made of Historic Period debris No

36-015980 Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail (CPHI Yes

SBr-027)

Table 2. Summary of Historic Period Structures in the Study Area

Parcel Address Building Type Construction CRHR |

Number Date Eligible?

0218-111- 9586 Chino Ave. | Single Family ca. 1920-1930 No

29 Residence

0218-191- 9490 Archibald Single Family 1915 No

22 Ave. Residence

0218-191- 9203 Edison Fencing 1923 No

24 Ave.

0218-191- 13990 S. Single Family 1920 No

04 Archibald Ave. Residence

0218-191- 13838 S. Barn/Stables 1940 No

14 Archibald Ave.

0218-201- 13923 S. Farm Complex ca. 1920 No

18 Archibald Ave.

N/A 14355 Archibald | Single Family ca. 1940-1950 No
Ave. Residence

Table 3. Summary of Prehistoric Isolates in the Study Area

Isolate Number Description
P-1 Basalt flake
P-2 Mano fragment

The Historic Period roadbed (36-012533) was found during archaeological monitoring on
Archibald Avenue between Merrill Avenue and Chino Avenue. The roadbed feature
consisted of crushed brick, glass, ceramics, and other refuse items, reportedly from
salvage and clean-up operations from the City of Long Beach after the earthquake of
1933 (Hogan and Tang 2006). Despite extensive research and inquiries to the City of
Long Beach Historic Preservation Officer, no definitive historical documentation has
been found to substantiate that claim (ibid. 2006). While the 1933 Long Beach
earthquake may be considered an important event in local and regional history, the site
does not demonstrate a particular close association-or any documented association-with
that event (ibid. 2006). The debris and refuse found during the monitoring program had
poor archaeological integrity and little potential to yield important information for the
study of local and regional history (ibid. 2006). Site 36-012533 does not meet the
definition of a historical resource as defined by CEQA Guidelines.

The Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail (CHRIS site number 36-015980; CPHI
SBr-027) which has been documented as traversing the northern portion of the project
site just south of Riverside Drive, but the exact location is unknown. Recent
development has most likely destroyed any physical evidence of this historic trail in the
study area. None of the previous studies were able to locate any physical evidence of
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the historic trail. A marker, located in the study area but outside of the project site
boundaries, was erected to commemorate the Juan Bautista de Anza expedition of
1774.

The seven Historic Period structures identified in the study area consist of single-family
residences, barns and other dairy/farm structures, and fencing that date from the early-
to mid-20th century. Previous studies indicate that, even though all of the strutures
appear to be at least 50 years of age, they were found not historically significant and not
eligible for listing on the CRHR. In addition, several of the reports listed above indicate
that a number of modern residences (built post-1950) were also noted in the study area.

The two prehistoric isolates identified in the study area were located west of Cucamonga
Creek and south of Edison Avenue. The areas of the finds were surveyed using close
interval pedestrian transects in an effort to identify additional artifacts, but no other
artifacts were found. The report indicates that the areas of the finds have been
extensively disturbed by both natural processes and agricultural activities. Three-feet-
deep disturbance was estimated and it was noted that any artifacts on the surface or to a
depth of three feet in these areas are likely not in their original context (Marken et al.
2006).

All of the sites, structures, and isolates identified in the study area by previous studies
were evaluated as part of those studies. Other than the Anza Trail, none were
considered eligible for the CRHR. Based on the results from these studies, there is little
potential for buried and undiscovered, significant cultural resources on project site. The
previous studies covered only portions of the project site, and pedestrian survey of the
remaining, unpaved portions was included in this study (see below). Cultural resource
site records, which include confidential site location descriptions and maps, are not
included in this report per CHRIS policy, but they are on file at the EIC, the AIC, and
Stantec.

California Historic Bridges Inventory

Table 4 provides a list of bridges on the project site and their eligibility for the NRHP. As
noted above, two new bridges will be constructed on Schaefer and Eucalyptus avenues
and they are not, therefore, in the Caltrans Historic Bridges Inventory at this time. The
four extant bridges were constructed in 1979 and are not eligible for the NRHP.
Similarly, they are not CRHR eligible.

Table 4. Summary of Extant Bridges in the Study Area

Number Location Date of NRHP or CRHR j
Construction Eligible?
54C0528 Riverside Drive 1979 No |
54C0529 Chino Avenue 1979 No
54C0531 Edison Avenue 1979 No
54C0532 Merrill Avenue 1979 No
12
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Sacred Land File

A request was made to the CNAHC for a search of the sacred land file. A response was
received on July 18, 2007, from the CNAHC that a search of their file failed to indicate
the presence of Native American cultural resources in the area. It was also noted that
this absence of information in their files does not indicate an absence of cultural
resources in any project area. The CNAHC’s letter report and list of potential Native
American informants is provided in Appendix B.

Historical Maps and Land Patents

Historical sources consulted for this study suggest that in the late 1870s, shortly before
George Chaffey founded the community of Ontario, no man-made features were present
in the study area (GLO 1881; T2S R7W). Two decades later, after Ontario became
incorporated, early settlers began settling in the area and this is reflected by several
scattered farmsteads connected by an extensive network of roads shown on maps made
at the beginning of the 20™ century (USGS Corona 1902; Cucamonga 1903). By 1933,
several of the present-day roads including Archibald Avenue, Chino Avenue, and Edison
Avenue were established, and dairy and other agricultural operations continued to
expand in the study area (USGS Guasti and Vicinity 1941; Corona and Vicinity 1942).
Several structures shown on the 1940s maps were located along a number of project
site roads. Over the next 20 years, the Ontario area continued to experience
considerable growth as dairy farming, a long-standing industry in the area, boomed in
the 1950s with a significant increase in the number of dairies in the study area shown on
1950s maps (USGS Corona North 1954; Guasti 1953; Ontario 1954).

GLO records pertain to initial transfers of land from the federal government to other
parties. The records indicate that 13 patents pertaining to land within the study area
were issued between 1869 and 1891. The first two patents issued for land in the study
area were issued in for Spanish/Mexican grant land to Issac Williams, in 1869, and to
Juan Bandini in 1879. The third patent for land in the study area was issued in 1879 to
the Atlantic and Pacific Railroad. Between 1885 and 1891, with the land boom occurring
in the Ontario area, several plots of land were acquired by early settlers including John
F. Watkins, John Doyle, Philip O'Brien, Cyrus Willard, and Archie McDougall by cash
sale. In 1880, Samuel A. Bishop, C. E. Deforst, and George Johnson acquired pieces of
land by scrip or Nature of scrip. Finally, as a result of the Homestead Act of 1862,
George W. Ingram and James |. Roach each acquired 165-acre pieces of land within the
study area in 1890 and 1891, respectively.

Paleontological Records

According to paleontological records on file at Stantec, the LACM, and the SBCM, no
known vertebrate fossil localities are present within the study area (McLeod 2006; Scott
2006). Dr. Eric Scott (2006) determined that the geology of the surficial Holocene fan
and wind-blown sand deposits within the study area should be assigned a rating of low
paleontological sensitivity. Underlying older Pleistocene deposits may be present at an
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unknown depth below the surface. These deposits have a high probability of including
significant vertebrate fossils and have yielded Mammuthus (mammoth) fossils 3.5 miles
northeast of the project area (SBCM locality 5.1.8; Scott 2006) (Appendix C).

Shallow (e.g. upper three feet), younger Quaternary deposits across the project area
have not yielded significant vertebrate fossils and are not paleontologically sensitive
(McLeod 2006). However, older Quaternary deposits occur at the surface west and
south of the project area, these deposits having a high probability of including significant
vertebrate fossil remains. A fossil specimen of deer (Odocoileus) was found in locality
LACM 1207, due south of the project area, between the cities of Corona and Norco in
older Quaternary deposits (McLeod 2006) (Appendix C).

Pedestrian Survey

No surface evidence of prehistoric or Historic Period archaeological sites, features, or
artifacts, or fossils was found in the surveyed areas. Some segments of the project site
are currently private dairy and other agricultural land, and right-of-entry was not granted
at the time of the pedestrian survey. They are excluded from the current study. Where
right-of-entry was available, the pedestrian survey was completed using 15 meter
spacing between surveyors.

One extant building on the project site, a house located at 9572 Merrill Avenue, was
constructed more than 45 years ago (Figure 3). According to a grant deed on file at the
San Bernardino County Assessor’s office, the residence dates to 1956. It is typical of
many extant houses in the Ontario area which were built during the post-World-War-l|
construction boom. The results of records research do not indicate that it is associated
with significant historical events or persons, and it is not architecturally distinctive, and it
does not have potential to yield important historical information. The building does not
meet CRHR eligibility criteria and it is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA.

P - R ars

Figure 3. Building located at 9572 i\ﬁerrill Avenue.

Additionally, segments of the proposed project alignments traverse landscaped areas,
the parking lot of Fuji Natural Foods located at 13500 Milliken Avenue, and the adjacent
Southern California Edison property located at 13568 Milliken Avenue. The Dick Dykstra
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dairy farm located at 10129 Schaeffer Avenue and a number of ancillary buildings and
structures associated with dairy farming operations were identified on or adjacent to the
project site. These buildings and other structures were built prior to the 1950s and
represent vernacular architecture. Since they are modern and are not architecturally
significant, they do not require further consideration as potential cultural resources.

A fair amount of modern trash was also observed on the project site, including
machinery, metal fragments/debris, and refuse associated with the dairy operations.
None of these items was of any historical or archaeological interest. Many segments of
the project site have been heavily disturbed by off-road vehicles, agricultural,
landscaping, and construction activities associated with the various public roadways and
utility lines (Figure 4). During the field survey, no fossils were observed on the surface
exposures of Recent sandy alluvium.

e - T “.‘. 3 LTS
Figure 4. Representative views of existing street alignments. Clockwise from upper left:
west side of Archibald Avenue (view to south); southwest corner of Archibald Avenue and
Chino Avenue intersection (view to south); Schaeffer Avenue (view to east); south side of
Merrill Avenue (view to south).

MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of any
known historical resources or unique archaeological resources as defined by CEQA
Guidelines. The project would not disturb any known human remains including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries. The project would not directly or indirectly destroy
any known unique paleontological resources or sites, or unique geologic resources as
defined by CEQA Guidelines. The project would have potentially significant impacts on
cultural resources because buried and undiscovered historical resources, unique
archaeological resources, human remains, unique paleontological resources or sites,
and unique geologic resources may be present within the boundaries of the project site,
and they may be unearthed, disturbed, and destroyed by construction excavations. The
impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of the following mitigation
measures in the project.
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Historical Resources

Historical resources, as defined by CEQA Guidelines, are cultural resources eligible for
the CRHR. To be eligible for the CRHR, a resource must have integrity and meet one or
more of the following significance criteria:

1. Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the
United States.

2. Associated with the lives of persons important to local, California or national
history.

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

4. Has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory
or history of the local area, California or the nation.

Buried and undiscovered prehistoric and Historic Period archaeological sites may be
eligible for the CRHR. Most commonly, CRHR eligible archaeological sites meet
Criterion 4.

If an archaeological site is discovered during construction, implementation of Cultural
Resources Mitigation Measure 1.0 is recommended.

Cultural Resources Mitigation Measure 1.0: Historical Resources
1.1 Immediately halt all activity within 15 meters of the archaeological site.

1.2 Complete an evaluation of the archaeological site conducted by a qualified
archaeologist. Evaluation may require archaeological test excavation. If so,
submit a copy of the test excavation technical report to the CHRIS, and donate
documentation of the test excavation and artifact collection to the San
Bernardino County Museum, or another suitable museum or repository.

1.3 If the archaeological site is CRHR eligible, and protection, stabilization, and
preservation of the archaeological site is feasible, implement protection,
stabilization, and preservation in accordance with a plan prepared by a qualified
archaeologist.

1.4 If the archaeological site is CRHR eligible, and protection, stabilization, and
preservation of the archaeological site is not feasible, implement data recovery
by a qualified archaeologist in accordance with a research design and data
recovery plan prepared by a qualified archaeologist. Data recovery may require
archaeological excavation.

1.5 If data recovery is conducted, submit a copy of the data  recovery technical
report to the CHRIS, and donate documentation of the data recovery and the
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artifact collection to the San Bernardino County Museum, or another suitable
museum or repository.

Unique Archaeological Resources

As defined by CEQA (§21083.2), a unique archaeological resource meets one or more
of the following criteria:

1.

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

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.

Buried and undiscovered Prehistoric and Historic Period artifacts, objects, and sites may
be unique archaeological resources as defined by CEQA.

If an archaeological site is discovered during construction, implementation of Cultural
Resources Mitigation Measure 2.0 is recommended.

Cultural Resources Mitigation Measure 2.0: Unique Archaeological Resources

21

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

Immediately halt all activity within 15 meters of the archaeological site.

Complete an evaluation of the archaeological site conducted by a qualified
archaeologist. Evaluation may require archaeological test excavation. If so,
submit a copy of the test excavation technical report to the CHRIS, and donate
documentation of the test excavation and artifact collection to the San
Bernardino County Museum, or another suitable museum or repository.

If the archaeological site is a unique archaeological resource as defined by
CEQA, and protection, stabilization, and preservation of the archaeological site is
feasible, implement protection, stabilization, and preservation in accordance with
a plan prepared by a qualified archaeologist.

If the archaeological site is a unique archaeological resource as defined by
CEQA and protection, stabilization, and preservation of the archaeological site is
not feasible, implement data recovery by a qualified archaeologist in accordance
with a research design and data recovery plan prepared by a qualified
archaeologist. Data recovery may require archaeological excavation.

If data recovery is conducted, submit a copy of the data  recovery technical
report to the CHRIS, and donate documentation of the data recovery and the

artifact collection to the San Bernardino County Museum, or another suitable
museum or repository.
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Human Remains

In addition to CEQA protection, human remains are protected by the California Health
and Safety Code and the California Public Resources Code (CNAHC n.d.). Buried,
unmarked, and undiscovered human remains may inhumations or cremations, and may
be prehistoric, Historic Period, or modern.

If human remains are discovered during construction or archaeological excavations,
implementation of Cultural Resources Mitigation Measure 3.0 is recommended.

Cultural Resources Mitigation Measure 3.0: Human Remains
3.1 Treat human remains with dignity and respect at all times.
3.2 Immediately halt all activity within 15 meters of the human remains.

3.3 Immediately report the discovery of human remains to the coroner. If the human
remains are Native American, the coroner will report the discovery to the
CNAHC and the CNAHC will report the discovery to the Most Likely Descendant
(MLD).

3.4 In consultation with the MLD, develop a plan for the treatment and disposition of
the human remains and grave goods. Treatment may include archaeological
excavation and scientific investigation.

3.5  With the concurrence of the MLD, implement the plan for the treatment and
disposition of the human remains and grave goods.

Paleontological Resources

Older Pleistocene alluvium at the project site is a paleontological resource because it is
a significant fossiliferous deposit. The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (1995) defines
a significant fossiliferous deposit as:

“

a rock unit or formation which contains significant nonrenewable
paleontological resources, here defined as comprising one or more identifiable
vertebrate fossils, farge or small, and any associated invertebrate and plant
fossils, traces and other data that provide taphonomic, taxonomic, phylogenetic,
ecologic, and stratigraphic information.”

Implementation of Cultural Resources Mitigation Measure 4.0 is recommended.

Cultural Resources Mitigation Measure 4.0: Paleontological Resources

4.1 When and where construction excavation is to a depth greater than the depth of
recent Holocene alluvial fan and wind-blown sand deposits, implement
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4.2

monitoring by a qualified paleontologist. Monitoring may require full-time
observation, inspection of trench faces, inspection of excavated sediments,
sample screening of excavated sediments, collection, stabilization, preparation,
and analysis of samples of plant and invertebrate fossils, and salvage,
stabilization, preparation, and analysis of vertebrate fossils.

Donate paleontological documentation, plant and invertebrate fossil samples,
and salvaged vertebrate fossils, and a copy of the paleontological monitoring

technical report to the San Bernardino County Museum, or another suitable
museum or repository.
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APPENDIX A: PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS

Matthew Wetherbee, M.Sc., RPA
Archaeologist

Education:  M.Sc., Palaeoecology of Human Societies, University College, London
BA, Anthropology, University of California, Santa Cruz

Mr. Matthew Wetherbee is an archaeologist with 10 years experience in archaeological
practice throughout southern California and Egypt as well as in cultural resources
management including prehistoric and historic archaeology, traditional cultural
properties, and Native American consultation. He has preformed Cultural Resources
investigations for CEQA/NEPA cultural resources sections of environmental documents.
In addition, Mr. Wetherbee has extensive experience in Federal Section 106 compliance
documentation, cultural resource evaluation, analyses, and reports, of the National
Historic Preservation Act. He has planned and conducted cultural resource literature and
records searches, historical research, archaeological field surveys, site recordation and
mapping, and construction monitoring. He has also analyzed faunal remains from
archaeological sites in Egypt and southern California. Mr. Wetherbee has experience
consulting with the Native American Heritage Commission and Native American tribes,
and has served as a liaison between construction personnel, tribal monitors, and agency
representatives. Mr. Wetherbee is a member of the Society for American Archaeology,
the International Council of Archaeozoology, and several other professional
organizations, and is a Registered Professional Archaeologist. Mr. Wetherbee holds a
Bachelor of Arts degree in Anthropology from University of California at Santa Cruz, and
a Masters of Science in Palaeoecology of Human Societies from the Institute of
Archaeology at University College London, England. Prior to working at Stantec he held
positions with CRM TECH, Viejo California, SWCA, and an internship at the American
University in Cairo, Egypt.

Sarah Siren, M.Sc.
Paleontologist

Education:  M.Sc., Paleontology, South Dakota School of Mines and Technology
B.Sc., Geology, The George Washington University

Mrs. Siren attended George Washington University and was awarded a Master's degree
in Vertebrate Paleontology from the South Dakota School of Mines and Technology. She
conducted studies at both the Smithsonian Institution and Badlands National Park, and
has supervised as lead research scientist for various field activities, curation projects,
and laboratory preparations. Her diverse experience includes monitoring, identifying,
mapping and preparing fossils. She currently serves as Project Manager / Paleontologist
for numerous projects in southern California involving multiple agencies, public and
private sector clients, a variety of resources, and multidisciplinary staff supervision. She
is also a curatorial assistant with the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County,
and an associate professor of geology at Saddleback College in Mission Viejo,
California.
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Gavin Archer, MA, RPA
Principal, Archaeology & Paleontology

Education: ~ MA/ 1990 / Anthropology (Archaeology Thesis), University of Arizona
BA / 1987 / Anthropology, University of Arizona

Mr. Archer has studied and practiced anthropology and archaeology in California,
Arizona, Hawaii, Colorado, Alaska, Louisiana, Georgia, and northwest Mexico since
1982. In 1990, he earned a Master’s degree in Anthropology at the University of Arizona
with an archaeology thesis. His research interests include the prehistory, history and
ethnography of California and the Greater Southwest. Mr. Archer is a member of the
Society for American Archaeology, the Society for California Archaeology, and several
other professional organizations, and a Registered Professional Archaeologist. His
expertise includes all aspects of archaeological investigation, documentary research,
Native American consultation, and regulatory compliance. Previously, he has held
positions with The Keith Companies, SWCA Environmental Consultants, Gila River
Indian Community, Desert Archaeology, Bishop Museum, and University of Arizona.

Rachel Mills
Paleontology Technician

Education:  B.Sc., Earth Sciences, University of California, Santa Cruz

Ms. Mills has performed full and part time archaeological and paleontological monitoring
during mass grading operations of various development projects ranging from single
industrial buildings to large residential developments. Her experience includes using
GPS to document and map locations of resources, preserving paleontological and
archaeological resources for collection and transport utilizing the guidelines of the
Orange County Curation, and preparing specimens in laboratory for further study and
categorizing.

Ms. Mills is also experienced in the performance of detailed geologic reconnaissance
studies through literature review, analysis of stereoscopic aerial photographs, and field
mapping. She has performed geologic and geotechnical field evaluations including
detailed logging of borings, test pits, and trenches, and conducted the analysis of
collected geotechnical field and office data such as the preparation of cross sections and
performance of engineering calculations. Ms. Mills has also prepared geotechnical and
geologic reports; and has provided geotechnical observation, documentation, and testing
services for earthwork projects including mass grading, stability fill, and underground
utilities; and has provided of support to staff level engineers, geologists, and field
technicians.
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Ryan Taft
Archaeology Technician

Education:  BA, Anthropology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, California

Mr. Taft is a second year graduate student in the Anthropology Department at California
State University, Fullerton. He is fully qualified to conduct archaeological surveys,
excavations, and laboratory work for cultural resource management in southern
California. Mr. Taft is a member of the Pi Gamma Mu International Honor Society for
Social Sciences. He also conducts chipped stone analysis for project reports with
Stantec.
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
N5 CAMTGL MALL. ROOM 354
EALRANENTO, Cf, 95514

(016) b33-L251

Fax (DI6) E45T-2380
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July 18. 2007

Matthew Wetherbes, MSc., RPA
Project Archaeoiogist
Stantecine

East Guash Read

Orvtario, CA 91751

Sentby FAX: 808-390-8885
Number of pages: 3

Ro Proposed New Model Colony East inttastruclure in Ontaro, San Barnarding County,
Dear Mr. Welhetbee:

The Nativc American Herilage Commissson way ablo 10 perform a fecord search of its
Sacred Landg File (SLF) for the affocicd project aren  The SLF failed to uwdicats the pretence of
Nalive American cultural resources in the imimedists project aren  Tho absence of spacific sie
infeemation in the Sarred Lands File doee not guarantce the absence of culiural resources in any
prea of potential eflect (APE) '

Early conzulfation with Nalive Amerigan ribes in your aren is the best way 1o avoid
unanticipated discoveries ance A project is underway. Enclosed mre the nearest tribns that may
have knowledge of cultural resourcos in tha project area. A List of Native Amearican conlacis are
atiachod bo sasisl you. The Commission makes no recommendation of a single individual or group
over anolher. Il is advisable 1o conlact the person lisled; if they cannot supply you with $pecific
information about the impac! on cultural reseurces, they may be able to refer you to ancther yibe et
person knowledpeable a1 the cukural resources (n or near the affected project area (APE).

Lack of surface avidence of archeciogical resources dgoes nat preciude the existencé: of
archoological resourcas. Ledd agencies ahould consider avoidance, 83 daefingd in Sccticn 15370 of
the Califernla Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) when significant cutural resourees could be
affacted by aproject. Atso, Public Resouices Codo Sectian 5G97.88 and Healih & Safety Coge
Saction T050.8 provide for provisions for acgidentully discovered archaokogical resources during
sansiruction and mandate e processes 1o be fnllwed in the event of 3n actidental discovary of
any human remains in a praject Inoation other than a ‘dedicuiud comelery. Discussion of these
should be included in your onviranmental decuments_as sppropnate

If you have any queslicns about this responee 10 your reguest, please da nol hesitate to
contact me at (816} 653-8251.

<

Sincerely,
1

o

A\,
Dave Singletan —~
Program Analyst

Altachment: Nalive Amencan Contact List
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Natlve Amarican Contacts
San Bemardino Gounty
July 16, 2007
Cahuilla Band ol indiang Gabsleleno/Tongva Tribal Council
Anthony Madrigal, Jr., Interim-Chairperson Anthany Morales, Chairperson
P.O. Box 381760 ~ Cahuilla PO Box 693 Gabrielino Tongva
Anza + GA 92539 San Gabrlel . CGA 91778
tribalcouncil @ cahuilia.net ChiefRBwite @aol.com
{951) 763-2631 (626) 286-1632
(626) 286-1768 - Home
(B51) 783-2632 Fax (626) 286-1262 Fax
Ramona Band of Mission [ntiians Gabriglino/Tongva Cowncal / Gabrlelino Tongva Nation
Joseph Hamilton, vice chalrman Sam Dunlap, Tribal Secretary
P.O. Box 391670 Cahuilla 761 Terminal Street; Bidg 1. 2nd floor Gabrielino Tohgva
» CA 92539 Los Angeles . CA spoet
ramonatribe.com office @tongvatribe,net
f'dsn 763-4105 (213) 486.5001 - Ofiicer
(951) 763-4325 Fax {908) 282-0351 - cell
(213) 489-5002 Fax
San Manuei Band of Migsion Indians Gabrielino Band of Mission Ingians of CA
Henry Dura, Chairperson Ms, Susan Frank
26569 Community Cenler Drive Serrano FQ Box 3021 Qabrielino
Highlanad « CA 92346 Beaumont « CA 92223
) B64+-8033 (551) 887-2536 PhonefFax
(809) BB4-3370 Fax
TrAt Soclaty Morango Band of Miggion Indians
Cindi Alvitre Britt W. Wilson, Cullural Rasources-Project Manager
6602 Zplzah Avenue Gabrielino 49750 Seminole Drive Cahuilla
Reseda + CA 91335 Cabazon i CA 92230  Searrano
calvilre@z'ahoo.com @morongo.org
(714) 504-2468 Call (951) 755-5206
(951) 765-5200/323-0822-ccH
(051) 922-8146 Fax

Thin liat la currant only as of tha dey of this document.

Diedritrsticon uf this It does not retieve ony mwu&pomblng dﬂlnedh!wﬂun?ﬂﬁ!vlﬂmlﬁmﬂhm
smm‘:,mmwuummbkmmwwm i ol 1he Pubic Rugources Codd

nis {ist o for Contucths mtmmm 0 Cultursl et
el bkt S SR s P,
naarch was facpiissind
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Native American Contacts
San Bemardino County
July 16, 2007

San Manusal Band of Mission Indians
Ann Brierty, Environmanial Department
101 Pure Water Lane Semrano
Highland + CA D2346

abri sanmanugi-nsn,
S NS ey s gov

(909) 862-5152 Fax

Sarrano Band of Indiany
Goldie Walkar
6588 Valeria Drive Serrang
nghland . CA 92346
909) B62-9883

Cahuilla Band of Indians

Maurica Chacon, Cultural Resources
P.Q. Box 391780 Cahuitla
Anza . CA 82539

chandod mn@nol COM
(951) 763-2621

(951) 783-2832 Fax

This fiat in atinrant only o of the dato of thim document

Dixtribution of thia (15t doeg pod relend a0y PEEON OF SAUTITY fespaRsIDRIty as defined [n Sectian 706640.5 ol the Hasith snd
catety Code, Ea-tion 500794 of the Rubiic Rosorsg Coda nnd Goction 500798 al tha Iuhﬂc Rosaisrens Ciode.

ml-n-u: mwmwmngwu-hm‘mnum-mdhwlhnm e proposed

y EASE INTARNLCAMS WY Orvtasic; San Bosmandine County, G-Mrr-fonmluhnﬁmmwﬂlo

mmmm
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4 April 2006

Stantec Conzulting, Incerncaied
afth: Sarah Saren

19 Technology e

Irvipe, CA 92518

. PALEONTOLOGY RECORDS REVIEW.SUBAREA 418, (1TY OF ONTARIO.SAN

Dear Sarah,

The Diviswon of Geelagieal Sciences ot the San Bernatdino County Masenm | SBCM NS camipletes]
a literature rmv-ew ard records seerch tor the abovesnamed praject pnopety m the suuthers Onzag
region of San Bernanding Ceuely. Cal-forma Specifical’y. the project is Incared in pemons of
sootions i4 and 135, Uiweskip: 2 Sonth, Range 7 West, San Bemnardine Base end Mcrdian. as seen
on the Corona Norti, Californ.a and tie Guastt, Califormie 7 5 Untitod Stotes Geological Suney

topographic quadrang-e maps (1987 and 1966 edvions. ruspestiveh. both photorevised (981}

Previous mapping ot she propoted property (Roge-s, “965: Morten and Gray, 2002} indicates tha:
the study area 15 situaled upen surfuce expesures of Holocene fan deposits (= urut Qv ovetlen i
some swas by Holovene windblown sand (= Que).  Thzse Holgeene sediioniy Wwve low
palcontologic sensitaty, However, thesesediments oagelie plder Plejsrocerallnvial sedunents that
have high potentiz! te contam signiticent annrenewahlz paloantolagic resour ces, and 2o wre nasearod
high palosntolome sersitis ity Plerstocane allnvial sediments elsewhere tunughout Rivarside amd
San Bertardino Courties and the Intand Empite have heen reporied 10 vield spnificant fossils of
extinct animals frure the [oe Ape (Jefforson, 1991 Reynalds and Revnnlds, (981, Woochurre, 1961,
Sprirger gnd Scott. 1934, Pajak and otaers, 1996: Scott, 1597 Spnnger and others, 1998, 1999
Fossils recovered from. these Pleistocsne sedd ments represert 2xnact axg includmg mimimeths,
mastadons, pround slaths dise wolves. sabre toothed cats. Jarue and small korses. large snd =ma’l
camels, and Mson, a5 well ay plant maae- and weroloss (leffersun. 1991 Reynelds and
Reyrolds, 1991 Weadburne 1991 Springer und Sz, (994 Scatt. |97 Sprnger and ofrers.
1998, 1999: Andesson and oihery 702) 1 presert in the subsyrfzee, and depending upon the
lithology exhibited. thzse scimenrs have high poterial v conlain significent norrencwable
paleontologic resmiinces

For this review._ | condacted a szatch ofthe Regional Paleaatologic Locality T gatory IRPLUT a2 Y
SBCOM. Theresulianlthizreconds cearchindicated that no palenntinlogic tecalitics are recarded frin
with:n the boundanes of the pmposed sindy atea. The nrarest saleontologic resnurce docality taat
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L AEratirm / recarrix ruviaw, Faleariningy, Slenia:. Subarea #t8, Ontpno

2

has vielded fostils fom Pleistnzenc olden alhipwm (SBOM 5,181 iy sineated roughly Y mde-
northeas: o the property.  This lecalimy yieided fossil remains of extnet memimoth (Masmmuthue:
frotn deprhs of approx:miately 20' below the existap, amurd surfe

Recommendatinns

Ihe results uf the Seanys evivw amd the =carch of the RPL: u: the SBOM demonstrate thmt the
proposed propurty is situated upun Pleistocens «iiter allavial depusits present al depth that, i o
previausty disturbed by development. heve Righ potentisl to contain pateonrclogic resources,
Excavation .o this older alluveim theretors has high putential o irpae palenntoiopic resources. 4
gual: fied vertehrate pz.contalogist must evelop @ progzom o mitigais iMpacts & aparenewabie
palcontologic reanurces.  Unis imbigaton program muost bz consistens wtb fhe provisons of the
Cahforma Envivonmental (Juainty Act [3oot and Springer. 20005, a5 well as with 1cgulations
currently rmplemented by the Caunty of San Bemengino and the propesed muidehres of the Suciety
of Vertchrate Palconmlapy. This program sheuld include. but not be iimized tn:

1. Manitorng at oxcavatins in arcas idenre hed as likely re conrair paleontologic resannees by
a1 qualified paleontolog.c monitor Arsaz equring wwoeitn:ing inclade all pros-cugiv-
unddisturhad Pleistucene nider alluvial sedimente provent an depri withis 1tha houndu e nd
the srapermy. Pulvontolonic moditer: should be cuipped e sals age fssils as Dy are
urearthed, tg aviid constraction deluyvs. and o remove samples of sodiments tha: are ke
to contgin the remaing of small Jossil invertebrates oned vertebrurus,  Maaitosy st be
ampnwered 1o tempotardy halt or Jiv et eqipmenr te Wlow “emoval o ahniedant or la1as
speeimens. Moputoring may be cediced if e potenrially-fossilifermuz units descrined hiezein
arcnot presentinthe subsurfuce., o f oresent are determned upon 2xsosure and evcaminaon
oy gualilied pa’eontolege pemsonnel to have [ew potental ro contam fossil resources.

2. Freparanon ot ali rccovered spocimens to 3 paint of dermticatsen and permancen:
preseryation. melucing washing of socliments to reegver small inverebrales and verrchrases.
Preparation ard stebilization nf all recovered fossits are essentsal in order ta fully mabgate
adverse :mpacis to rc resnuregs (Seatt a3d others, 20045

3 [lennfication and curation of sSpaamens into a- estshlished, zecredited inusewn repusiten
with permanert remmevihle paleontologic siorage (.3, SRBOM) Thase procedurss are alap
essemtial steps in cffecnive palcontlopie mitigason (Seotr and athers, 2N02) and « FOA
vumplizrice (Scett and Sprnger. 1003). 1The paleantolopis: must have a written repository
agreetient m hand prior o the imitiaton of mtiganon activities  Mitggation af adverse
npacts W sigrifican: suleoatnlogic suseurees 1s rot considered complete unt! such curation
Rt an estahlished muscum repositony has heen fully completed and cixcurmnented

Yreparaticn ot g reper of Endings with an appendad itemired invertery nf apecimions. The
reprer! asd anvenory. waen susmitted to the appropnate Lead Agency alung wirh
corfirmat:on of the curation of resovered specimens into an established. aceredited museum
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