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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION
This Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) was prepared in support of the Tapestry
Project (Project), a master-planned, mixed-use community development located within the City
of Hesperia, San Bernardino County, California. The Tapestry Specific Plan and Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) were approved by the City of Hesperia (City) in [INSERT DATE]. As part
of the fulfillment of the conditions of approval of the Specific Plan and the mitigation measures
of the Project EIR, a CRMP was developed that contains provisions for the evaluation and
mitigation of potentially adverse effects on cultural resources within the project boundary. This
CRMP is based on a previous CRMP (de Barros 2004) that was developed in support of the
Rancho Las Flores Specific Plan (SP-89-01). The management plan presented herein provides
procedures to be followed to ensure that most impacts to significant cultural resources within the
Project area are reduced to below the level of significance in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).1
The Project is also considered a federal undertaking per 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800.16[y] and as such, it is subject to the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (as amended). The CRMP that is presented herein provides
procedures to identify historic properties2 and to assess adverse effects of the Project on these
significant resources. In addition, it proposes general and site-specific measures that ensure the
resolution of most adverse effects to historic properties within the Project area in accordance
with Section 106 of the NHPA. This section includes a brief description of the project location
and elements; the scope and purpose of the management plan; and the organization of the
CRMP.
1.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1.1.1 Project Location
The Project is located within the previously approved Rancho Las Flores Specific Plan area in
the City of Hesperia in the southwestern portion of San Bernardino County, California (Figure
1). The Project area, covers 9,367 acres (ac) and is mapped within portions of Township 3 North/
Range 5 West, Sections 24–25, and 36; Township 4 North/ Range 4 West, Sections 34–35;
Township 3 North/ Range 4 West, Sections 2–3, 8–17, and 19–36 on the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) 7.5' topographic quadrangles for Hesperia (2012a), Lake Arrowhead (2012b), and
Silverwood Lake (2012c) (Figure 2).
The Project is located approximately 8 miles (mi) east of Interstate 15 along State Route (SR)
138. SR 173 generally serves as the southern and eastern boundary of the Project site. Situated
approximately 12 mi north of the City of San Bernardino, the Project site is located along the
base of the north face of the San Bernardino Mountains at the southern edge of the Mojave

1

As defined here, a significant cultural resource is any historical (built-environment) resource or archaeological
resource that is included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).
2
Historic properties include any cultural resource that is included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP).
1
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Desert. The Project’s northern boundary is primarily along the southern edge of Antelope Valley,
to the south of Ranchero Road.
Significant physical and cultural features within the Project vicinity include the Las Flores
Ranch, Summit Valley, the West Fork of the Mojave River, the California Aqueduct, the Pacific
Crest Trail, Grass Valley Creek, and an approximately 200-foot (ft) high bluff or escarpment that
separates Summit Valley from the high desert area to the north.
1.1.2 Project Elements
The Tapestry Specific Plan proposes a maximum of 19,396 residential units with a mix of
densities ranging from very low density and estate to high density and mixed use. The majority
of the residential units would be low/medium density. Development would be separated into
three distinctive villages: Mesa Village, Summit Valley Village, and Grass Valley Village. The
latter would be primarily equestrian. In addition to residential uses, the Specific Plan also
proposes the following:


Two mixed-use town centers totaling approximately 94 ac, with approximately 500,000
to 700,000 square ft of commercial and retail space;



Approximately 368 ac of park land, including community and neighborhood parks,
sports fields, passive recreational open space areas;



An extensive trail system including trails and enhanced parkways adjacent to streets and
off-street and equestrian trails, totaling approximately 165 mi (167 ac);



Seven elementary schools, two middle schools and two high schools totaling
approximately 263 ac of school uses;



Public and civic facilities (e.g., post office, library branch, fire station, etc.);



A wastewater reclamation plant and lift stations;



Roadways, drainage facilities, domestic and recycled water infrastructure and other
associated infrastructure; and



Preservation of approximately 3,536 ac of open space, including an approximately 523ac conservation easement and an approximately 81-ac Serrano Heritage Preserve (with
an approximately 72-ac overlap between these two categories), as well as approximately
58 ac of recycled water storage ponds.

Primary access to the project site would be from Ranchero Road, which would provide the
primary connection from within the City north of the site and regional access via Interstate 15.
Direct access is provided by SR 138 and SR 173.
1.2

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE CRMP

The purpose of the CRMP is to set forth a detailed program for the mitigation of impacts to
significant cultural resources during all ground-disturbing phases (including but not limited to
4

preconstruction site mobilization; construction grading and trenching; construction; and
landscaping and maintenance) of the Project by providing for the identification, evaluation,
treatment, and protection of any cultural resources that are affected by or may be discovered
during the construction of the master-planned community. Towards this end, the CRMP provides
procedures to be followed to ensure that impacts to cultural resources will be mitigated to below
the level of significance for the purposes of CEQA and that adverse effects are resolved in
accordance with Section 106. As discussed above, the construction of the master-planned
community will occur in phases, beginning with the development of the northern portion of the
Project site. To ensure the long-term management of cultural resources, the following mitigation
measures will be implemented for each phase of the Project:


the definition of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) including all areas that may be
directly or indirectly impacted by construction or maintenance activities;



procedures for the comprehensive inventorying of cultural resources within the APE;



protocols to evaluate the significance of historical and archaeological cultural resources
within the APE for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)
and/or the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP);



a description of all avoidance measures and the time frames during which these measures
would be required to protect cultural resources;



treatment protocols for significant historical and archaeological cultural resources that
cannot be avoided;



a monitoring plan to be employed throughout each construction phase of the Project,
including protocols to be followed during routine monitoring and in the event that
unanticipated archaeological resources are discovered during construction, or known
resources are impacted in an unanticipated manner;



worker training aimed at recognizing cultural resources;



procedures for any unanticipated cultural resources that may be exposed during Project
construction;



treatment of any discovered human remains in accordance with state law;



a statement of policy for the collection, retention, and disposal of cultural materials and
archaeological records; and



a summary of Native American and public outreach and interpretative programs to be
implemented for the Project.

Cultural resources are defined as anything made or affected by human beings or the remains
thereof, as well as human remains. Types of cultural resources will be consistent with California
Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Chapter 11.5, Section 4852(a), including archaeological
resources, historical resources, cultural landscapes, and sites and resources of concern to local
Native American or other ethnic groups.
1.3

ORGANIZATION OF THE CRMP

The CRMP includes the following:
5



An introductory section which includes a description of the Project;



A section that reviews the cultural resources protection laws and regulations
applicable to the Project;



A brief description of the natural and cultural setting of the Project area, which
includes relevant environmental conditions as they relate to human settlement and
resource use, ethnographic background, established archaeological interpretive
frameworks, and major historic themes;



A summary of the previous archaeological investigations within the Project
vicinity;



A description of the known cultural resources within the Project area with a map
showing the cultural resources in relation to the Project;



A general research design that is tailored to the environment, prehistory, and
history of the Project area and the cultural resources found therein;



The management plan which includes procedures for defining the APE,
inventorying cultural resources, and implementing avoidance and mitigation
measures.

It should be noted that this CRMP draws heavily on the earlier versions of management plans
developed by de Barros (1990, 2004) for the Rancho Las Flores Specific Plan. The portions of
these earlier documents, which are reproduced herein, are referenced accordingly.
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SECTION 2
REGULATORY CONTEXT
This section discusses the relevant federal, state, and local statutes, ordinances, or policies that
govern the conservation and protection of cultural resources that must be considered during the
decision-making process for projects that have the potential to impact cultural resources. The
City has been identified as lead agency for the purpose of CEQA compliance. The U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) will act at the Lead Agency for compliance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (NHPA).
2.1

FEDERAL

2.1.1 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
Enacted in 1966 and amended in 2000, the NHPA established a national policy for historic
preservation and instituted a multifaceted program, administered by the Secretary of the Interior,
to encourage the achievement of preservation goals at the federal, state, and local levels. The
NHPA authorized the expansion and maintenance of the NRHP, established the position of State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), provided for the designation of State Review Boards, set
up a mechanism to certify local governments to carry out the purposes of the NHPA, assisted
Native American tribes in preserving their cultural heritage, and created the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation.
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The NHPA of 1966 established the NRHP
as “an authoritative guide to be used by federal, state, and local governments, private groups, and
citizens to identify the Nation’s cultural resources and to indicate what properties should be
considered for protection from destruction or impairment” (CFR, Title 36, Part 60.2). The NRHP
recognizes properties that are significant at the national, state, and local levels. To be eligible for
listing in the NRHP, a resource must be significant in American history, architecture,
archaeology, engineering, or culture. Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects of
potential significance must also possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association. A property is eligible for the NRHP if it is significant
under one or more of the following criteria (CFR, Title 36, Part 60.4):
Criterion A:

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

Criterion B:

It is associated with the lives of persons who are significant in our past.

Criterion C:

It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction; represents the work of a master; possesses high artistic
values; or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose
components may lack individual distinction.

Criterion D:

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

Ordinarily, cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of historic figures; properties owned by religious
institutions or used for religious purposes; structures that have been moved from their original
7

locations; reconstructed historic buildings; and properties that are primarily commemorative in
nature are not considered eligible for the NRHP, unless they satisfy certain conditions. In
general, a resource must be 50 years of age to be considered for the NRHP, unless it satisfies a
standard of exceptional importance.
2.2

STATE

2.2.1 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
The proposed Project is also subject to compliance with the CEQA, as amended. Therefore,
cultural resources management work conducted as part of the proposed Project shall comply with
the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines (Title 14 CCR, Section 15064.5), which directs lead agencies
to first determine whether cultural resources are historically significant resources. A project with
an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource
is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment (Public Resources Code [PRC]
Section 21084.1). Generally, a cultural resource shall be considered historically significant if the
resource is 45 years old or older, possesses integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association, and meets the requirements for listing on the CRHR
under any one 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; or,
4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history
(Title 14 CCR, Section 15064.5).
The cited statutes and guidelines specify how cultural resources are to be managed in the context
of proposed projects, such as the Tapestry Project. Briefly, archival and field surveys must be
conducted, and identified cultural resources must be inventoried and evaluated in prescribed
ways. Prehistoric and historical archaeological resources, as well as historical resources such as
standing structures and other built-environment features, deemed “historically significant” must
be considered in project planning and development.
2.2.2 Other State Statutes and Regulations
California Historical Landmarks. California Historical Landmarks (CHLs) are buildings,
structures, sites, or places that have anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural,
economic, scientific, technical, religious, or experimental value and that have been determined to
have statewide historical significance by meeting at least one of the criteria listed below. The
resource also must be approved for designation by the County Board of Supervisors (or the City
or Town Council in whose jurisdiction it is located), recommended by the State Historical
Resources Commission, and officially designated by the Director of California State Parks. The
specific standards now in use were first applied in the designation of CHL #770. CHLs #770 and
above are automatically listed in the CRHR.
8

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


It is the first, last, only, or most significant of its type in the state or within a large
geographic region (Northern, Central, or Southern California).



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



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

California Points of Historical Interest. California Points of Historical Interest are sites,
buildings, features, or events that are of local (city or county) significance and have
anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural, economic, scientific or technical,
religious, experimental, or other value. Points of Historical Interest designated after December
1997 and recommended by the State Historical Resources Commission are also listed in the
CRHR. No historic resource may be designated as both a Landmark and a Point of Historical
Interest. If a Point is later granted status as a Landmark, the Point designation will be retired. In
practice, the Point designation program most often is used in localities that do not have a locally
enacted cultural heritage or preservation ordinance.
To be eligible for designation as a Point of Historical Interest, a resource must meet at least one
of the following criteria:


It is the first, last, only, or most significant of its type within the local geographic
region (city or county).



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



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

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). Section 5097.91 of the PRC established
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), whose duties include the inventory of
places of religious or social significance to Native Americans and the identification of known
graves and cemeteries of Native Americans on private lands. Section 5097.98 of the PRC
specifies a protocol to be followed when the NAHC receives notification of a discovery of
Native American human remains from a county coroner.
California Government Codes 65092; 65351; 65352; 65352.3; 65352.4; 65352.5 and
65560 (Senate Bill 18.) As of March 1, 2005, California Government Codes 65092; 65351;
65352; 65352.3; 65352.4; 65352.5 and 65560), formerly known as Senate Bill 18 (SB 18),
requires that cities and counties contact and consult with Native American tribes prior to
amending or adopting any general plan or specific plan, or designing lands as open space. The
9

purpose of SB 18 is to involve Native Americans at the onset of the planning process to allow for
considerations concerning the protection of traditional tribal cultural places in the context of
broad local land use policy prior to individual site-specific, project level and land use decisions.
Government Code Sections 6254(r) and 6254.10. Sections 6254(r) and 6254.10 of the
California Public Records Act were enacted to protect archaeological sites from unauthorized
excavation, looting, or vandalism. Section 6254(r) explicitly authorizes public agencies to
withhold information from the public relating to “Native American graves, cemeteries, and
sacred places maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission.” Section 6254.10
specifically exempts from disclosure requests for:
…records that relate to archaeological site information and reports, maintained
by, or in the possession of the Department of Parks and Recreation, the State
Historical Resources Commission, the State Lands Commission, the Native
American Heritage Commission, another state agency, or a local agency,
including the records that the agency obtains through a consultation process
between a Native American tribe and a state or local agency.
Health and Safety Code, Sections 7050 and 7052. Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5 declares that, in the event of the discovery of human remains outside of a dedicated
cemetery, all ground disturbances must cease and the county coroner must be notified. Section
7052 establishes a felony penalty for mutilating, disinterring, or otherwise disturbing human
remains, except by relatives.
Penal Code, Section 622.5. Penal Code Section 622.5 provides misdemeanor penalties for
injuring or destroying objects of historical or archaeological interest that area located on public
or private lands, but specifically excludes the landowner.
PRC, Section 5097.5. PRC, Section 5097.5 defines as a misdemeanor the unauthorized
disturbance or removal of archaeological, historic, or paleontological resources located on public
lands.
2.3

LOCAL

2.3.1 City of Hesperia General Plan Update (2010)
The 2010 City of Hesperia General Plan Update is a comprehensive update of the 1991 City of
Hesperia General Plan. The General Plan update addresses seven state mandated general plan
elements (land use, housing, circulation, safety, open space, conservation, and noise) (City of
Hesperia 2011). The updated General Plan is intended to achieve the land use, circulation, and
other goals of the City in order to reflect the community’s current values for growth over the
long-term.
In regard to cultural resources, the Conservation element of the City of Hesperia General Plan
Update contains a Goal and five Policies to protect the City’s historical and paleontological
resources (City of Hesperia 2011:3.5-12). The Goal (CN-5) states that the “City shall establish
policies and procedures in compliance with state and Federal laws and regulations to identify and
properly protect found historical, cultural and paleontological artifacts and resources.” The five
implementation measures state:
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CN-5.1 Implementation Policy: Encourage
paleontological and cultural resources.

the

preservation

of

historical,

CN-5.2 Implementation Policy: In those areas where surveys and records indicate
historical, paleontological and cultural resources may be found, appropriate surveys and
record searches shall be undertaken to determine the presence of such resources, if any.
CN-5.3 Implementation Policy: All historical, paleontological and cultural resources
discovered shall be inventoried and evaluated according to CEQA regulations and the
California Office of Historic Preservation [OHP].
CN-5.4 Implementation Policy: The City shall coordinate with the Archaeological
Information Center at the San Bernardino County Museum in reviewing potential records
and in preserving such artifacts as may be found.
CN-5.5 Implementation Policy: Through its CEQA and other environmental
procedures, the City shall notify appropriate Native American representatives of possible
development and shall comply with all State and Federal requirements concerning the
monitoring and preservation of Native American artifacts and places.
City of Hesperia General Plan Update: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program. In order to reduce the potential impacts of the 2010 City of Hesperia General Plan
Update on cultural resources located within the Planning Area, the City adopted a mitigation
monitoring and reporting program that contained a series of cultural resources mitigation
measures including (City of Hesperia 2011; Michael Brandman Associates 2010a):3
Mitigation Measure CR-1a: Areas of the City have been determined to exhibit “Low”
cultural resources sensitivity in the technical report supporting the General Plan Update
EIR. Prior to exempting a project in Low sensitivity areas from further cultural resources
fieldwork, the AIC shall perform a planning review of the Planning Area and report the
results of the review to the City. If, in addition, the particular project is located in a region
deemed “Low” and exhibits the following three qualities, no further cultural resources
research is necessary if:
1. The AIC determines that a field survey is not necessary or,
2. The Planning Areas has been mass graded for modern construction purposes
in the recent past or,
3. The Planning Area is less than 5 acres in size.
Mitigation Measure CR-1b: In those areas of the City that exhibit “Medium” or “High”
cultural resource sensitivity, a qualified Cultural Resources Management professional
must undertake a Phase 1 cultural resources survey of the Planning Area as part of the
CEQA environmental compliance process if and only if the AIC determines through its
planning review that this must occur. In determining whether a cultural resources survey
3

The Planning Area consists of an approximately 111 mi2 area that includes the incorporated area of the City, as
well as its sphere of influence. The entirety of the Project area lies within the Planning area.
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is required, a check of the NAHC Sacred lands Inventory may initially be undertaken.
The survey must be conducted following the SHPO-recommended ARMR research and
reporting format. A cultural resources survey in the Medium and High sensitivity areas
need not take place if the AIC planning review shows that:
1. The Planning Area has been surveyed by a qualified professional in the last
ten years with negative results or,
2. The property has been mass graded for modern construction purposes in the
recent past
Mitigation Measure CR-1b.1: In the event that a cultural resource assessment is
required under CR-1a and/or CR-1b, the qualified Cultural Resource Management
professional performing the study must undertake a NAHC Sacred Lands Search as part
of the scoping process for the project. Upon receipt of the NAHC Sacred lands Search
response, the qualified professional must send a scoping request letter and/or verbally
contact each tribal entity the NAHC lists. Documentation of this Sacred Lands scoping
process must be provided for in the technical report.
Mitigation Measure CR-1c: If the Phase I field survey shows that there are historical
cultural resources in the developmental Planning Area, the City shall require that these
cultural resource(s) be tested for historical significance by a qualified Cultural Resource
management professional following modern guidelines unless a previous significance
determination study has shown that the resource is not significant under CEQA Section
15064(a). If the Phase I survey report recommends that the City require cultural resource
monitoring during construction of the project, the City shall require that the monitoring
specialist(s) present his/her credentials to the City for review and approval, showing it is
pertinent to the resources expected to be uncovered.
Mitigation Measure CR-1d: If the City determines that a significant cultural resource
will be directly impacted by a proposed development such that the qualities that make the
resource significant will be lost during the development, the significant cultural resource
must be either avoided, or Phase III data collected by a qualified Cultural Resource
Management professional following guidelines established for this type of research by
the California SHPO. If the Phase II testing report recommends that the City require
cultural resource monitoring during construction, the City shall require that the
monitoring specialist(s) present his/her credentials to the City for review and approval,
showing it is pertinent to the resources expected to be uncovered.
Mitigation Measures CR-1a, CR-1b and CR-1.b.1 shall be applied to all developmental projects
located in the Planning Area. If it is determined that the developmental project exhibits
archaeological resources alone or in addition to any historical resources in the developmental
Planning Area, mitigation measure CR-2a and CR-2b shall apply.
Mitigation Measure CR-2a: If the Phase I field survey shows that there are
archaeological cultural resources in the developmental Planning Area, the City shall
require that these cultural resource(s) be tested for historical significance by a qualified
Cultural Resource management professional following modern guidelines unless a
previous significance determination study has shown that the resource is not significant
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under CEQA Section 15064(a). If testing must take place, the qualified professional shall
contact each of the tribes listed by the NAHC in its Sacred Lands response letter and
inform them of the testing event. Should one or more tribes request that they be contacted
when artifacts are found during the testing event, the qualified professional shall do so. If
the Phase I survey report recommends that the City require cultural resource monitoring
during construction of the project, the City shall require that the monitoring specialist(s)
present his/her credentials to the City for review and approval, showing it is pertinent to
the resources expected to be uncovered.
Mitigation Measure CR-2b: If the City determines that a significant historical cultural
resource will be directly impacted by a proposed development such that the qualities that
make the resource significant will be lost during the development, the significant cultural
resource shall be either avoided, or Phase III data collected by a qualified Cultural
Resource Management professional following guidelines established for this type of
research by the California SHPO. If a Phase III excavation takes place, the qualified
Cultural Resource Management Professional shall contact each of the tribes listed by the
NAHC in its Sacred Lands response letter and inform them of the excavation event.
Should one or more tribes request that they be contacted when artifacts are found during
the excavation event, the qualified professional shall do so. The qualified professional
shall seek and consider input from the tribe(s) regarding the disposition of the artifacts,
after a tribe responds to the notice of the excavation event. If the Phase II testing report
recommends that the City require cultural resource monitoring during construction, the
City shall require that the monitoring specialist(s) present his/her credentials to the City
for review and approval, showing it is pertinent to the resources expected to be
uncovered.
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SECTION 3
BACKGROUND
This chapter discusses the natural and cultural settings of the Project area, which includes the
San Bernardino Mountains near the headwaters of the Mojave River and the southern extent of
the Mojave Desert. Specific attention is placed on the Summit Valley and surrounding areas. The
current environmental setting of the Project area and paleoclimatic conditions are critical to our
understanding of prehistoric settlement and subsistence as the nature and distribution of past
human activities in the Project area were ultimately affected by such factors as topography,
climate change, water availability, and access to biological resources. Ethnographic data is often
used in direct-historical approaches to archaeological analysis and provides a baseline for
determining similarities and differences between archaeological cultures and ethnohistoric
occupations. Finally, the prehistoric and historic contexts which are presented are based on
previous investigations that have occurred within the vicinity of the Project area. In this latter
section, major themes of research are identified that will be explored further in the subsequent
research design.
3.1

NATURAL SETTING

3.1.1 Physiography
The Project area encompasses portions of the West Fork of the Mojave River, the Summit
Valley, Grass Valley Creek, and adjacent foothills areas with elevations ranging from 3,100 to
3,600 ft. The San Bernardino Mountains, which comprise the easternmost mountain range in the
western Transverse Range, are located immediately south of the Project property. The steep
northern side of the mountains is separated from the Mojave Block to the north by a fault, while
the San Andreas Fault separates the San Bernardino Mountains from the San Gabriel Mountains
to the west and the San Bernardino Valley to the south. North of the city of San Bernardino near
Waterman Canyon, the San Andreas fault divides into the Mill Creek-Mission Creek fault and
the Banning fault; the former extends east across the mountains north of Mill Creek toward the
Morongo Valley, while the latter runs southeast through the San Gorgonio Pass.
The San Bernardino Mountains are a short transverse mountain range that extends for
approximately 60 mi (100 kilometers [km]) east-west on the southern edge of the Mojave Desert
in southwestern San Bernardino County, north of the city of San Bernardino. The range is
separated from the San Gabriel Mountains to the west by Cajon Pass, and from the San Jacinto
Mountains to the south and southeast by Banning Pass. The highest peaks in the range include
San Gorgonio Mountain (elevation 11,502 ft), the highest peak in southern California, and other
peaks of the San Gorgonio Wilderness. The shorter Little San Bernardino Mountains extend
southeast from the range along the eastern side of the Coachella Valley.
The Mojave Desert, locally referred to as the “High Desert,” occupies a significant portion of
southeastern California and smaller parts of central California, southern Nevada, southwestern
Utah, and northwestern Arizona. Named after the Mohave tribe of Native Americans, it occupies
well over 22,000 square mi (57,000 km²) in a typical Basin and Range topography; elevations
range between 3,000 and 6,000 ft (1,000 and 2,000 meters [m]) in elevation. The Mojave
Desert’s boundaries are generally defined by the presence of Joshua tree (Yucca brevifolia)
14

considered an indicator species for this desert. The topographical boundaries include the
Tehachapi together with the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountain ranges. The Great Basin
shrub steppe lies to the north; the warmer Sonoran Desert (the Low Desert) lies to the south and
east.
3.1.2 Hydrology
The Mojave River is one of the largest hydrological features that drains the north-facing slopes
of the San Bernardino Mountains near Hesperia at the southern edge of the Mojave Desert. The
West Fork of the Mojave flows into Silverwood Lake, formed by Cedar Springs Dam, which
overflows in the Mojave River Forks Reserve area. In Summit Valley, the waters of what
remains of the West Fork are joined by intermittently flowing waters originating in the Old
Cajon Pass at the end of Horsethief Canyon to the west and by the waters of Grass Valley Creek
descending the San Bernardino Mountains to the southeast. Further to the east, the West Fork is
joined by its tributary, Deep Creek, forming the Mojave River immediately upstream of the
Mojave River Dam, which is operated for flood control. Downstream of the dam, the Mojave
River flows north and east, underground in most places, through Hesperia, Victorville, and
Barstow, ending at the Mojave River Wash at the western edge of Mojave National Preserve.
During heavy flows, the Mojave River reaches Soda Lake, near Baker and it has reached Silver
Lake in historic times. It comes to the surface only in areas with impermeable rock, such as the
upper and lower narrows near Victorville.
3.1.3 Geology and Geomorphology
The geology in the vicinity of the Project area is complex and includes Mesozoic and Cenozoic
igneous rocks of the San Bernardino Mountains’ plutons, unconformably overlain by Late
Cenozoic sedimentary deposits and Quaternary alluvium (DeBusk and Clifford 2014). The
regional geology has been highly impacted by the San Andreas fault zone, which runs along the
southwestern boarder of the San Bernardino Mountains through the Cajon Valley (Wallace
1990). The Project area also encompasses portions of the West Fork Mojave River; a mountain
stream that forms the source of the Mojave River at its confluence with Deep Creek (Stamos et
al. 2001). According to published geologic maps, the Project area is underlain by, immediately
adjacent to, or generally proximal to the geologic formations discussed in this chapter (Figure 3).
Crowder Formation. The Crowder Formation is Miocene in age (23 Meg Annum [Ma] to 5.3
Ma) and was named by Dibblee (1967) after its type locality in Crowder Canyon west of the
Project area. The formation consists of a basal fanglomerate made of gray, poorly sorted small
boulders, cobbles, and pebbles encased in a soft sandy matrix. The clasts consist of felsic granitic
rocks, metavolcanic rock, quartzite, basalt, and dark gray hornblende (Morton and Miller 2006).
The remainder of the formation is dominated by a light tan to nearly white, fine to coarsegrained, bedded sandstone that becomes mostly a conglomerate near the Project area (Dibblee
and Minch 2008). Dibblee (1967) originally described the unit as measuring 1,800 ft (~548 m) in
thickness, overlying the early Pliocene Punchbowl Formation and underlying greenish-gray
sandy alluvial deposits correlative to the Pleistocene-age Harold Formation of the Palmdale area.
This original interpretation of stratigraphic position led Dibblee to conclude that the Crowder
Formation is probably Pliocene in age. Subsequent studies have indicated that the Crowder
Formation actually measures 3,000 ft (~914 m) in thickness and lies unconformably on top of the
early Miocene Cajon Valley Beds, separated by and northeast of the Squaw Peak fault.
Magnetostratigraphic studies coupled with the known ages of relatively recent discoveries of
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vertebrate fossils at its base indicate that the Crowder Formation was likely deposited between
17 Ma to 9.5 Ma, in the middle to late Miocene (Reynolds et al. 2008; Weldon 1984).
Phelan Peak deposits of Weldon. The Pliocene to Early Pleistocene (4.1 Ma to 1.4 Ma)
Phelan Peak deposits of Weldon (1984) unconformably overly the Crowder Formation and are
composed of claystone and siltstone, with localized bedded sandstone, argillic paleosols, and
carbonate-cemented layers (Meisling and Weldon 1989; Morton and Miller 2006). The orangebrown, moderately to well indurated deposits contain a 3.8 Ma volcanic ash bed found in Cajon
Pass area and in Mescal Creek area (Weldon 1984). Morton and Miller (2006) map the Phelan
Peak deposits of Weldon (1984), Unit 1 (Tpp1) in the Project area.
Victorville Fan: The Harold Formation, Shoemaker Gravel and Very Old Alluvial
Fan Deposits. The Early Pleistocene Harold Formation and Shoemaker Gravel, along with the
Early to Middle Pleistocene very old alluvial fan deposits, comprise the Victorville Fan. The
Harold Formation overlies the Crowder Formation and Phelan Peak deposits and extends in a
nearly continuous exposure from the type section in Cajon Pass northwest to Palmdale, CA
(Meisling and Weldon 1989; Noble 1953). The Harold Formation is composed of roughly 100
feet (ft) of poorly consolidated, tan to light reddish-brown, massive to relatively thin bedded
fluvial sandstone and conglomerate. Carbonate-cemented layers, carbonate crack fillings, and
nodules are common. Clasts are subrounded to rounded and include fragments derived from the
basement rocks of the San Gabriel Mountains, including the Pelona schist, granitic rocks of the
Mount Lowe Intrusive Suite, and gneiss. The overlying Shoemaker Gravel forms a gradational
contact with the Harold Formation, where the friable conglomeritic sandstone of the latter
coarsens and exhibits indistinct bedding. The Shoemaker Gravel is composed of poorly
consolidated, indistinctly bedded, subrounded coarse sand and arkose conglomerate with a clast
composition similar to the underlying Harold Formation. The unit is up to 250 ft thick and is
conformably overlain east of the San Andreas fault by the dissected sand and gravel of the
Quaternary very old alluvial fan deposits which are extensively exposed in the Project area
(Meisling and Weldon 1989; Morton and Miller 2006). The well consolidated deposits of the
Quaternary very old alluvial fan deposits consist of medium to coarse arkosic sandstone with
abundant conglomerate lenses, and conglomeritic arkosic sandstone with varying grain sizes.
Where local soil development has occurred, both alluvial fan units are subdivided based on soil
profiles.
Morton and Miller (2006) map the Quaternary very old alluvial deposits (Qvof) in the Project
area. The Harold Formation and Shoemaker Gravel are mapped just outside of the Project area
and are included in the geologic description here because according to Meisling and Weldon
(1989) and Morton and Miller (2006), although the overlying Quaternary very old alluvial fan
deposits are up to 45 ft thick in some areas, they are also well-dissected throughout the Project
area, potentially allowing for localized exposures of the underlying deposits.
Quaternary Alluvial Deposits. The Quaternary alluvial deposits of the western San
Bernardino Mountains consist of the Middle to Late Pleistocene older alluvial fan deposits, and
the Late Pleistocene to Holocene young surficial deposits, young colluvial deposits, young
alluvial-fan deposits, and young wash deposits. The older alluvial fan deposits are exposed on
the north side of the San Bernardino Mountains near the Project area. These deposits are coarser
than those of the older Victorville Fan, and consist of highly dissected, unstratified to moderately
well bedded debris flows with angular pebbles to boulders of Pelona schist and recycled clasts in
a gravel and sandy-silt matrix.
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Morton and Miller (2006) map the older alluvial-fan deposits (Qof, Qof1, Qof3), young surficial
deposits (Qys), young colluvial deposits (Qyc), young alluvial-fan deposits (Qyf, Qyf3, Qyf4,
Qyf5), and young wash deposits (Qyw, Qyw1) in the Project area. The younger alluvial deposits
within the San Bernardino Mountains largely consist of alluvial valley, alluvial fan, stream wash,
landslide, and grus deposits. They are composed of unstratified, unconsolidated to moderately
consolidated and dissected silt, sand, and gravel to boulder deposits, with moderate deposit
stabilization and localized soil formation. Clast size is variable throughout the San Bernardino
Mountains, and clasts are predominately angular and reflect the crystalline bedrock source within
the San Bernardino Mountains.
Holocene Alluvial Deposits. Morton and Miller (2006) map very young colluvial deposits
(Qc), very young alluvial-fan deposits (Qf, Qf1), very young wash deposits (Qw, Qw1, Qw2),
anthropogenic artificial fill (Qaf), and disturbed ground (Qdg) in the Project area. The very
young alluvial deposits of the western San Bernardino Mountains consist of the Late Holocene
very young colluvial deposits, very young alluvial-fan deposits, very young wash deposits, and
anthropogenic artificial fill and disturbed ground. The Holocene deposits within the San
Bernardino Mountains consist of unconsolidated sediment and angular rock fragments found at
the base of crystalline basement outcrops (i.e., grus); unconsolidated, undissected, angular recent
alluvial fan deposits with abundant clast size variation; and the unconsolidated, angular to
subrounded, sand and gravel deposits of channel and bar morphology in the ephemeral stream
and wash channels. The recent deposits exhibit no soil development and reflect a nearby
sediment source of the crystalline basement rocks and/or reworked older Quaternary deposits.
3.1.4 Distribution of Stone Tool Resource Materials
This section, summarizing the geology as it pertains to lithic tool stone sources noted by Basgall
and True (1985:2-6–2.9), appeared in the 1997 report titled Results of Archaeological Test
Excavations and a Request for Determination of Eligibility for Nine Sites in Crowder Canyon,
Route 138 Improvement Project (08-SBd-138; PM 16.3/19.7) Volume I by Philip de Barros.
Basgall and True (1985:2.7) have examined the geology of the local area in considerable detail in
order to determine the kinds of lithic source materials available to the prehistoric inhabitants of
Crowder Canyon. Most of the erosional materials to be found in the drainages near the Project
area archaeological sites are derived from the Crowder Formation. Most of the cobbles in these
drainages are primarily granitic with some gneiss, porphyry, schist, quartzite, felsites, and quartz
(Dibblee 1967:45–56). Erosion of the Harold Formation would have provided both conglomerate
sandstone and finer-grained sandstone (Woodburne and Golz 1972:9–10) as well as schist and
gneiss (see also Basgall and True 1985:2.7).
Basgall and True (1985:2.7) note that schist and gneiss are abundant in the form of outcrops and
drainage cobbles in the Crowder Canyon drainage. In addition, Pelona schist is available in
Cajon Canyon to the west and quartz diorite is found in outcrop form in lower Crowder Canyon
where it joins Cajon Wash (Dibblee 1967:Plate 1). In short, local materials were abundantly
available for ground stone and for large cutting and chopping tools (Basgall and True 1985:2.7).
Flaked stone materials are also abundantly available within the Crowder and Harold formations;
these include felsites, quartzite, porphyry and certain siltstones. In addition, Vasquez andesite
cobbles (Dibblee 1967:49) are found in the central and lower Cajon drainages (Basgall and True
1985:2.8).
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Barring minor unmapped deposits, volcanic or metamorphosed volcanic deposits are not present
within 30 km of the Project area, and major cryptocrystalline (chert, chalcedony, jasper) deposits
are located at least 50 km distant. There are numerous formations contained in an arc extending
from the El Paso Mountains west of Antelope Valley down to the Barstow region (70–120 km
away) which have fine-quality chalcedonies, cherts, jaspers, and agates (Basgall and True
1985:2.8). These authors believe that any local material would be scattered and limited in
abundance, and that therefore, the presence of such fine-grade materials at the site within
Crowder Canyon probably indicates trade from the north. The same can also be said for finegrained volcanic material, such as rhyolite which is available from the Western Mojave area
(Eddy et al. 2013:14). Nonetheless, de Barros (2003) has noted small, isolated cobbles of a
relatively good chalcedony eroding out of the Crowder Formation in the Crowder Canyon area.
Obsidian is not present within or near the Project area. It was obtained from other sources in
California, particularly from the Coso Volcanic Field near China Lake (Basgall and True 1985).
Other minor sources included Obsidian Butte, Casa Diablo, Mono Glass Mountain/Mono
Craters, and possibly a few others.
3.1.5 Climate and Paleoenvironment
The Sierra Nevada, the Transverse Ranges, and the Peninsular Ranges (Santa Rosa and San
Jacinto mountains) in California form a natural barrier between the Mojave and Colorado deserts
and the west coast. Ocean breezes moving inland carry moisture, but encountering the mountain
ranges, moisture-laden air is forced to rise, cooling and condensing into clouds with increasing
altitude. Storm clouds habitually dump their precipitation onto the western slopes of the
mountains, and are largely “spent” by the time they have passed eastwards into the deserts. This
“rain shadow” effect deprives the deserts of moisture, although some winter storms do manage to
deliver widespread drizzle, heavy showers, and even occasional dustings of snow to the higher
elevations. During the summer, hot basins generate rising columns of air that subsequently cool
and condense into towering cumulonimbus (“thunderhead”) formations that often deliver intense
localized afternoon showers in desert and mountain areas. Washes and canyons that are normally
dry may suddenly become roaring torrents as rainwaters overwhelm dry channels and emerge
onto the playas as flash floods (Miller and Hyslop 1983:68–74, 125–127; Schoenherr 1992:316–
317).
During the Wisconsin Glacial Stage (60,000 to 10,500 Before Present [B.P.]), regional climates
were significantly impacted by massive continental ice sheets, which tended to restrict Arctic air
flow, resulting in cooler summer and warmer winter temperatures than are now experienced in
the Mojave Desert (Bupp et al. 1998). This more pluvial character gave rise to large standing
lakes, such as those once present in the Mojave Desert (such as Pleistocene Lake Thompson at
Edwards Air Force Base) and Great Basin regions. The last glacial maximum in the late
Pleistocene pushed storm tracks far to the south, causing frequent and intense Pacific storms over
the San Bernardino Mountains and Mojave causing vigorous floods along the Mojave River
depositing large quantities of sediment, filling basins. During this period, the Mojave River is
thought to have changed course several times shifting between Harper Lake and Lake Manix
between circa (ca.) 28,000 and 21,500 B.P. (Meek 1999, 2004). Closing of the Harper Basin to
the Mojave River may have occurred as a result of minor uplift, alluvial fan deposition, and
downcutting of the Mojave River after the formation of Afton Canyon around 18,000 B.P.,
which lowered stream levels of the river (Enzel et al. 2003; Meek 1999).
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A trend towards a warmer, drier climate after the last glacial maximum has been documented
throughout western North America (Davis and Sellers 1987; Spaulding 1985, 1990; Spaulding
and Graumlich 1986; Thompson 1990; Van Devender 1990). As temperatures warmed at the
start of the Holocene, glaciers slowly retreated, sea levels rose, and the interior lakes and
marshes gradually evaporated over the millennia (Moratto 1984:78; Spaulding 1990). With this
early Holocene (ca. 10,000–7500 B.P.) warming trend (also referred to as the Altithermal
Climatic Phase), the Pleistocene lakes began to desiccate, resulting in the scattered dry playa
basins found throughout the desert regions. With few exceptions, desert basin lakes were
probably dry soon after the close of the Pleistocene (Basgall 1993; Basgall and Overly 2004;
Waters 1993).
Increased aridity between the Early and Middle Holocene periods about 7500 and 5000 B.P. was
apparently more pronounced across the Mojave Desert (Hall 1985; Spaulding 1991). It is during
this time that woodland attained its approximate modern elevation range, and the modernization
of desert scrub communities was completed with the migration of plant species, such as creosote
bush, into the area (Byers and Broughton 2004; Spaulding 1990). Gradual amelioration of the
climate began by around 5000 B.P., culminating in the Neoglaciation at about 3600 B.P., with a
period of increased moisture dating to the latter part of the Middle Holocene (Spaulding 1995).
The climatic patterns that now characterize the Project area actually developed during the middle
Holocene (post-7500 B.P.) (Basgall and Overly 2004). Analyses of fossil pollen from woodrat
middens and lake sediments indicate that vegetation across the greater Mojave Desert was
sustained by a milder (cool-wet) climate during the Wisconsin glacial maximum, with forest and
woodland communities occurring at elevations as much as 3,000 to 4,000 ft lower than today
(Basgall and Overly 2004; Earle et al. 1997). As the climate became warmer and drier during the
middle Holocene, these plant communities were gradually replaced by desert scrub vegetation
(Byers and Broughton 2004; Spaulding 1990). For example, fossil pollen from Searles Lake
indicates that the vegetation around the lake during its last maximum was juniper woodland,
while today a mixed saltbush and creosote scrub predominates (Earle et al. 1997). At Edwards
Air Force Base, studies of recovered pollens from wood rat middens spanning the last 5,600
years depict an essentially modern floristic community (Rhode and Lancaster 1996). With
climatic changes and resulting vegetation shifts that occurred during the approach of the
Holocene, many large-bodied mammals faced extinction, while numerous smaller mammals
made substantial changes in habitat ranges (Grayson 1993). Archaeofauna assemblages from
Fort Irwin clearly document the emergence of fully modern Mojavean fauna within the first one
or two millennia of the Holocene (Basgall 1990, 1993; Basgall and Hall 1993; Douglas et al.
1988; Hall 1992).
The middle to late Holocene transition is marked by the gradual shift from warmer temperatures
and increased aridity during the Altithermal to a cool-moist climate that produced brief lake
stands at Soda and Silver lakes around 3600 B.P. (Enzel et al. 1989:92; West et al. 2007:33),
which corresponds with strongest of the wet events suggested in the Northern Great Basin (e.g.,
Diamond Pond Oregon; see Wigand 1987; Wigand and Rhode 2002:346). This climatic period is
referred to as the Neopluvial or Neoglaciation, which occurred between approximately 4000 B.P.
and 2000 B.P.
While climatic patterns in the Project area can be traced back to the Middle Holocene, several
important climatic episodes occurred during the Late Holocene (4000 B.P.–Present) that may
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have influenced cultural development and played an important role in population movement.
These episodes include the Neopluvial (or Neoglacial) ca. 4000 to 2000 B.P.; Medieval Warm
Period ca. 1100 to 700 B.P.; and the Little Ice Age ca. 700 to 200 B.P.
The Neopluvial, or Neoglacial, climatic episode was characterized in the American Southwest by
a cool-moist climate that produced brief lake stands at Soda and Silver lakes around 3600 B.P.
(Enzel et al. 1989:92; West et al. 2007:33), which corresponds with strongest of the wet events
suggested in the Northern Great Basin (e.g., Diamond Pond Oregon; see Wigand 1987; Wigand
and Rhode 2002:346). The Neopluvial persisted in the Little Granite Mountains until after ca.
2700 B.P. as indicated by the presence of more mesic floral species including blackbrush
(Coleogyne ramosissima), Mojave sage (Salvia pachyphylla), and goldenbush (Haplopappus
linearifoliusat) upper elevations (West et al. 2007:33).
Following the brief lake stands at Silver and Soda lakes, Ely and others (1993) suggest an
absence of large floods in the Southwest during the next 1,800 years (i.e., ca 3600 to 1800 B.P.),
possibly the result of a shift in precipitation from heavy winter storms characteristic of the
Middle Holocene, to increased summer or monsoonal weather systems. Severe drought around
2000 B.P. marks the end of the Neopluvial in southern Nevada. In Western Arizona, warmer
global temperatures may have been accompanied by increased aridity between 2000 B.P. and
1500 B.P., although this period is credited as one of “poorly understood transitions” (Stone
1991:59). Lamarche (1974) documented a dramatic rise in tree lines at that time, which lasted for
the next 300 years, or until ca. 1700 B.P. (Wigand and Rhode 2002:371). In Western Arizona,
warmer global temperatures may have been accompanied by increased aridity between 2000 and
1500 B.P. (Stone 1991:59). In Western Arizona, subsistence strategies continued to focus on
upland resources since the reliance on farming was limited due to greater aridity, lower
proportion of summer rainfall, and rugged topography of the landscape. The late Archaic culture
appears to have persisted, although evidence from this “transitional” period is relatively scarce.
The centuries following the end of the Neoglacial were characterized by warming temperatures
and a more arid climate and, at approximately cal 1060 B.P., a period of persistent drought called
the Medieval Warm began. Higher temperatures and decreased precipitation occurred throughout
the western United States and continued until calibrated (cal) 575 B.P. The desert interior and
inland areas of southern California would have been adversely affected by these conditions. At
the end of the Medieval Warm, cooler temperatures and greater precipitation ushered in the Little
Ice Age, during which time ecosystem productivity greatly increased along with the availability
and predictability of water. The differences between the inland areas and the desert regions
would have become less pronounced, making both areas suitable for human habitation.
3.1.6 Vegetation
The Project area is situated at the margin between the southern extent of the Mojave Desert and
the foothills of the northern San Bernardino Mountains. The site is in a transitional area that
supports a complex of plant communities including scrubland, chaparral, and riparian forest
(stream or wetland associated). Plant community descriptions presented in this section are
primarily drawn from the Biological Technical Report (HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc.
2014) that was prepared for the Project.
Big Sagebrush Scrub. Big sagebrush scrub is composed of mostly soft-woody shrubs, up to
2 m tall, usually with bare ground underneath and between the shrubs. This vegetation
community occurs on a wide variety of soils and terrain, from rocky, well-drained slopes to fine21

textured valley soils with high water tables. Big sagebrush scrub usually occurs between 4,000
and 9,000 ft above mean sea level (amsl) in scattered localities within and along the margins of
the Mojave and Sonoran deserts, on desert mountain ranges. Big sagebrush (Artemisia
tridentata) is the dominant plant species, with shad scale (Atriplex canescens), rubber
rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosus), blackbrush (Coleogyne ramosissima), and needle grass
(Stipa spp.) as other characteristic species. Big sagebrush scrub occurs within several portions of
the Project area but is mostly concentrated along the West Fork Mojave River and in the
northwestern portion of Project site.
Chamise Chaparral. Chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum) is a widely distributed chaparral
shrub, and chamise chaparral is dominated by chamise. This vegetation community is found
from Baja California, Mexico to northern California in pure or mixed stands. Chamise
chaparral’s distribution is ubiquitous, which may be the result of its ability to regenerate from
fire from both an underground root crown and seed (Rundel 1986). It often dominates at low
elevations and on xeric, south-facing slopes with 60 to 90 percent canopy cover. Chamise
chaparral occurs mostly within the hilly western and southeastern portions of the Project area.
Chamise chaparral is also found in the western portion of the site that was burned during the
2003 Old Fire. Chamise chaparral-post burn is a more open community with a higher herbaceous
cover consisting of native and non-native grasses.
Interior Live Oak Chaparral. Interior live oak chaparral is a dense and tall plant community
dominated by interior live oak (Quercus wislizenii) and California scrub oak (Quercus
berberidifolia) with several other sclerophyllous shrubs. Stumps of interior live oak sprout
readily following fire. The persistent leaf litter and dense canopy precludes much understory.
This is a fairly mesic chaparral of valleys and foothills away from the immediate coast, often
intergrading with chamise chaparral on adjacent, south-facing slopes. Dominant species found
within the Project area include interior live oak, holly-leaf cherry (Prunus ilicifolia), mountain
mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides), and buckwheat (Eriogonum sp.). Interior live oak chaparral
is found within the southwest and southeast portions of the Project area along the base of the San
Bernardino Mountains.
Interior Live Oak Woodland. Interior live oak woodland is a broad-leaved, sclerophyllous
woodland up to 50 ft tall dominated by interior live oak. Dense canopy and abundant, persistent
leaf litter preclude much understory. Interior live oak woodland is usually found on moderate to
steep slopes on north-facing hillsides below 8,500 ft amsl and intergrading with interior live oak
chaparral on more xeric or frequently burned sites. Dominant species found within the Project
area include interior live oak, western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), basket bush (Rhus
aromatica), holly-leaf cherry, and big sagebrush within openings. Interior live oak woodland
occurs within southern portion of the Project area along the foothills of the San Bernardino
Mountains.
Mojave Juniper Woodland. Mojave juniper woodland is open woodland dominated by
California juniper (Juniperus californicus) with an understory typical of Mojave mixed scrub
(see below). The understory may actually exceed tree cover. Mojave juniper woodland is found
on gentle slopes or alluvium. Dominant species found within the Project area include California
juniper, Joshua tree, chaparral yucca, buckwheat, and rabbitbrush (Ericameria sp.). A large
majority of the Mojave juniper woodland within the northeastern portion of the Project area was
recently burned and is characterized by re-sprouting junipers, emerging shrubs, and grasses.
Intact stands of junipers are quite dense and evenly spaced. Mojave juniper woodland is the
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dominant vegetation community within the northeastern portion of the Project area, though it is
present southwest of SR 173.
Mojave Mixed Scrub. Mojave mixed scrub is a complex, open scrub community that is found
on very shallow, overly-drained soils that is often on rolling to steep slopes. Mojave mixed scrub
is widely but erratically scattered along the eastern base of the Sierra Nevada from the
southwestern Owens Valley southward to northern Baja California, Mexico, typically occurring
between 2,000 and 5,000 ft amsl. Dominant species found within the Project include rubber
rabbitbrush, Mojave rabbitbrush (Ericameria paniculata), interior goldenbush (Ericameria
linearifolia), peach desert thorn (Lycium cooperi), pale desert-thorn (Lycium pallidum), big
sagebrush, and buckwheat. Mojave mixed scrub occurs throughout the Project area with the
majority of it found the within south-central portion of the site east of the West Fork Mojave
River. Mojave mixed scrub-disturbed is characterized by a higher cover of non-native grasses
and is subject to active cattle grazing within the southern portion of the Project area.
Non-native Grassland. Non-native grassland is a dense to sparse cover of annual grasses.
Characteristic species include oats (Avena sp.), red brome (Bromus rubens), ripgut (B. diandrus),
ryegrass (Lolium sp.), and mustard (Brassica sp.). Most of the annual species that constitute the
majority of species and biomass within non-native grassland were introduced from the
Mediterranean region, an area with a long history of agriculture and a climate similar to
California. These two factors, in addition to intensive grazing and agricultural practices in
conjunction with severe droughts, contributed to the successful invasion and establishment of
these species and the replacement of native grasslands with annual-dominated, non-native
grassland (Jackson 1985). Non-native grassland in the Project area occurs within the previously
burned southwestern portion of the site and actively grazed pastures in the south-central portion
of the site.
Non-native Grassland/Alkali Meadow Ecotone. Non-native grassland/alkali meadow
ecotone is a community that is found where non-native grassland and alkali meadow areas occur
adjacent to each other. This ecotone area includes components of both non-native grassland and
alkali meadow. Non-native grassland/alkali meadow ecotone is located within the Project area
west of the West Fork Mojave River.
Rabbitbrush Scrub. Rabbitbrush scrub is a disturbance-maintained community dominated by
rubber rabbitbrush. Rabbitbrush scrub occurs within the Great Basin and western margin of the
Mojave Desert, reaching west across the Sierra-Cascade axis. Stands of rabbitbrush scrub are
found scattered throughout the Project area.
Semi-Desert Chaparral. Semi-desert chaparral is an open community dominated by
California juniper, buckwheat, and cacti (Opuntia spp.). This plant community is dormant in
winter (from colder temperatures) and in late summer and fall (from drought). Dominant plant
species found in the Project area include Nevada ephedra (Ephedra nevadensis), buckwheat, and
hairy yerba santa (Eriodictyon trichocalyx). Semi-desert chaparral is widely distributed through
the Project area. Semi-desert chaparral is also found in post-burn areas in the northeastern
portion of the Project site.
Alkali Meadow. Alkali meadows are composed of dense to fairly open perennial grasses and
sedges. Relatively few plant species make up this vegetation community, some of which include
alkali sacaton (Sporobolus airoidea), salt grass (Distichlis spicata), rush (Juncus sp.), and yerba
mansa (Anemopsis californica). Alkali meadows are usually low growing, but occasionally have
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tufts up to 1 m in height, and are found in valley bottoms and on the lower portions of alluvial
slopes. Alkali meadow is found within the south-central portion of the Project area, mostly east
of the West Fork Mojave River. Alkali meadow-disturbed includes a higher percentage of nonnative species including Italian ryegrass (Festuca perennis) and perennial pepperweed (Lepidium
latifolium). Alkali meadow is disturbed in the Project area where it has been affected by heavy
cattle grazing.
Disturbed Wetland. This vegetation community is dominated by exotic, wetland species that
invade areas that have been previously disturbed or undergo periodic disturbance. These exotic
species become established more readily following natural or human-induced habitat disturbance
than the native wetland flora. Dominant, non-native species in this community in the Project area
include perennial pepperweed and Italian ryegrass with native species such as American licorice
(Glycrrhiza lepidota) and narrow leaf milkweed (Asclepias fascicularis). Disturbed wetland
occurs within the south-central portion of the Project area in actively grazed pastures.
Freshwater Marsh. Freshwater marsh is dominated by perennial, emergent monocots, 5 to
13 ft tall, forming incomplete to completely closed canopies. This vegetation community occurs
along the coast and in coastal valleys near river mouths and around the margins of lakes and
springs, and freshwater or brackish marshes. These areas are semi- or permanently flooded yet
lack a significant current (Holland 1986). Dominant species found within this community in the
Project area include cattails (Typha sp.), umbrella sedge (Cyperus eragrostis), rushes (Juncus
sp.), and spike-sedge (Eleocharis sp.). Freshwater marsh is found along portions of the West
Fork Mojave River and water canals within the south-central portion of the Project area.
Mojave Riparian Forest. Mojave riparian forest is a relatively open, broad-leaved, winterdeciduous, streamside forest with a dense, shrubby understory. This community occurs on flat,
fine-grained, sub-irrigated alluvium along perennial desert rivers. Dominant species within this
community in the Project area include Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), red willow
(Salix laevigata), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), velvet ash (Fraxinus velutina), and western
sycamore. Mojave riparian forest occurs along Horsethief Canyon and the West Fork Mojave
River.
Mojave Wash Scrub. Mojave wash scrub is a low, shrubby, open community with a scattered
to locally dense overstory of microphyllous trees. Mojave wash scrub occurs within sandy
bottoms of wide canyons; inside arroyos of upper bajadas; and in sandy, braided, shallow washes
of lower bajadas at elevations less than 5,000 ft amsl. Dominant species within this community
in the Project area include interior goldenbush, downy brome (Bromus tectorum), and filaree
(Erodium sp.) with associated species such as mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia), black elderberry
(Sambucus nigra), and velvet ash. Mojave wash scrub is found within the Project area along the
West Fork Mojave River.
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Mule Fat Scrub. Mule fat scrub is a depauperate, shrubby, riparian scrub community
dominated by mule fat and interspersed with small willows. This vegetation community occurs
along intermittent stream channels with a fairly coarse substrate and moderate depth to the water
table. This early, seral community is maintained by frequent flooding, the absence of which
would lead to a cottonwood- or sycamore-dominated riparian woodland or forest. In some
environments, limited hydrology may favor the persistence of mule fat. Mule fat scrub occurs
along the Horsethief Canyon, Grass Valley Creek, and within the south-central portion of the
Project area.
Riparian Woodland. Riparian woodlands are often similarly composed of winter-deciduous
trees that require water near the soil surface. Willow, cottonwood, and western sycamore
typically form a dense, medium-height woodland in moist canyons and drainage bottoms.
Dominant species found in this community within the Project area include velvet ash, western
sycamore, Fremont cottonwood, arroyo willow, sandbar willow (Salix exigua), and mule fat.
Riparian woodland occurs along the West Fork Mojave River and Grass Valley Creek.
Southern Willow Scrub. Southern willow scrub consists of dense, broad-leaved, winterdeciduous stands of trees dominated by shrubby willows in association with mule fat and with
scattered emergent cottonwood and western sycamore. This vegetation community occurs on
loose, sandy, or fine gravelly alluvium deposited near stream channels during flood flows.
Frequent flooding maintains this early, seral community preventing succession to a riparian
woodland or forest. In the absence of periodic flooding, this early, seral type would be succeeded
by southern cottonwood or western sycamore riparian forest. Southern willow scrub occurs
mostly along the West Fork Mojave River.
3.1.7 Fauna
A variety of mammalian taxa are found in and near the Project area including woodrat (Neotoma
sp.), ground squirrels (Spermophilus spp.), rabbits (Lepus californicus and Sylvilagus spp.),
beaver (Castor canadensis), coyote (Canis latrans), raccoon (Procyon lotor), bobcat (Felis
rufus), deer (Odocoileus hemionus), and mountain lion (Puma concolor).
Avifauna characteristic of the Project area, particularly the shrub dominated vegetation
communities, include California quail (Callipepla californica), common raven (Corvus corax),
wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), California towhee (Melozone crissalis), sage sparrow (Amphispiza
belli) and greater roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus). Common raptors include great horned
owl (Bubo virginianus), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis),
and American kestrel (Falco sparverius). Reptiles include the coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma
coronatum), western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), common kingsnake (Lampropeltis
getulus) and western pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata).
Amphibians, such the California tree frog (Pseudacris cadaverina) and arroyo toad (Anaxyrus
californicus) are found in, and adjacent to, wetland habitats in the Project area. The arroyo toad,
which has been federally listed as an endangered species, has been observed along the West Fork
of the Mojave River, Horsethief Canyon, and Grass Valley Creek. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) has designated these streams and associated floodplain, terraces, and upland
habitat occur as critical habitat for the species.
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3.2

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SETTING

The lack of a wholly adequate culture history for interior valley and mountain portions of
southern California can be attributed to at least three major factors: (1) the nature and scope of
investigations in the region, where research has been concentrated for the most part at single sites
or on specific problems; (2) the complex historical sequence of investigations and discoveries,
combined with a tendency on the part of many authors to explain similarities in assemblages to
cultural diffusion; and (3) the confusion of typological and chronological terminology, which has
led to ill-defined units that alternately describe time periods, tool morphology, social groupings,
or technological adaptations. A prime example of muddled nomenclature is the “Milling Stone
Horizon,” first defined by Wallace (1955); this term has been applied variously to sites dating
between 8400 B.P. and the period of Spanish contact. Basgall and True (1985) provided a
particularly cogent critical review of southern California chronologies, emphasizing the “Milling
Stone Horizon” concept, tracing the development of the typological and chronological confusion
inherent in existing culture histories.
The prehistoric cultural chronology for the general Project area is most often based on the
Mojave Desert chronology. The most widely cited prehistoric cultural framework for the
California deserts was proposed by Claude N. Warren (1980, 1984; Warren and Crabtree 1986).
Warren’s framework for human history in the Mojave Desert divided prehistory into five distinct
archaeological periods associated with changes in climate related to the terminal Pleistocene and
Holocene epoch. These include Lake Mojave, Pinto, Gypsum, Saratoga Spring, and Shoshonean
(or Late Prehistoric) periods. Claims have also been made for archaeological assemblages dating
to periods earlier than Lake Mojave, but as Warren and Crabtree (1986) note, all are
controversial and, even if valid, have little or no relationship to later cultural developments in the
region.
Sutton and others (2007) recently expanded on Warren (1984) to include elements more closely
aligned to prehistoric cultural complexes of the Central Mojave Desert. Sutton and others (2007)
employ the term “complex” to emphasize cultural rather than temporal association, deferring
temporal association to the term “period,” which they associate with geologic time. Subdivisions
of the Mojave Desert cultural framework proposed by Sutton and others (2007) include
hypothetical “Pre-Clovis” and “Paleo-Indian” complexes, and the Lake Mojave, Pinto, Dead
Man Lake, Gypsum, Rose Spring, and Late Prehistoric complexes.
3.2.1 Terminal Pleistocene (12,000 to 10,000 B.P.)
Paleo-Indian Complex. The Paleo-Indian complex within the Mojave Desert is thus far
represented exclusively by Clovis material culture, though the relationship with later Great Basin
stemmed series points is also a consideration. Some early researchers pose the theory of two
different traditions relating to interior and coastal adaptation during the Late Pleistocene to Early
Holocene transition. Based on work in the Panamint Valley, Davis (1970) posited the theory of
“Paleo-Desert,” a geographic distinction from Paleo-Indian sites of the “Paleo-Coastal” tradition.
In the Paleo-Desert geographic region, Paleo-Indian sites are generally located along the
shorelines of these ancient pluvial lakes (Davis 1970).
One common theme among nearly all Paleo-Indian complex sites in North America is the tool
assemblage—fluted projectile points made from fine-grained lithic material, hafted to the end of
a spear and launched using a throwing tool (atlatl). Fluted points, defined as a component of the
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Clovis material culture in California, have been found nearly throughout the entire state from
coastal estuary environments to ancient Pleistocene lakeshores, which are now in desert areas.
Sites near the Cajon Pass containing fluted projectile points have been identified (Wallace 1986:
26), suggesting an early occupation of approximately 12,000 B.P., which corresponds to the
“hypothetical Pre-Clovis” complex (pre-10,000 B.P.) for San Bernardino County (Sutton et al.
2007:236). In addition to fluted points, the Paleo-Indian tool assemblage was composed mainly
of scrapers, burins, awls, and choppers, all used for the processing of animal remains and
foodstuffs.
3.2.2 Early Holocene (10,000 to 8500 B.P.)
Lake Mojave Complex. As the climate changed, so did the distribution of floral and faunal
communities and people living in the desert regions migrated towards the coastal region to
exploit littoral resources. A small frequency of ground stone implements is present during this
time, from which limited hard seed grinding activities can be inferred (Sutton et al. 2007:234,
237) representing a shift toward a more diversified and generalized economy (Sutton 1996:228).
The high incidence of extra-local materials and marine shell is interpreted as wider spheres of
interaction than witnessed previously. Sutton and others (2007:237) interpret these and other data
as indicators of “a forager-like strategy organized around relatively small social units.”
Cultural materials dating from this complex encompass the Playa cultures (Rogers 1939), the San
Dieguito complex (Warren 1967), and the Lake Mojave complex (Warren and Crabtree 1986).
This phase is considered ancestral to the Early Archaic cultures of the Pinto complex. The Lake
Mojave assemblages (Campbell et al. 1937) include Lake Mojave series projectile points (leafshaped, long stemmed points with narrow shoulders) and Silver Lake points (short-bladed,
stemmed points with distinct shoulders). Other diagnostic items include flaked stone crescents;
abundant bifaces, and a variety of large, well-made scrapers, gravers, perforators, and heavy core
tools. Flaked stone artifacts in Lake Mojave assemblages are characterized by extensive use of
toolstones other than obsidian and cryptocrystalline silicates (CCS). According to Sutton and
others (2007:237), these assemblages tend to include tools that are consistent with long-term
curation and transport.
3.2.3 Middle Holocene (8500 to 4000 B.P.)
The Pinto Complex. The Pinto complex represents a broad continuity in the use of flaked
stone technology, including relatively low reliance on obsidian and CCS materials and regular
use of bifacial and unifacial cores and tool forms (Sutton et al. 2007:238). One of the most
notable changes that occurs between the Lake Mojave and Pinto complexes relates to the
prevalence of ground stone artifacts. In contrast to the preceding Lake Mojave assemblages,
milling tools are relatively abundant at sites dating to the Pinto complex (Sutton et al. 2007:238).
Warren (1984) argues that cultural adaptation to the changing desert environment between 7500
and 5000 B.P. may account for the material characteristics of the Pinto complex, which gradually
replaced those of the preceding Lake Mojave complex. The age and motivations for
technological adaptation noted in the Pinto complex remains one of dispute, as Sutton and others
(2007:238) cite recent work conducted on Fort Irwin and Twentynine Palms that produced
radiocarbon dates as early as 8820 B.P. associated with Pinto complex assemblages, thus pushing
back the inception of the complex coincidental with the Lake Mojave complex.
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The Pinto complex is marked by the appearance of Pinto series projectile points, characterized as
thick, shouldered, expanding stem points with concave bases, as well as bifacial and unifacial
core tools, and an increase in milling stones. Pinto points were typically produced by percussion
reduction, with limited pressure retouch. Although the presence of Olivella shell beads indicates
some regional interaction with coastal groups, Sutton and others (2007:238) note that a reduced
toolstone source diversity among Pinto assemblages suggests a reduction in foraging ranges from
the previous Lake Mojave complex.
The Dead Man Lake Complex. This newly proposed complex by Sutton and others (2007)
may indicate a local variation of the Pinto complex as suggested by archaeological discoveries in
the Twentynine Palms area. The primary variation between Pinto and the Dead Man Lake
complex is the presence of small to medium-sized contracting stemmed or lozenge-shaped
points, battered cobbles, bifaces, simple flaked tools, milling implements, and shell beads
(Sutton et al. 2007:239).
Based on the current archaeological data there appears to have been an occupational hiatus
within the inland desert regions between the Middle and Late Holocene period; few sites have
been found that date between 5000 and 4000 B.P. It is believed that climatic changes during this
period resulted in hotter and drier conditions, which may have led to the abandonment of this
region for approximately 1,000 years when people migrated to areas with more suitable climates
(Sutton et al. 2007:241).
3.2.4 Late Holocene (4000 B.P. to Present)
Gypsum Complex (4000–1800 B.P.). Technologically, the artifact assemblage of the
Gypsum complex was similar to that of the preceding Pinto complex although new tools were
added either as innovations or as “borrowed” cultural items as adaptations to the desert
environment. Gypsum complex sites are characterized by medium to large stemmed and cornernotched projectile points, including Elko series, Humboldt Concave Base, and Gypsum styles.
Rectangular-based knives and flake scrapers became relatively commonplace at this time with
large scraper planes, choppers and hammerstones, handstones, and milling tools also
occasionally found at Gypsum complex sites. Mortars and pestles also appear for the first time.
Ritual activities became important, as evidenced by split-twig figurines (likely originating from northern
Arizona) and petroglyphs depicting hunting scenes. Finally, increased contact with neighboring
groups likely provided the desert occupants important storable foodstuffs during less productive
seasons or years, in exchange for valuable lithic materials such as obsidian and CCS. Archaeological
assemblages attributed to the Gypsum complex have been radiocarbon dated to roughly 4000 B.P. to
1800 B.P.
Population increases and broadening economic activities characterize the Gypsum complex.
Hunting continued to be an important subsistence focus, but the processing of plant foods took
on greater importance. Perhaps due to these new adaptive mechanisms, the increase in aridity
during the late Gypsum complex (after ca. 2500 B.P.) seems to have had relatively little
consequence on the distribution and increase in human populations (Warren 1984; Warren and
Crabtree 1986). In addition to open sites, the use of rockshelters appears to have increased at this
time. Base camps with extensive midden development are a prominent site type in well-watered
valleys and near concentrated subsistence resources (Warren and Crabtree 1986). Additionally,
evidence of ritualistic behavior during this time exists through the presence of rock art, quartz
crystals, and paint (Sutton et al. 2007:241).
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Rock art suggests that the hunting of mountain sheep was important during the Gypsum complex
(Grant et al. 1968); mountain sheep and deer, rabbits and hares, rodents, and reptiles remains are
reported from Gypsum complex sites in the central Mojave Desert (Hall and Basgall 1994).
Evidence from the western Mojave Desert suggests that there was a major population increase
ca. 3000 to 2300 B.P. (Gilreath and Hildebrandt 1991; Sutton 1988). A shift in subsistence
orientation and mobility near the end of the Gypsum complex is suggested, with increased
emphasis on the hunting of smaller mammals, perhaps coinciding with the introduction of bow
and arrow technology (Basgall et al. 1986; Sutton 1996:234).
Rose Spring Complex (1800–900 B.P.). The Rose Spring complex is characterized by
small projectile points, such as the Eastgate, Rose Spring, (and possibly ancestral Cottonwood
series), stone knives, drills, pipes, bone awls, various milling implements, and marine shell
ornaments; the use of obsidian (most notably Coso Obsidian) is prevalent in this complex (Sutton
et. al. 2007:241). Smaller projectile points such as the types noted above appear to mark the
introduction of a bow and arrow technology and the decline of the atlatl and spear weaponry
(Sutton 1996:235). Sutton (1996) notes that Rose Spring complex sites are common in the
Mojave Desert and are often found near springs, washes, and lakeshores.
Subsistence practices during the Rose Spring complex appear to have shifted to the exploitation
of medium and small game, including rabbits/hares and rodents, with a decreased emphasis on
large game. At the Rose Spring archaeological site, numerous bedrock milling features,
including mortar cups and slicks, are associated with rich midden deposits, indicating that the
milling of plant foods had become an important activity. In addition, evidence of permanent
living structures is found during this time (Sutton et al. 2007:241). In the eastern Mojave Desert,
agricultural people appear to have been present, as Anasazi populations from Arizona controlled
or influenced a large portion of the northeastern Mojave Desert by 1300 B.P. (Sutton et al.
2007:242).
Warren (1984:420–424) contends that the Rose Spring complex was marked by strong regional
cultural developments (compare Saratoga Spring to Rose Spring) especially in the southern
California desert regions, which were heavily influenced by technology and style originating
from the lower Colorado River area (termed by Warren as the Hakataya culture). Warren (1984)
divided the Rose Spring (Saratoga Springs) into three, possibly four, regionally distinct cultural
developments deduced from pottery types and projectile point styles: northwestern Mojave,
eastern Mojave, southern desert, and possibly Antelope Valley (Warren 1984:420–424).
In the northwestern Mojave, the Saratoga Springs Period was marked by the dominance of Rose
Spring and Eastgate arrow points over the earlier Elko and Humboldt series dart points. With the
exception of this technological change, there appears to have been a strong continuity of Gypsum
complex material assemblages in the northwestern Mojave.
In the eastern Mojave Desert, Anasazi interest in turquoise likely influenced populations living in
the Mojave Desert as far west as the Halloran Springs area where hundreds of small turquoise
mines existed. The presence of Anasazi pottery at many of the turquoise mines suggests that
these mines initially were operated by the Anasazi between 1500 and 1300 B.P.
In the southern desert region, the impetus for change appears to have derived from Hakataya
influences from the lower Colorado River, evidenced by the introduction of Buff and Brown
Ware pottery and Cottonwood and Desert Side-notched projectile points. The initial date for the
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first Hakataya influence on the southern Mojave Desert remains unknown; however, it does
appear that by 1200 to 100 B.P., the Mojave Sink was heavily influenced, if not occupied by,
lower Colorado River peoples. Additionally, trade along the Mojave River extended Hakataya
influence west and appears to have blocked all Anasazi influence west of the Cronise Basin and
south of the New York and Providence mountains by 1000 B.P.; this influence apparently
continued well after the Saratoga Spring Period (Warren 1984:423).
The Rose Spring (Saratoga Spring) complex is best characterized by cultural diversification with
strong regional developments. Turquoise mining and long distance trade networks appear to have
attracted both the Anasazi and Hakataya peoples into the California deserts from the east and
southeast, respectively. Trade with the California coastal populations also appears to have been
important in the Antelope Valley region and stimulated the development of large, complex
villages. In the northwestern Mojave Desert, however, the basic pattern established during the
Gypsum complex changed little during the Saratoga Spring Period. Toward the end of the Rose
Spring/Saratoga Spring complex, the Hakataya apparently moved far enough to the north to gain
control of the turquoise mines, thus replacing the Anasazi occupation of the eastern California
desert.
Late Prehistoric Complex (900 B.P. to Contact). Late Prehistoric sites contain a
significantly different suite of material culture than seen in the preceding archaeological
complexes. Characteristic artifacts of the Late Prehistoric complex include Desert series
projectile points (Desert Side-notched [DSN] and Cottonwood Triangular), Brownware
ceramics, Lower Colorado Buff Ware, higher frequencies of milling stones (e.g., unshaped
handstones, mortars, and pestles), incised stones, and shell beads (Warren and Crabtree 1986).
The faunal assemblages typically contain deer, rabbits/hares, reptile, and rodents. The use of
obsidian dropped off during this time with the increased use of CCS.
Evidence of large occupation sites, representing semi-permanent and permanent villages,
characterizes Late Prehistoric settlement strategies. Large, complex housepit village sites (e.g.,
Guapiabit in Summit Valley) were established along the headwaters of the Mojave River (Smith
1963) and were somewhat similar to those reported in Antelope Valley (Sutton 1981). Although
both of these areas appear to have participated in extensive trade between the desert and the
coast, the lack of Buff and Brown Ware pottery at the Antelope Valley sites suggests that these
people were minimally influenced by the Hakataya developments along the Mojave River
(Warren 1984:426).
The Late Prehistoric complex marks an era of increased linguistic complexity within the Mojave
Desert. One of the most important regional developments of the Late Prehistoric complex was
the apparent expansion of Numic-speakers (Shoshonean groups) throughout most of the Great
Basin. Many researchers accept the idea that sometime around 1000 B.P., the Numa spread
westward from a homeland in the southwestern Great Basin, possibly from Death Valley (Lamb
1958) or Owens Valley (Bettinger and Baumhoff 1982). While there is little dispute that the
Numic spread occurred, there is much disagreement over its mechanics and timing (see Madsen
and Rhode 1994).
Regional cultural developments established during the preceding Rose Spring complex continued
with some modifications. In the Southern Desert region (i.e., Colorado Desert; southeastern
Mojave Desert), Brown and Buff Ware pottery, first appearing on the lower Colorado River at
about 1200 B.P., started to diffuse across the California deserts by about 1100 B.P. (Warren
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1984:425). Associated with the diffusion of this pottery were DSN and Cottonwood Triangular
projectile points dating to about 850 to 800 B.P., suggesting a continued spread of Hakataya
influences. This influence appears to have diminished during the late Protohistoric period when
the extensive trade networks along the Mojave River and in Antelope Valley appear to have
broken down and the large village sites were abandoned. Warren (1984:428) provides two
possible explanations for the disruption of trade networks: (1) the drying up of the lakes in the
Cronise Basin; and/or (2) the movement of Chemehuevi southward across the trade routes during
late protohistoric times.
Recent research into the distribution of DSN versus Cottonwood series projectile points in San
Diego County indicates a Hohokam influence on the DSN series that was strong in traditional
Tipai territory (southeast San Diego) and moderate in traditional Ipai territory (Central San
Diego County), while Cottonwood dominated assemblages into traditional Luiseño territory to
the north and west (Pigniolo 2004). The presence of Lake Cahuilla was a likely catalyst in the
movement of the DSN style to the northwest into traditional Cahuilla territory although this
element of the Hakataya influence appears to have waned farther north as demonstrated by the
complete absence of DSN series projectile points from the Late Prehistoric occupation at Oro
Grande.
3.2.5 Socio-cultural Interaction and the Prehistory of the Project Area
Prehistoric life in the Project area did not occur in a vacuum. Interaction between desert dwellers
and peoples from neighboring regions was a part of life and is abundantly evident in the
archaeological and ethnographic data. Mojave traders would routinely cross the Mojave Desert
from their home along the Lower Colorado River (modern City of Needles) to destinations along
the Coast (Los Angeles/Santa Barbara). Obsidian derived from the Coso source near China Lake,
as well as smaller amounts from additional sources farther north (Casa Diablo, Mono, etc.), are
well documented in prehistoric archaeological sites associated with the Rose Spring complex. In
addition, shell beads originating from the Santa Barbara Channel region as well as Olivella dama
spire lopped beads from the Gulf of California are found in archaeological deposits throughout
southern California. There is little doubt that social interaction, material exchange networks with
neighboring regions, as well as population movements (e.g., Chemehuevi migration to Twentynine Palms during historic times) influenced material cultural development in the Mojave Desert.
Table 1 depicts cultural chronologies for the Project area and surrounding regions including the
Great Basin, the Southwest, the Lower Colorado Desert, and the southern California Coast.
3.2.6 Archaeology of the Upper Mojave River Region
Archaeological research over the past 50 years has resulted in well documented recovery of
significant prehistoric archaeological sites along all portions of the Mojave River, from its source
in the San Bernardino Mountains, through the upper Mojave River/Victorville Basin, to the East
Bend area near Barstow/Hinkley, and along the eastern Mojave River drainage to Soda
Lake/Silver Lake (i.e., Lake Mojave).
Human occupation along the West and East Fork Mojave River, its tributaries in the San
Bernardino Mountains and adjacent watersheds, span the last 4,000 years; from early Gypsum to
Protohistoric/Historic times. Notable prehistoric occupations include early Gypsum complex
sites, such as the Siphon Site, in Summit Valley (Parr et al. 2001; Sutton and Schneider 1993),
Gypsum through Rose Spring occupations at the Sayles Site and Ridge Site in Crowder Canyon
(Basgall and True 1985), the Late Prehistoric occupation of Deep Creek (Altschul et al. 1989;
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Altschul 1991; Smith 1955a), and the Late Prehistoric/Protohistoric village of Guapiabit
(Moseley 1962; Smith 1955b, 1962; Sutton and Schneider 1989, 1991, and 1996). Farther to the
north lies the Victorville Basin where numerous habitation sites are situated in the Mojave
Narrows region, including one of the most important and well preserved habitation sites along
the Mojave River Drainage, Oro Grande. Long-term occupation has also been documented at
Dead Cow Rockshelter in the Juniper Flats area east of Summit Valley (Alcorn 1996).
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Table 1
Regional Prehistoric Chronological Frameworks

1

Sutton et al. 2007; 2Adapted from Elston 1986; 3 Ortiz 1979; 4 Schaefer 1994; 5 Warren 1968; 6 Goldberg and Horne 2001
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Descriptions of some of the major archaeological sites located within the upper Mojave River
region are provided below.
Siphon Site (CA-SBR-6580). Located within Summit Valley near the confluence of the
Mojave River and Horsethief Creek, the Siphon Site (CA-SBR-6580) was discovered during
buried site testing at a depth of approximately 30–100 centimeters (cm) (see Sutton and
Schneider 1993). The site consists of a Middle-to-Late Holocene occupation containing
numerous hearth and rock features, a metate cache, and a human cremation. Radiocarbon assays
taken from charcoal and bone in features indicate an early Gypsum complex occupation occurred
between cal 3875 and 3325 B.P.
The artifact assemblage included numerous milling implements (e.g., manos, metates, pestles,
and bowl fragments) as well as stone pipe fragments, ornament fragments, a schist pallete,
abraders (including one of fine-grained steatite), slate “pencils”, projectile points (Pinto series,
Lozenge-shaped, large triangular points referred to as Summit Valley Barbed), bifaces, gravers,
cores, hammerstones, modified flakes, debitage, bone awl fragments, and quartz crystals. The
overwhelming majority of lithic materials consisted of quartzite materials that were likely procured
locally (Sutton 1989). A small sample of obsidian, all but one of which originated from the Coso
source near China Lake, was also recovered. A single artifact (abrader) of fine-grained steatite
was also recovered, through the authors did not speculate on its source of origin.
Surprisingly, the sample excavated from CA-SBR-6580 did not contain any shell artifacts.
Sutton and Schneider (1993) conclude that the occupation site was likely occupied in the fall to
winter (based on floral data) and functioned as a food resource processing camp containing
abundant fire features (e.g., hearths, roasting pits). The discovery of a cremation associated with
the Middle-to-Late Holocene occupation pre-dates accepted dates of this burial practice, as most
discoveries of human remains associated with this time period consist of inhumations.
Crowder Canyon Archaeological District (CCAD). Archaeological investigations in
Crowder Canyon span the last 70 years including the earliest survey and limited testing
conducted by the San Bernardino County Museum Association in the 1940s. At that time, several
sites were recorded including the Sayles Site (CA-SBR-421), named after its discoverer, Ritner
Sayles. Additional surveys were conducted by Bierman and Mohr (1949), True (1953), Grosscup
and Smith (1960), Reeder and White (1969), Wilke (1971), Reynolds (1972), Hanks (1972,
1973), Connelly (1974), and Hammond (1980). In the mid-1960s the Sayles Site was partially
excavated, resulting in a well circulated publication describing a late manifestation of the
“Milling Stone” complex in southern California (see Kowta 1969). Archaeological excavations
were conducted in the early 1970s by Caltrans (White 1973; Cook and Hammond 1974; see also
Binning 1981) resulting in the nomination of the CCAD to the NRHP, which was officially listed
in June of 1976. The following year, Jackson (1977) completed a master’s thesis that challenged
functional interpretations of scraper planes, a major artifact class within CCAD habitation sites,
proposed by Kowta (1969). Several years later, the final results of Caltrans investigations in the
CCAD were synthesized by Basgall and True (1985). Since then, only one additional survey has
been conducted within the boundaries of the CCAD (Schroth and Yohe 1987), and more than a
decade later, a Phase II testing and evaluation study was completed on nine archaeological sites
within the CCAD (de Barros et al. 1997).
Based on the research of Basgall and True (1985) and de Barros et al. (1997), site types thus far
identified in and near the CCAD include seasonal habitation sites (i.e., CA-SBR-421 [Sayles
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Site], -114 [Pear Orchard Site], -713 [Ridge Site], and probably -5821 [see also Schroth and
Yohe 1987]), yucca roasting pit sites (CA-SBR-3773 and possibly -5822), plant procurement and
processing sites that contain flaked and/or ground stone tools and debitage (CA-SBR3771, -3772, and -3774), although SBR-3772 may also have served as a hunting station; and
lithic tool reduction sites (SBR-3769). Given the relative lack of permanent water sources in
Crowder Canyon, winter villages do not appear to be present.
Chronometric data available at the time (radiocarbon; obsidian hydration) suggested that the
principal period of occupation of the CCAD occurred between 3000 and 1000 B.P., which
Basgall and True (1985:10.2) refer to as the “Milling Stone” occupancy; this period roughly
corresponds to Kowta’s (1969) “Sayles Complex.” The occupation at Crowder Canyon mirrored
those identified in Rancho Cucamonga (Liberty Grove, CA-SBR-901; and Chaffey Hillside, CASBR-895) suggesting “interior Milling Stone manifestations persisted within the interior, nondesert portion of the San Bernardino County well into the Christian era” (Basgall and True
1985:10.2).
More recent work at the Spring Site (SBR-113) and a yucca roasting pit site (SBR-3773)
indicates occupation during parts of the Late Prehistoric (de Barros et al. 1997). At SBR113, this is evidenced by the presence of a few ceramics, an indented Cottonwood
Triangular point, and a 740 ± 80 B.P. radiocarbon date. Obsidian hydration data, the
predominance of manos and metates, and a 3060 ± 100 B.P. radiocarbon date indicate an
Interior Millingstone adaptation. At SBR-3773, charcoal samples from yucca roasting
pits produced dates of 260 ± 50 B.P. and 70 ± 60 B.P., indicating occupation during the
terminal Late Prehistoric and/or Early Historic periods. Coso obsidian hydration data,
using Basgall’s (1990) nonlinear hydration rate adjusted for Effective Hydration
Temperature (EHT), suggest occupation at SBR-113 as early as ca. 3850 B.P. (8.4
microns) and as late as ca. 250 B.P. (2.6 microns) (see de Barros et al. 1997: Table 5.2-7)
[de Barros 2003:2-3].

Prehistoric habitation sites within the CCAD contained an abundance of milling stones (metates,
manos, pestles) and core-cobble tools (e.g., scrapers) along with numerous hearth and/or oven
features and a relative dearth of projectile points and faunal remains, which suggests the primary
reason for occupation of the area was the gathering and processing of vegetal/fibrous resources.
Also curiously absent from the archaeological record of the CCAD was shell from the Pacific
Coast and Gulf of California. No shellfish remains or shell beads were recovered from any of the
sites excavated. These occupation deposits were radiocarbon dated between cal 1960 and 1440
B.P. (middle block), and cal 1050 B.P. (northern block), which coincide with the relative and
absolute dates of occupation reported at Oro Grande.
Deep Creek (CA-SBR-176). The Deep Creek site (CA-SBR-176; SBCM-46) is located on the
northern slope of the San Bernardino Mountains, approximately one mile north of the confluence
of Deep Creek and the Mojave River. It is situated on the sandy eastern bank of the Mojave
River, and has been partially inundated by past flood episodes. Scattered sycamore trees and
junipers are found in the area.
The site was first visited by Gerald A. Smith in 1939 and later documented in February 1955, in
“A Preliminary Report of the Archaeological Survey of the Deep Creek Site in San Bernardino
County, California” (Smith 1955a). The report was produced as part of a survey carried out by
the San Bernardino County Historical Society and the Archaeological Survey Association in
1953. At that time, several circular pit houses were present and those excavated revealed rocks
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around the edge of the circle and charcoal within the pit. Numerous artifacts were recovered
from depths reaching 16 inches (in.) below the surface. Smith attributed the large collection of
artifacts recovered from the site as being the remnants of a “camp” deposited over many years of
intermittent occupancy by a group of Serrano Indians who moved up and down the Mojave River
(Smith 1955a:35). The vast array of artifacts found at the Deep Creek site would serve as a
typology for other Late Prehistoric and Proto-historic sites in the region (Altschul 1991). These
included chipped stone arrow points, drills, scrapers, choppers, and hammers, ground stone
mortars, pestles, metates, and manos, and shaped stone pendants and arrow shaft-straighteners,
crystals, bone awls and flakers, pottery vessels, smoking pipes, and perforated disks, and various
shell and stone beads.
The Deep Creek site was not visited again for 30 years, and was presumed destroyed by
construction of the Mojave River Forks Dam for some time. In 1985, the USACE sponsored a
survey of the area and found intact subsurface deposits exposed in the banks of washes cutting
through the site. Additional test excavations carried out in 1988 concluded that the cultural
deposits found there were laid down from about Anno Domini (A.D.) 1150 through the
Protohistoric period. Based on the results of the study, Altschul and others (1989:81) concluded
that the Deep Creek site was more likely occupied by multiple familial groups as a base camp,
rather than as a seasonally occupied temporary camp as described by Smith (Sutton and
Schneider 1991:25). Hypothetically, the Deep Creek site and similar camps along the Mojave
River would have been occupied during the winter and spring months, after which, all or
portions of the camp occupants would head up into the mountains to spend the summer and fall
months gathering acorns and pinyon nuts, then returning to the base camps at lower elevations
before winter set in (Altschul 1991:3).
Guapiabit (CA-SBR-93/H, CA-SBR-1675/H, and CA-SBR-1913). The Late
Prehistoric/Protohistoric village complex of Guapiabit is located in Summit Valley along the
upper course of the Mojave River. The village complex has been recorded as three separate sites
(CA-SBR-93/H, CA-SBR-1675/H, and CA-SBR-1913). CA-SBR-93/H was first examined and
documented in 1938-1939 as SBCM-13 (SB 13) by Gerald Smith (1939, 1955b), who noted over
140 circular house pit depressions within the site area. In the early 1960s, Smith and Moseley
(1962) reported on the diverse array of artifacts that had been recovered from test at the site
including ground stone implements (manos, metates, mortars, and pestles), ceramics (vessel
fragments, ceram on the excavations that had been undertaken at CA-SBR-93/H. A diverse array
of artifacts were recovered from test excavations within the housepits including ground stone
implements (manos, metates, mortars, and pestles), ceramics (vessel fragments, ceramic disk
fragments, and a piece of a clay pipe), projectile points (predominately Cottonwood Triangular
series arrow points), shell beads (Olivella sp. spire ground and disks), and a drill. Obsidian
hydration studies hint that CA-SBR-93/H may contain a component dating to the Rose Springs
Complex. However, the vast majority of evidence (i.e., obsidian hydration measurements, shell
beads) indicates that the site was occupied primarily during the Late Prehistoric Complex and
Protohistoric Period. The lack of glass trade beads at CA-SBR-93/H suggests that the site was
not occupied by the time of European contact, or post-A.D. 1770 (de Barros 2004:3-9-3-39).
More recent excavations have been conducted at Guapiabit by Sutton and Schneider (1996);
these investigations focused on the eastern portion of the village complex (CA-SBR-1913). A
total of 18 features were excavated during this work including eight circular depressions, five
hearths, one possible storage pit, and four scatter of fire-affected rock. Sutton and Schneider
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(1996:37) argue that CA-SBR-1913 likely represents an isolated outlier of the larger Guapiabit
village complex. Based on architectural and artifactual data, they conclude that the site was
primarily occupied during the winter season (Sutton and Schneider 1996:34). Temporal data
indicate that CA-SBR-1913 was occupied during the Late Prehistoric period with the presence of
a glass bead suggesting occupation continued into the Ethnographic Period.
Oro Grande. The Oro Grande site (CA-SBR-72; SBCM-616) was originally recorded by
Gerald Smith of the San Bernardino Museum Association as a large late-period village site and
was later investigated by the Archaeological Research Unit (ARU) at University of California,
Riverside, between 1977–1979 (Rector et al. 1983). The site is situated on the first river terrace
along the west side of the Mojave River approximately 8 m above the present floodplain.
Excavation of a 10 percent sample of the late period village site resulted in the identification of
two stratified cultural deposits that included anthropogenic soils generated from the intense Late
Prehistoric period occupation of the site and an older silty-clay layer containing human footprints
covered by coarse river sand with a charcoal lens.
Radiocarbon dating suggests a calibrated date of 1110 to 650 B.P. (2-sigma range) for the lateperiod occupation, indicating that the Oro Grande artifact assemblage should be indicative of the
late Rose Spring and Late Prehistoric complexes. A calibrated date of 6140 to 5650 B.P. (2sigma range) was returned from a charcoal lens deposit above a silty clay layer containing
human footprints, suggesting the earliest occupation of the site occurred during the Middle
Holocene. A bifacial mano fragment, clear quartz drill, and large core were recovered from the
charcoal lens layer, but the material’s age and association with the footprints could not be firmly
established, owing to potential vertical displacement. Chronological seriation of shell and stone
bead artifacts suggest occupation at the Oro Grande site could date as early as 2500 B.P. to as
late as 500 B.P.
The artifact assemblage recovered from the late-period occupation at Oro Grande was
characterized by the presence of lithic and non-lithic artifacts. Lithic artifacts included projectile
points (i.e., Cottonwood, Rose-Spring, Elko, and Humboldt series), knives and cutting tools,
scraping tools, cores, drilling and perforating tools, gravers, choppers, hammerstones, lithic
debitage, manos, metates, pestles, stone mortar/bowl fragments, stone pipe fragments, incised
slate fragments, graphite and graphite schist fragments, mineral pigment, calcite, quartz crystals,
and relatively discrete concentrations of chlorite schist beads. The overwhelming majority of
lithic material (approximately 92%) originated from sources within 50 km of the site including
Kramer Hills, Black Canyon, Lake Manix, the San Bernardino Mountains, and possibly CASBR-13129 adjacent to the Newberry Mountains (see below). Obsidian constituted the remaining
8 percent of the lithic assemblage, which was likely derived primarily from the Coso obsidian
source near China Lake. Potential sources of schist for the stone beads include Juniper Flats, the
San Bernardino Mountains, and the Sierra Pelona Mountains. Non-lithic artifacts included fired
clay, an array of unmodified shell and shell bead types from the Santa Barbara Channel and Gulf
of California, unmodified freshwater shell, bone awls, tools, turtle shell rattle fragments, and
faunal remains.
Rector and others (1983) concluded that the Oro Grande site contained at least three concentrated
areas of human activity, including a temporary camp (Area 1) and two areas of intense
occupation suggesting seasonal occupation (Areas 2 and 3). The presence of Cottonwood series
projectile points was intriguing in the absence of DSN points and pottery, suggesting most of the
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occupation occurred sometime around 1000 B.P. (Rector et al. 1983:142). The authors also note
evidence suggesting that some shell working was carried out on site (it is also possible that stone
bead and pendant manufacture also occurred). Rector and others (1983:145) conclude that the
occupation of Oro Grande likely derived from a “single cultural component characterized by
Cottonwood series projectile points.” Noting the complete lack of DSN points from the
assemblage, the authors suggest the series originated after the Cottonwood series was in use.
Another plausible explanation is that the transfusion of the DSN style, as well as ceramic
technology, had not yet reached the upper Mojave River area from the Lower Colorado Desert
region.
Juniper Flats (“Dead Cow”) Rockshelter (CA-SBR-3780). CA-SBR-3780 is located
approximately 10 mi (16 km) south of the Mojave River in the Arrastre Canyon area of Juniper
Flats in the northwestern foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains; site elevation is
approximately 4,200 ft (1,281 m) amsl. The site was first recorded in 1973 by the University of
California, Riverside. Since that time, the Fullerton College Department of Anthropology
(Alcorn 1996) has conducted several surveys and excavations in the Juniper Flats area.
Excavations at the Juniper Flats Rockshelter focused on the shelter itself, along with the midden
apron that extended approximately one meter deep in the area to the east of the shelter. These
investigations resulted in the identification and excavations of numerous rock-lined “earth
ovens” and a hearth feature, as well as the identification of a well-preserved inhumation burial of
an individual 10–14 years of age. The scattered remains of a second inhumation burial of a 5–6
year old child were also found that had been disturbed by vandals (Alcorn 1996:83).
Excavations at the rockshelter yielded an extensive assemblage of artifacts and ecofacts.
However, it is of interest to note that no ceramics were found in the cultural deposits. Flaked
stone tools recovered at the site include: projectile points (primarily Cottonwood series, but also
DSN and Rose Spring points); bifacial knives and scraping tools that were posited to have been
used to process meat and hides; stone awls, cores, and a drill tip. Battered stones (i.e.,
hammerstones), an abundance of fire-altered rock, and lithic debitage were also recovered.
Ground stone items were represented by arrow shaft straighteners, unifacial and bifacial manos,
metates and milling slabs, pestles, and a stone pipe. Other materials identified included: quartz
crystals (one with asphaltum residue adhering to the broken end, and others with abraded ends
that may have been used as drills); quartz biotite schist beads; various types of Olivella sp. shell
beads, Dentalium neohexagonum shell beads, and Haliotis sp. pendants; and both unmodified
and modified (ground) pieces of red ochre and chalk thought to have been used as pigment
stones. The burned and unburned remains of small to large mammals and various types of floral
remains (e.g., juniper seeds) were also recovered from the site’s deposits (Alcorn 1996:55-81).
The age of the cultural deposits was determined by the cross-dating of artifacts (e.g., projectile
points and shell beads), obsidian hydration analyses of artifacts sourced to Fish Springs in the
Owens Valley and the Coso region, and by radiocarbon dating of charcoal samples from several
of the rock-lined earth ovens, the hearth feature, and charcoal found associated with the
inhumation burial. Overall, these data indicate a period of site occupation spanning from A.D.
430 to A.D. 1580 (Alcorn 1996:83-85).
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Based on the data recovered, Alcorn concluded that:
This information suggests the usage of the Rockshelter as a middle-man trade center that
flowed to the north for obsidian and to the west for shell and shell beads…Obsidian and
shell beads were probably exchanged for herbivore’s meats and hides, as revealed in the
large collection of big mammal bones. This site is located on the Mojave Trail trade route
and was used as a trade pathway.
The Juniper Flats Rockshelter site, then, is interpreted as a special activity site occupied
contemporaneously with the Oro Grande site. The artifact assemblage is similar in that it
contains primarily Cottonwood projectile points and a comparable collection of
molluscan remains, and is also similar in that it lacks pottery. This site appears to
represent a period of occupation from A.D. 430 to A.D. 1580 by peoples of the
nonceramic Yuman-Cottonwood projectile complex or of the Hakatayan influence.
A reasonable interpretation of the function at the site would be that the site was used for
the processing of animals, both large and small, and preparation of food and/or plants.
This interpretation is supported by the presence of an extensive faunal collection, and the
evidence of a considerably large quantity of ecofactual material ranging from fireaffected rock, to charcoal, and burnt plant remains. The presence of the projectile points,
awls, knives, and scrapers used in the preparation of animals, along with several
millingstones, also support this interpretation.
Due to the large number of artifacts recovered, the production of hides seems to have
been done on a large-scale basis and possibly used for trade. This enabled them to
exchange their hides for other necessary valuables; i.e., shell beads and obsidian, all of
which were not of great abundance in their local area [Alcorn 1996:86].

3.3

ETHNOGRAPHIC SETTING

Historically, the Project area is located within Serrano territory. Altschul and others (1989) have
provided a useful overview of the ethnographic land-use patterns, social organization, and early
ethnohistorical interactions in Serrano territory. Pertinent aspects of this overview, along with
ethnographic information obtained primarily from Strong (1929), Gifford (1918), Kroeber
(1925), Bean and Smith (1978), and Bean et al. (1981) are presented below.
The Serrano, or “mountaineers” in Spanish, occupied the territory of the San Bernardino
Mountains east to Mount San Gorgonio, the San Gabriel Mountains west to Mount San Antonio,
and portions of the desert to the north and the fringe of the San Bernardino Valley to the south
(Kroeber 1925:615–616). Numbering no more than perhaps 1,500 people, the Serrano were
scattered over a rugged, expansive landscape. The Serrano were Shoshonean peoples, speakers
of languages in the Takic sub-family of the larger Uto-Aztecan language family, and their
ancestors are presumed to have entered southern California some 1,500 years ago from the Great
Basin (Kroeber 1925:578–579). Their most intensive cultural contacts were with the Pass
Cahuilla, who occupied the territory to the southeast, and the Gabrielino, who occupied the lands
westward to the Pacific coast.
The term “Serrano” is properly applied to just one of four original Serrano subgroups, the others
being the Alliklik, Vanyume, and Kitanemuk; all were closely linked linguistically, but were not
a tribe with a recognizable political unity (Strong 1929:5–6). The Serrano subgroup occupied the
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portion of the San Bernardino Mountains and adjacent valleys that encompass the Project area,
and thus this term refers here to the smaller cultural unit.
Serrano clans were politically autonomous, although linked by ceremonial ties to other clans and
peoples of other tribal groupings (i.e., the Cahuilla and Gabrielino). A moiety structure
conditioned Serrano social life, all clans belonging to either the Coyote or Wildcat moiety, and
all spring ceremonial and mourning obligations extending to at least one other clan (Strong 1929:
12–13). Exchanges of shell money between clans occurred during ceremonies, and contributions
of shell money were made to mourning clan leaders by members of other clans on occasions of
death. These moieties were exogamous, while clan organization was both patrilineal and
exogamous. Although some have suggested that the clans were totemic, Gifford (1918:218)
disagrees. Gifford attributes the patrilineal clan and moiety form of organization to links with
southwestern tribes (Gifford 1918:218); others would identify Serrano organization as a typically
Shoshonean social structure.
Each Serrano clan had a hereditary leader, or kika, and an assistant who was a ceremonial leader,
or paha (Strong 1929:17–18). These individuals were central to the ritual life of the Serrano,
providing leadership during yearly ceremonial periods. In the context of discussions concerning
mourning ceremonies, Strong (1929:32) indicates, “Immediately after death, much of the
property of the deceased was destroyed,” and Bean and Smith (1978:572) note that cremation
was practiced concurrent with the destruction of most of the deceased’s possessions.
Ethnographic interviews (by Harrington, Gifford, Kroeber, Strong, and more recently, Bean)
indicate that the upper Mojave River region contained at least two Serrano clan territories. The
northern slopes of the San Gabriel Mountains from Big Rock Creek in the Antelope Valley
eastward to the Cajon Pass were inhabited by the Amutskayam clan; the clan was based at the
village of Amuscopiabit near Cajon Junction (Harrington 1986: Vol. III: Reel 98:Fr. 374, 523;
Harrington 1986: Vol. 11: Reel 101: Fr. 13, 45–46, 188–190, 354–355). Archaeological
investigations conducted at this site in the 1940s recorded multiple housepits, Cottonwood
Triangular and DSN projectile points, stone bowl fragments, shaft straighteners, and pipe
fragments of steatite, plainware ceramics, ceramic tobacco pipe fragments, perforated pottery
disks, and a variety of shell ornaments (Smith 1955a, 1963).
Harrington (1986: Vol. III: Reel 101: Fr. 355) noted a second Serrano territory called Wapeat
further to the east that encompassed the area inland from Cajon Pass between the Mojave River
and Baldy Mesa. The territory included the village site of Guapiabit, also known as the Las
Flores Ranch Site. The village was first recorded by the Spanish Franciscan missionary explorer
Francisco Garcés on March 21, 1776 (Coues 1900:246). In 1806, Father Zalvidea visited the
settlement during a scouting expedition of the area (Beattie and Beattie 1939:4). Archival
evidence suggests that Guapiabit was abandoned sometime between 1815 and 1819 (Engelhardt
1927:110-111; Nuez 1955).
The remains of the village were initially recorded as an archaeological site (CA-SBR-93) by G.
Smith in 1938. A total of 142 circular depressions was noted during these initial investigations;
subsequent subsurface testing of the features indicates the depressions were likely housepits with
central firepits. Artifacts recovered from the site include metates, mortars, pestles, manos,
pottery, shell beads, bone awls, a fragment of a clay pipe, projectile points, and a drill. More
recent archaeological investigations at Guapiabit, which is now recorded as a complex of three
sites (CA-SBR-93, CA-SBR-1675/H, and CA-SBR-1913), were conducted by the Sutton and
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Schneider (1991, 1996) and Chambers Group, Inc. (de Barros 2004). As is discussed in Section
4.5, the analysis and write-up of the artifacts recovered from these latter excavations, which were
associated with the Rancho Las Flores development, were never completed (de Barros 2004).
A third village site, Atongaibit, has also been recorded along the Mojave River just downstream
from the Deep Creek junction. This village is believed to have been inhabited by the Desert
Serrano (Vanyumé), who occupied much of the area along the Mojave River (Kroeber
1925:614–615). Ethnohistoric documents indicate that in 1776, Francisco Garcés visited a
settlement of approximately 70 people on the river just east or southeast of the Hesperia; this
village was probably Atongaibit (Earle 2004). During an expedition to round up runaway native
neophytes in 1808, the Spanish soldier Francisco Palomares noted that he traveled to several
villages in the Antelope Valley, including Atongaibit (Earle 2004). Historic records indicate that
the village may have been occupied as late as 1826 (Earle 2004).
Although the precise location of Atongaibit is not known, it has been hypothesized that the
village is actually composed of a linear cluster of smaller settlements, which includes the Deep
Creek site (Altschul et al. 1989:18). Excavations at the Deep Creek Site (Smith 1955a) recovered
mortars, pestles, pottery, bone awls, shell beads, Cottonwood Triangular project points, and a
few DSN projectile points. Earle (2004) notes that Atongaibit was likely an important site in
regional trade networks as it was situated along a major trail that provided western regions,
including the Antelope Valley, with access to the Mojave River trade corridor.
During the early historic era, Serrano peoples and their culture were dramatically affected by the
Spanish mission system. San Gabriel Mission was established in 1771 in the Los Angeles area,
and baptisms of Serrano individuals began by 1785. Much later, in 1819, a new mission was
founded in the San Bernardino Valley at the Indian rancheria of Guachama. An irrigation ditch
(the Mill Creek Zanja) was built with Serrano labor in 1819–1820, and agriculture became
important in the valley. A more thorough review of relations between native inhabitants and
early missionaries and explorers in the region is provided in the following sections.
In the late eighteenth century, the Mojave River formed portions of a major native travel and
exchange corridor between the Colorado River and points east and the southern San Joaquin
Valley and the Pacific Coast. The Vanyumé occupied the Mojave River portion of this corridor,
while the Chemehuevi had settled the desert region to the east of the Sinks of the Mojave, and
the Desert Kawaiisu ranged to the north of the Mojave River. Mojave traders from the Colorado
River traveled via this corridor to the southern San Joaquin Valley and coastal southern
California to acquire shell beads and other items for exchange (Earle 2005:1). Marine shell
beads, particularly those made from the Olivella shell, and abalone ornaments were obtained
directly from the Chumash-speaking groups of coastal southern California; shell beads imported
from Chumash territory could also be obtained from the Yokuts of the southern San Joaquin
Valley (Earle 2005:12).
Regarding the use of the Mojave River as a trade/travel corridor, Earle states that “The late
eighteenth century political geography of this area appears to have reflected the importance of
this travel corridor to long-distance exchange, and particularly to the exchange involving Pacific
coast shell beads which served as an important medium of exchange, and which were circulated
far to the east of desert California” (Earle 2005:1).
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Ethnohistorical information on the Mojave River area from the 1770s through the 1840s makes it
clear that the Mojave River communities of the Vanyumé had developed long-standing political
and social ties with the Mojave, and functioned as intermediaries in the longer distance trade
networks maintained by the Mojave. The frequency of Mojave long-distance travel through the
region created an unusual situation, as they often recognized sacred places that were located
hundreds of miles to the west of their zone of settlement and flood farming on the Colorado
River. The Mojave traders negotiating the Mojave River route relied on the Vanyumé for
sustenance and shelter along the trek, as they did not carry their own supplies (Earle 2005:10;
Harrington 1986:III:167:20). Gifts of shell beads and other goods were bestowed upon the
Vanyumé as reciprocal exchanges for this hospitality, and cemented relationships between the
two groups (Earle 2005:30).
Mortuary patterns also provide information on site ethnic affiliation. For instance, the Mojave
were known for cremating their dead (Kroeber 1925), and the different southern California Takic
groups also practiced cremation. However, the ethnographic and ethnohistorical record for
mortuary practices among some Takic groups is not as straightforward as some have assumed.
For the Serrano, ethnographic testimony does not provide a completely clear picture of
traditional practice. While it would be tempting to attribute all such ambiguity to the effects of
Christianization and missionization in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, this is too simple
a view.
Sites along the Mojave River, such as the historic Serrano ranchería of Guapiabit and the Siphon
Site, both in Summit Valley, have yielded evidence of cremation (Earle et al. 1997:121, 124;
Sutton and Schneider 1993:28). Inhumations have been reported at Turner Springs, north of
Victorville, and at Lenwood (CA-SBR-1549), the latter being of apparent Late Prehistoric age
(Moffitt and Moffitt 1993). At the easterly lower end of the Mojave River, at Cronise Lake, both
inhumations and cremations from late contexts have also been reported (Thomas 2011:21). The
presence of a range of different populations in the area could help to account for evidence of
both primary inhumation and cremation during the Protohistoric and early Historic periods.
3.3.1 Settlement, Subsistence, Economy, and Technology
As discussed above, Serrano settlements are known in the foothills of the San Bernardino
Mountains and along the Mojave River drainage. Seasonal or permanent settlement of the
Mojave Desert occurred where water and other resources were available, such as along the
Mojave River. However, the upland or higher altitude areas within their territory were preferred
for permanent settlement because of the availability of tree crops there (acorns and piñon), as
well as the availability of water, forage, and the greater seasonal availability of certain classes of
game (Earle 1997:62).
Kroeber (1925:617) indicates that villages were generally located where streams emerged from
the foothills. Bean et al. (1981:85–86) are considerably more precise in their descriptions of
Serrano village and camp locations. Groups of lineages lived in villages at the valley margins in
the winter and in smaller encampments at higher elevations in the summer. Proximity to water
sources and adequate arrays of resources predictably dictated settlement location choices.
Localities rich in oaks, pinyon, yucca, agave, or seasonal migratory fowl, for example, were
favored for population convergence at peak “harvest” times. Streamside areas, canyon mouths by
alluvial fans, and flats near springs or lakes were frequently chosen as prime locations, with
avoidance of wind and floods, and adequate defensive position also of considerable concern.
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Bean et al. (1981:85) note also that individual homes were quite scattered across the landscape in
order to ensure privacy, to the extent that some “villages” covered up to five square miles. This
clearly has important implications for archaeological interpretations of occupation sites.
Serrano residences were circular, domed, willow-and-tule thatch structures. The home of the kika
also served as a large ceremonial house, and large, semi-subterranean, earth-covered
sweathouses were found immediately adjacent to streams in most villages (Bean and Smith
1978). Subsistence during winter months consisted mostly of reliance on stored foods (acorns,
pinyon nuts, mesquite beans) and some fresh meats and greens. In the spring or whenever the
winter stored foodstuffs were exhausted, the camps broke up into family units, which began foraging
for agave, cacti, greens, and a mix of game. Many fruits and seeds became available during the
summer months, but perhaps the richest season was autumn, when major harvests of acorns,
pinyon nuts, mesquite beans, and screwbeans occurred, and when communal rabbit hunts took
place in the context of much feasting and ritual activity (Bean et al. 1981:86–87). In addition to
occupation sites and food procurement sites, rock cairns (“offerings” places along trails), cupule
petroglyph sites, hot springs (sacred areas), sources of lithic materials suitable for the production
of stone tools and other artifacts, and trails represent important land uses by the Serrano.
The sparse resources of the study region also produced a highly diverse hunting economy, where
small game was an important source of protein. Mammals such as antelope, deer, mountain
sheep, rabbits, squirrels, wood rats, and desert chipmunks were hunted; lizards, chuckwallas,
rattlesnakes, desert tortoises, birds and bird eggs, and insects were also eaten when encountered
(Steward 1938:33–34).
Baskets were used extensively for carrying, seed beating, winnowing and parching, boiling
water, and storage. Digging sticks were used for procuring roots and tubers. The mano and
milling stone, mortar and pestle, and pottery were also used. The sinew-backed bow and arrows
of willow or cane were used for hunting both large and small game.
3.3.2 Social Organization and Trade
As with most Native groups in California, the basic division of labor was by sex and there were
few individual specializations; thus, the nuclear family was a self-sufficient unit as long as
communal tasks (e.g., animal drives) were unnecessary. Women were typically responsible for
the gathering of the plant foods and food preparation, while the men conducted most of the
hunting. Each sex was also responsible for the manufacture of the tools required for their
respective tasks: women made the baskets, pottery, and clothing; men generally produced the
flaked stone tools and built the houses (Steward 1938:44).
Trade was conducted with other Native groups on the Pacific Coast and Central Valley to the
west, as well as with groups along the Colorado River and the greater Southwest. The Serrano
groups apparently traded for goods that were consumed locally, as well as serving as
intermediaries in longer distance commerce relationships.
3.4

HISTORICAL SETTING

The historical background of the upper Mojave River and adjacent San Bernardino Mountains is
best presented by adhering to the familiar divisions of local history which have become
standardized in the area literature. Beginning with the Spanish (Mission) Period in 1771, the
progression moves rapidly through the poorly documented Mexican (Rancho) Period into
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American (Anglo) times. In the following discussion important historical events during these
periods are summarized with a more detailed discussion of the historical developments in the
immediate Project vicinity.
3.4.1 Spanish Exploration and Mission Period: 1771–1821
The earliest significant moment in the recorded history of the area was the arrival of Portolá’s
former Lieutenant Pedro Fages who, as military governor, accompanied an expedition from San
Diego in pursuit of deserters from the Presidio. Fages kept a journal which recorded that the
party traveled along the west side of the San Jacinto Mountains to what is now Riverside,
continued north into the San Bernardino Valley, and then crossed into the Mojave Desert by way
of the Cajon Pass. The record of Fages’ transit across the Mojave Desert in 1772 is the first
written account of the area to have survived into modern times.
The diary of Father Francisco Tomás Hermenegildo Garcés contains the second known reference
to a historic transit of the upper Mojave River region. In 1776, Garcés traveled west from the
Mojave villages in the Needles area towards the Providence Mountains and the easterly lower
end of the Mojave River (Earle 2005:7–8). Seeking a direct land route from Arizona and the
Colorado River to Monterey, he was accompanied by Mojave guides who had previously
traveled to the coast, and a southern California native who had lived at Mission San Gabriel. To
date, Garcés’ journal of this expedition stands as the best of the very early accounts of crossing
the Mojave Desert, and his commentary on the native inhabitants of the region and the Spanish
missionary view of them is invaluable (Arnold et al. 1987).
Beginning the 1800s, the Spanish increased their efforts to incorporate Native Americans into the
mission system. As part of this endeavor, a series of explorations was undertaken into the
Californian interior to identify possible locales for a chain of inland missions which would run
parallel to the coast chain (Berger 1941). One of these expeditions was led by Father Zalvidea in
1806, who traveled through the Antelope Valley and documented his stays at the Serrano
villages of Amuscopiabit (Moscopiabit) and Guapiabit (Beattie and Beattie 1939:4).
During the first two decades of the nineteenth century, many of the Native Americans residing in
the upper Mojave River region were either brought or came to the San Gabriel and San Fernando
missions, established in 1771 and 1797, respectively. Although the Spanish were determined to
gather all natives into the mission system, there are numerous examples of interior Native
American villages not represented in the mission registers, suggesting low levels of interaction or
influence prior to this time. As a side effect of the increased number of missions in southern
California, native neophytes attempted to escape missions by running away and seeking refuge
with interior tribes, such as in the southern San Joaquin Valley or the Mojave Desert and
adjacent mountains. This impacted the existing tribes in these areas because forays into these
regions were made by the Spanish on numerous occasions to recapture these people, and some
tribes became mixed with the influx of natives from different tribal territories.
3.4.2 Mexican (Rancho) Period: 1821–1848
During the period of Mexican rule (1821–1848), the upper Mojave River region appears to have
remained relatively outside the Hispanic frontier. The closest Hispanic settlement was the San
Bernardino Asistencia mission outpost, which had been established at the Guachama rancheria
in 1819 in the adjacent San Bernardino Valley. During the 1820s and early 1830s, the San
Bernardino Asistencia was active, functioning as rancho headquarters. In October 1834, the
Paiutes attacked the settlement, killing Christianized Indians and taking stored grain and altar
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vessels. They returned again in December 1834, burned buildings, and took Father Esteneza
hostage. This last attack, coupled with the decree of secularization, dealt the final blow to the
San Bernardino Asistencia; it was abandoned shortly thereafter.
Jedediah Strong Smith became the first American citizen to enter California over land. The
trapper and mountain man reached the San Bernardino Valley by way of the Cajon Pass in
November 1826. He and his men were taken in and cared for at a rancho some five miles short of
San Gabriel, where they gave themselves up to the Mexican authorities. Smith’s party left San
Gabriel (apparently for his Salt Lake camp) on January 18, 1826 (Morgan 1953:243), with
warnings from the Mexican authorities to never return to California. Despite the warnings, Smith
returned to the San Bernardino Valley the following August 1827, again by way of the Cajon
Pass. Detained for several months by the Mexican authorities and determined never to return,
Smith was eventually allowed to leave on December 30, 1827.
Beginning in 1829, Mexican traders from New Mexico used Summit Valley and Crowder
Canyon as a passageway to the Los Angeles basin and thus established what is now called the
Old Spanish Trail. Anglo-American trappers and traders emanating from Taos, New Mexico
(including Kit Carson), also used the route beginning in 1829. Spurred on by the demand for
California mules, this trail served as a major pack train route until the end of the Mexican period
with the 1846 War with Mexico (Speer 1980:5).
The unsettled political condition of California during the 1820s and 1830s was in part due to the
turmoil in Mexico in the wake of the revolution. Most disturbing in California were the decrees
issued by the Mexican authorities for the secularization of the mission system. The Indians were
“liberated” by decree in 1826, followed by orders for the withdrawal of the Franciscans a few
years later (Elliot 1883:27). On August 17, 1833, the Mexican Congress passed the
Secularization Act which placed all mission property into the hands of civil administrators. The
former Mission Indians became the most vulnerable victims in the resulting shuffle and land
grab, and their numbers were rapidly decimated by disease and culture shock. Those Indians
surviving on rancherias throughout the valley apparently experienced mainly a change of
masters, from padre to Californio ranchero. This relationship of Californio “padrón” and Indian
stock tender worked as well as any system could for the aboriginal population.
3.4.3 American Period: 1848–1950s
After the Mexican Cession to the United States in 1848, more frequent expeditions and
explorations into the upper Mojave region were made by American graziers, miners, and
adventurers. The Old Spanish Trail continued to be used as a wagon route and pack trail for gold
prospectors and Mormon settlers between the 1840s and 1850s. During the 1840s, the route was
protected from Indian raiders by companies of Mormon soldiers from the Mormon Battalion
which fought in the War with Mexico (Speer 1980:60).
Beginning in the 1860s and continuing into the 1880s, settlement in the region was spurred by an
intensification of silver and gold mining operations within the mountains and the deserts beyond.
Through the 1870s, a series of briefly lucrative mining camps had been established on both sides
of the San Bernardino Mountains, including areas within Devil Canyon and the Cajon Pass.
Farther to the north in the Mojave Desert, there were numerous mining claims along the San
Bernardino Mountain periphery by the 1860s, including a gold claim at Big Bear Lake, staked by
William Holcomb of San Bernardino. The boom that followed saw the creation of the town of
Belleview in the mountains and the building of additional roads from the Victor Valley side of
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the Cajon Pass to points southward. The 1870s and 1880s witnessed expanded mining in the
desert region as well. The Oro Grande Mining District, which included Hesperia, Victor, and Oro
Grande, was a rich region for minerals, including gold, silver, gem stones, marble, and limestone
(Sturm 1993:17).
Miners needed supplies, which increased demand for roads and services. In 1854, a wagon road
was built from San Bernardino to Salt Lake; however, the road was poorly constructed,
particularly over the Cajon Pass. In 1861, an early settler named John Brown, a San Bernardino
pioneer, and two associates (George Tucker and Judge Henry Willis) built a toll road, known as
Brown’s Toll Road/Cajon Pass Toll Road, across the west Cajon Pass, which shortened the trip
and eliminated some of the steeper segments of the climb (de Barros 1990:2-52). Specifically,
the Toll Road started near today’s Devore, went up Cajon Canyon to Blue Cut, where it crossed
to the west side of Cajon Creek, then re-crossed the creek after two miles near the location of
Camp Cajon. Here the road entered the deep, winding gorge known as “The Narrows,” continued
up Crowder Canyon to the summit of Cajon Pass. From the summit, a public road went almost
directly north to Lane’s Crossing of the Mojave (today’s Oro Grande). From a short distance up
this public road, Brown built a branch road northeast, passing the site of today’s Hesperia, to his
Val Verde Ranch alongside the upper Mojave River (Robinson 1989:51).
The transport of freight via the former Brown’s Toll Road became obsolete soon after the
construction of the California Southern Railroad, later known as the Atchison, Topeka & Santa
Fe Railroad (AT&SF), was built through the Cajon Pass in 1883; the railroad reached the
Atlantic & Pacific Railroad (later known as the Union Pacific Railroad) junction in
Barstow/Daggett in 1885. In 1923, the former Brown’s Toll Road became paved for the first
time, and in 1933 the Brown’s Toll Road became part of the state highway system.
In 1885, the AT&SF built a depot at Hesperia. With the establishment of the railroad, local
farmers were able to ship their agricultural goods more efficiently to regional markets in Los
Angeles and beyond. One of the main products grown in the Hesperia area in the 1870s and early
1880s were grapes. Some grapes were tray-dried and shipped as raisins, whereas others were
pressed into wine and shipped throughout California and to the east coast.
The arrival of the railroad also prompted Joseph Widney to acquire the township of Hesperia and
form the Hesperia Land and Water Company in 1885. Soon thereafter, the townsite was laid out
and water rights were procured from the County of San Bernardino. In addition to grape
production, another industry that developed in Hesperia in the 1890s was the procurement and
transport of juniper wood from Hesperia to Los Angeles. The junipers were used to fire bakery
kilns in the city; the business prospered until oil replaced juniper wood for fuel in the early 1900s
(McGinnis 2006).
Cattle ranching was another important industry that began in the Summit Valley in the 1860s.
The advent of open-grazing ranching in the area was in large part prompted by subsequent
flooding and drought episodes that struck the San Bernardino Valley beginning in 1862. The
flood dramatically altered the fertile bottomland below Santa Ana Canyon and Mill Creek,
turning portions of the valley into a wide, rock-filled wash unfit for agricultural purposes
(Altschul et al. 1989:73). Following the flood in the winter of 1861–1862, a drought hit southern
California; almost no rain fell until February 1864, by which time thousands of livestock had
died from hunger and thirst. One estimate based on census data showed a loss of 71 percent of
the total cattle in Los Angeles County (Cleland 1941:180). Considering that cattle-ranching had
46

been the dominant occupation of the residents of the San Bernardino Valley up to this time, the
impact of the drought was catastrophic.
Desperate for water, ranchers in the San Bernardino Valley drove their cattle and sheep up
through the canyons and into the high country of the San Bernardino Mountains for summer
pasture. By 1864, Holcomb and Bear Valleys, as well as Coxey Meadow, Little Pine Flat, and
Big Pine Flat were full of grazing cattle, horses, and sheep. The first real cattle ranch in the San
Bernardino Mountains was H. E. Parrish’s Mojave Rancho (later called the Las Flores) along the
west fork of the Mojave River in Summit Valley. Parrish drove his cattle there during the 1862
drought and patented 160 ac the following year. In late 1863, Parrish sold his Mojave Ranch to
Elijah K. Dunlap for $2,500, “together with the Rocking P brand and 400 head of neat cattle”
(Robinson 1989). Dunlap built a ranch house and other buildings, and patented 400 additional
acres in Summit Valley. The Dunlap Ranch was a major cattle operation during the remainder of
the 1860s (Robinson 1989). In 1866, the original ranch buildings appear to have been burned
during a raid by the Paiutes (Haenszel n.d.).
In 1870, James F. Houghton and Amos P. Houlton, both from San Francisco, came to Summit
Valley and patented 320 ac just west of the Dunlap Ranch. That same year Houghton and
Houlton bought out Dunlap, more than doubling the size of their ranch. Houghton ran the
Summit Valley Ranch for several years and then hired John Burcham, San Bernardino meat
packer, as ranch manager. In 1881, Burcham leased the ranch and with his two sons, Charles and
Austin, raised cattle for his San Bernardino meat market. The elder Burcham referred to his
leased holdings as the Mojave Stock Ranch, but it soon became known as the Burcham Ranch.
John Burcham died in 1890, but his two sons ran the ranch for several more years before turning
the property back to owner Houghton. However, by then Houghton had other business interests,
and in 1897, sold his Summit Valley Ranch (Burcham Ranch) to John Cole. During Cole’s
tenure, the ranch became known as the Las Flores Ranch (Robinson 1989). Just how it got its
name is uncertain; however, it may have been named after Juan Flores, a ranch cowhand.
Conversely, it may have originated from the abundant spring wildflowers in Summit Valley.
Cole died in 1904. His widow, Henrietta, ran the ranch for several years, then sold out to James
Edgar Mooney of the Arrowhead Reservoir and Power Company in 1909. However, the
Arrowhead Company was more interested in securing water rights to the Mojave River, and took
little interest in ranching. Las Flores Ranch was leased out to a succession of wranglers. When
Mooney died in 1919, he left the ranch to Victor Smith. Smith then sold the ranch to Riverside
County cattleman Robert F. Garner in 1920. In 1930, the Talmadge brothers acquired the ranch.
In 1937, the Los Angeles-based Carver Investment Company purchased the ranch and held it
until recent years. Despite the constant turnovers in ownership, the Las Flores Ranch remained
one of the largest and most active cattle ranches in the San Bernardino Mountains (Robinson
1989).
The expansion of the ranch throughout the latter half of the 1800s and early 1900s followed a
classic pattern of rangeland control. This ownership pattern not only prevented the establishment
of other ranches in the area, but also allowed open-range use of unpatented land and provided the
necessary grazing ranges for large herds. The ranch dominated the valley throughout the latter
half of the nineteenth century. In the 1890s, however, several small homestead claims began to
develop in areas peripheral to the main Mojave River drainage that was controlled by the ranch.
Homesteading activities appear to have been most intensive between 1910 and 1920, with
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enough families living in the area to form a school district in 1913 (Bookspan and Nye 1987).
While these semi-self-sufficient small ranches and farms survived throughout the 1920s,
newspaper accounts indicate that many were abandoned in the following decade during the Great
Depression (Peter et al. 1989:22).
Another important development in the history of the Hesperia area was the construction of the
California Aqueduct. In the period following World War II, the state of California experienced a
population surge and significant development. Local governments and water officials quickly
realized that their water supplies could not meet the growing demand of their communities.
Farmers were also draining regional groundwater basins to irrigate their crops (California
Department of Water Resources 2011). To rectify these issues, the state engineer, Arthur D.
Edmonston, published a proposal that suggested building an aqueduct system that included the
diversion of water from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and channel it to San Joaquin Valley
and Southern California. The construction of the 444-mi-long State Water Project (SWP) began
in 1961 and was completed in 1973.
The water control system was originally divided into six divisions, including the Northern San
Joaquin, San Luis, South Joaquin, Tehachapi, Mojave, and Santa Ana, and two branches, the
West and Coastal. The Mojave and Santa Ana Divisions were later collectively known as the
East Branch. This section of the aqueduct begins in southern Kern County and carries water
through the Antelope Valley into Silverwood Lake in the San Bernardino Mountains. Here it
enters the San Bernardino Tunnel and drops into Devil Canyon Power Plant, out-flowing to Lake
Perris, the SWP’s southernmost reservoir. The East Branch has been extended over the last 20
year to the Yucaipa Valley and the San Gorgonio Pass area in San Bernardino and Riverside
counties.

48

SECTION 4
PREVIOUS RESEARCH
This section briefly describes the previous cultural resources investigations that have been
undertaken in the Project area. The summary presented below draws heavily on the 1990 and
2004 Rancho Las Flores CRMPs (de Barros 1990, 2004); the reader is referred to these
documents for a more comprehensive discussion of the archaeological work that has been
undertaken within the Summit Valley and surrounding areas over the past 75 years.
4.1

EARLY CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEYS AND EXCAVATIONS

Much of the early archaeological work conducted within the Project vicinity was completed by
the San Bernardino County Museum Association under the direction of Gerald Smith and R. J.
Sayles between the 1930s and 1960s. Many of these studies involved intuitive or judgmental
surveys along the West Fork of the Mojave River and adjacent areas in the Summit Valley.
Several sites in the upper Mojave River region were excavated as part of these investigations,
including the ethnohistoric sites of CA-SBR-176 (Deep Creek Site) and CA-SBR-93, the latter of
which is located within the Project area (see Altschul et al. 1985, 1989).
Beginning in the 1970s, several large-scale surveys and overviews were conducted within the
general Project vicinity. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) implemented the first of these
projects as part of a comprehensive plan to inventory and assess cultural resources throughout
the California Desert. This work involved a regional (Class I) overview of the entire western
Mojave Desert (Gallegos 1979; Stickel and Weinman-Roberts 1980), as well as sample surveys
(Class II) of BLM land within the Project vicinity (Coombs 1979). During the 1970s, Southern
California Edison (SCE) also sponsored several large linear surveys for proposed transmission
line routes running through the Summit Valley; these surveys recorded a number of sites within
the current Project area (see Mortland 1974). Finally, the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service undertook an ethnographic/ethnogeographic overview of the
region and its Serrano inhabitants (Bean et al. 1981). Although this overview primarily focused
on archaeological resources in the San Bernardino Forest south of the Summit Valley, portions
of the Project area were included in the synthetic study.
4.2

SURVEY OF THE RANCHO LAS FLORES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT UNIT

Although early archaeological work conducted in the upper Mojave River region identified a
small number of sites within the Summit Valley, the Project area remained largely uninventoried until 1987. At this time, the URS Corporation (URS) undertook an intensive survey
of the entire 9,865-ac Ranchos Las Flores Development area (Peter et al. 1989). Because the
West Fork of the Mojave River is within the jurisdiction of the USACE (Los Angeles District),
the URS survey was undertaken according to federal regulations and the requirements of Section
106 of the NHPA.
The survey identified a total of 119 sites and 286 isolated artifacts within the original boundary
of the Ranchos Las Flores development project. The sites consist of 89 prehistoric sites, 24
historic-period sites, and six multicomponent sites. Identified resources include: three villages,
11 temporary camps; 38 lithic scatters; 18 chipping stations; 11 quarry sites; six lithic scatters
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with chipping stations; one quarry with chipping station; and one small habitation site. Historicperiod sites consist of structure remnants, refuse dumps and scatters, possible roads, mining
features, and the Las Flores Ranch complex.
Approximately 15 percent (1,400 ac) of Rancho Las Flores Project area was not investigated
during the Phase I inventory (Peter et al. 1989:28-30). These areas were considered unsurveyable
due to very steep slopes, the presence of dense, impenetrable vegetation, or a combination of
both factors. Although the general locations of these areas are discussed in the URS report (Peter
et al. 1989), no map or specific information is provided to delineate the portions of the Rancho
Las Flores Project that were not examined during the Phase I survey.
4.3

BLM LAND EXCHANGE SURVEY AND SITE EVALUTION

Approximately 2,000 ac of the Rancho Las Flores Project area initially belonged to the BLM. As
part of master-planned community development, a land exchange was initiated with the BLM
that covered the entire 2,000 ac area. This exchange was conducted in two phases. Phase I was
completed in 1989 and involved the exchange of 1,285 ac of land in the western portion of the
Project area. The Phase II exchange was completed in the following year and involved 715 ac in
the eastern portion of the Project area. For both phases, environmental analyses were undertaken
as a condition of the land exchange, including the inventory and evaluation of cultural resources.
Twenty-three of the sites originally recorded by URS were located on the BLM land within the
Rancho Las Flores Project area. These were initially evaluated by the Archaeological Research
Unit of the University of California, Riverside (Parr et al. 1988). The sites included 18
prehistoric sites, four historic-period sites, and one multicomponent site. Twenty-two of the sites
were evaluated and recommended as ineligible for listing on the NRHP. The remaining site, CASBR-6179, was subsequently tested in 1989 by the Chambers Group, Inc. The site proved to be a
field camp used for vegetal and possible animal processing, probably dating to the Late
Prehistoric (last 1,500–2,000 years period). The research potential of the site was exhausted
during the test excavations and CA-SBR-6179 was recommended ineligible for the NRHP (de
Barros and Schneider 1989); the SHPO concurred with this eligibility assessment.
4.4

MOJAVE SIPHON PROJECT

As part of the California State Water Project (Mojave Siphon), Sutton and Schneider (1989)
investigated archaeological sites within the portion of the California Aqueduct corridor that
crossed the Project property. Test excavations were conducted in portions of two previously
recorded sites (CA-SBR-1624 and CA-SBR-1913) in the aqueduct corridor, with a third buried
site (CA-SBR-6580) identified during the testing program (see Figure 4 for location of CA-SBR6580). All three sites were recommended as eligible for the NRHP. Data recovery excavations
were conducted at CA-SBR-1913 and CA-SBR-6580, with human remains located at the latter
site (Sutton and Schneider 1993). These remains were later reburied) in the Rancho Las Flores
property; this reburial area was given a separate trinomial (CA-SBR-7796).
In 1993, a fourth site (CA-SBR-7691) was discovered during the construction of the Mojave
Siphon. Evaluation of the cultural resource determined it was eligible for the NRHP. Data
recovery excavations at CA-SBR-7691 were undertaken within the aqueduct’s zone of impact
(Parr et al. 1996).
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FIGURE 4 REMOVED
CONFIDENTIAL
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4.5

RANCHO LAS FLORES

4.5.1 1990 Testing and Data Recovery Program
The Chambers Group conducted test excavations in 1990 at 10 prehistoric and/or ethnographic
archaeological sites within the Rancho Las Flores Project area (de Barros 2004). Several of these
resources (CA-SBR-93, CA-SBR-1675/H, CA-SBR-1886, and CA-SBR-1913) were investigated
as part of the proposed Serrano Heritage Preserve (Preserve) (see Section 2.4.2). The goal of
these test excavations was to delineate the site boundaries in order to ensure that the entire
cultural resource would be placed within the Preserve area. In addition, it was anticipated that the
data obtained from the test investigations would be used to evaluate the significance of the
resources for listing on the NRHP.
Later that year, the Chambers Group conducted data recovery excavations at six sites under
CEQA to mitigate the impacts of the proposed development on significant archaeological
resources (de Barros 2004). All of the sites were located in the west-central portion of the
Rancho Las Flores Project area. These sites included: two residential base sites (CA-SBR-1624
and CA-SBR-6580), a temporary camp site (CA-SBR-1673), a ceremonial site (CA-SBR-1672),
a plant extraction and processing site (CA-SBR-1615), and a lithic reduction locale (CA-SBR1674).
In January 1991, the developer halted the project (de Barros 2004). The artifacts that were
recovered during test and data recovery excavations were only partially analyzed. The recovered
artifacts and samples were housed for some time on the Las Flores Ranch property before
eventually being moved to the San Diego Archaeological Center (SDAC) (Philip de Barros,
personal communication November 2013). The findings of this work have not yet been compiled
into a formal report.
During backhoe trenching activities at CA-SBR-1913, the Chambers Group identified fragments
of calcined human bone on the surface of the site (de Barros 2004:3-18). These remains were
collected and later reinterred in a reburial area within the proposed Preserve. Following the
transfer of the testing and data recovery collections to the SDAC, several isolated fragments of
human bone were identified during an inventory of the cultural materials; the human remains
were subsequently turned over to the San Bernardino County Coroner (Philip de Barros, personal
communication, November 2013).
4.5.2 Village One Development Area
In 1994, the Chambers Group conducted additional archaeological investigations within the
Village One development area (de Barros 2004:1-10 through 1-13; de Barros et al. 1994) of the
larger Rancho Las Flores Planned Development Project. The Village One area was located in the
southwestern portion of the current Project property. Thirty sites were initially identified within
the Village One area which required evaluation for listing on the NRHP and/or CRHR. This
number was later reduced to 27 as the eastern boundary for Village One was modified.
Site evaluation efforts focused on the western portion of Village One, known as the Phase One of
Village One (de Barros et al. 1994). A total of 19 sites was investigated in the Phase One of
Village One. Seventeen of the sites were evaluated for the NRHP and found to be ineligible for
listing. The remaining sites, both of which were historical transmission lines, PSBR-38H and
PSBR-39H (now CA-SBR-10316H), were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.
Because the Project did not have an adverse effect on these two significant cultural resources, a
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finding of No Effect was recommended (de Barros et al. 1994). The SHPO concurred with this
determination.
4.5.3 Villages 6 & 7 Reconnaissance Survey
In 2007, de Barros undertook a reconnaissance survey of the northern portion of the Rancho Las
Flores Project property. The survey encompassed a 1,088-ac area in the northern portion of the
project that was designated for the Villages 6 and 7 development areas of the Rancho Las Flores
Project. A total of 19 archaeological sites was identified by the survey including several
prehistoric lithic scatters, one of which also contained concentrations of fire-affected rock
(FAR), historic-period refuse scatters, a historic-period water-control feature, and a rock ring of
unknown origin. Although site records for these cultural resources were submitted to the San
Bernardino Archaeological Information Center (SBAIC), the developer halted the project prior to
the completion of the survey report (de Barros, personal communication, November 2013). As
such, a finalized version of the report was never filed at the SBAIC and specifics of the work
effort, including the location of the investigated area and the survey methodology, are not
available.
4.6

PHASE 1 AREA OF THE TAPESTRY PROJECT

4.6.1 Surveys of the Phase 1 Area
In 2013, the Rancho Las Flores property (excluding Las Flores Ranch) was acquired by the Terra
Verde Group LLC and renamed the Tapestry Project. As part of the first phase of development
of the Project, Applied EarthWorks, Inc. (Æ) undertook intensive pedestrian surveys of the
1,203-ac area in the northern portion of the Project site (Clark and McDougall 2014; Potter,
Clark, and McDougall 2014). During the survey, 103 archaeological resources were documented
within the Phase 1 APE. These resources include: 85 prehistoric sites, 11 historical sites, two
multicomponent sites with mixed prehistoric and historical remains, one proposed archaeological
district, and four isolated artifacts. In addition, two built-environment resources were also
identified during the survey efforts. Based on the survey findings, one prehistoric archaeological
site (CA-SBR-12657) and the four isolated artifacts (P-36-060871, P-36-027006, P-36-027014,
and P-36-027033) were recommended as ineligible for listing on the NRHP and the CRHR. In
addition, the survey also determined that no cultural resources associated with the proposed
Guapiabit-Serrano Homeland Archaeological District were located within the Phase 1 area.
4.6.2 Buried Site Sensitivity Study
A buried site sensitivity study was also conducted by Æ of the Phase 1 portion of the Tapestry
Project (Mirro 2014). The results of this study found that much of the Phase 1 area has little to no
potential for containing buried cultural remains. However, portions of the alluvial terraces along
two prominent drainages that traverse the Phase 1 area do exhibit a moderate sensitivity for
potential buried prehistoric sites.
4.6.3 Phase II Evaluation of Cultural Resources the Phase 1 Area
In 2014, Æ conducted a Phase II evaluation program for 99 cultural resources located within the
Phase 1 area of the Tapestry Project (Potter, Clark, McDougall, Smallwood et al. 2014). These
resources included 84 prehistoric sites, 11 historical sites, two multicomponent sites, and two
built-environment resources. For the 84 prehistoric archaeological resources, along with the
prehistoric components of the two multicomponent sites, the Phase II work efforts consisted of
both excavation and non-excavation strategies, including intensive site survey, mapping, and test
excavations. In total, archaeological investigations were undertaken at 15 prehistoric sites, which
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included five sites tentatively identified as temporary camps/residential locales and 10 small
lithic scatter sites. It was anticipated that data obtained from these latter sites could be used to
determine the significance of all of the 79 small lithic scatter sites identified within the Phase 1
area. Archival and historical research was also conducted as part of the Phase II work efforts in
order to obtain information on the 11 historical archaeological sites, the historical components of
the two multicomponent sites, and the two built-environment resources.
Significance evaluations of the 85 prehistoric archaeological sites located within the Phase 1 area
found that with the exception of one temporary camp (CA-SBR-17093), all of the resources are
recommended as eligible for listing on the NRHP and CRHR under Criterion A/1 (association
with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of prehistory) and
Criterion D/4 (potential to yield important information to the study of prehistory). The Phase II
investigations exhausted the data potential of the 11 historical archaeological sites and two builtenvironment resources. Based on these findings, none of the historic-period resources were
recommended as eligible for listing on either the NRHP or the CRHR.
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SECTION 5
CULTURAL RESOURCES WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA
This section of the CRMP summarizes the historical and archaeological cultural resources that
have been documented in the Project area. As defined here, archaeological resources are those
cultural remains (site or isolated artifact) that date to the Prehistoric and/or Ethnohistoric periods,
as well as the remnants of historic-period cultural sites that lack substantive building remnants,
such as old building foundations, roads, and trails. Archaeological resources can also include
archaeological districts, which are groupings of sites related primarily by their common
components (National Park Service 1991:5). Historical resources are those that are associated
with buildings (e.g., house, barns, or sheds), structures (e.g., roads, canals, or transmission lines),
and objects (e.g., boundary markers).4
The information on cultural resources that is presented in this section largely derives from the
results of a records search conducted in June 2013 at the SBAIC at the San Bernardino County
Museum (SBCM) in Redlands, California. In addition, cultural resources data obtained from the
recent survey of the Phase 1 portion of the Project area are also included in this overview (Clark
and McDougall 2014).
5.1

PREHISTORIC/ETHNOHISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A total of 176 archaeological sites and 7 isolated occurrences dating to the Prehistoric and/or
Ethnohistoric period are known to exist in the Project area. The archaeological sites can be
grouped into six broad functional categories based on observed artifacts and features: village site,
residential base, temporary camp, ceremonial site, lithic quarry/assay/reduction station, and plant
extraction and processing site. A brief description of each of these site types is provided below.
Table 2 and Table 3 list all known archaeological sites and isolated occurrences, respectively,
within the Project boundary; locations of these cultural resources are shown in Figure 4.
One proposed archaeological district—the Guiapiabit-Serrano Archaeological District—has also
been identified within the Project area. A short description of this proposed resource is provided
in Section 5.1.8; the boundary of this proposed resource is shown in Figure 4.
5.1.1 Village Site
Three housepit villages have been recorded within the Project area (CA-SBR-93/H, CA-SBR1675/H, and CA-SBR-1913/H). All of the villages contain evidence of both Late Prehistoric and
early Historic period occupation. Situated in close proximity to one another, the villages cluster
along the lower terrace margin adjacent to the Mojave River floodplain. The three sites comprise
the larger village complex that is believed to represent the ethnohistoric Serrano village of
Guapiabit. Each of the sites is relatively large in size (10,500 to 46,000 m2) and contains
multiple housepit depressions. The excavation of pithouse features at CA-SBR-1913/H indicates
that these structures were fairly substantial in construction and often contained postholes and a
central hearth (Sutton 1992:6).
4

The use of the terms historical and archaeological cultural resources, along with their respective definitions, follow
those presented in the cultural resources technical report prepared in support of the 2010 City of Hesperia General
Plan Update EIR (Michael Brandman Associates 2010b:12-14).
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Table 2
Identified Archaeological Sites within the Project Area.
Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

Ethnohistoric

X

36-000093

CA-SBR-93/H

X

36-000303

CA-SBR-303

X

36-000555

CA-SBR-555/H

X

36-000556

CA-SBR-556

X

36-000557

CA-SBR-557

X

36-000558

CA-SBR-558

X

36-000559

CA-SBR-559/H

X

36-001614

CA-SBR-1614H

Historical

X

X
X

Site Size
2
(m )

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

Village site

46,000

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Temporary camp

4,000

Site Type

Lithic Reduction
Site/Historic Refuse
Disposal Site
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Temporary camp
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic Reduction
Site/Historic Refuse
Disposal Site
Refuse Disposal
Site

36-001615

CA-SBR-1615

X

Plant Extraction
and Processing
Site

36-001622

CA-SBR-1622

X

Temporary camp

X

Mining camp

16,800

19,000
12,800
5,000

4
1,500

470

22,400

12,500

Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

36-001623

CA-SBR-1623H

36-001624

CA-SBR-1624

X

Residential Base

6,125

Eligible

36-001625

CA-SBR-1625

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

9,000

Not eligible
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Comments
Phase II testing;
No SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation

Not Eligible

Phase II testing
and data
recovery;
evaluated only
under CEQA

Phase II testing;
No SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
Phase II testing
and data
recovery;
evaluated only
under CEQA
Phase II testing;
evaluated only
under CEQA

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

Ethnohistoric

Historical

Site Type

Site Size
2
(m )

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

150

Homestead Site

NA

X

Ceremonial site

2,475

CA-SBR-1673

X

Temporary camp

5,025

Eligible

36-001674

CA-SBR-1674

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

12,565

Eligible

36-001675

CA-SBR-1675/H

X

Village site

10,500

36-001676

CA-SBR-1676

X

36-001677

CA-SBR-1677H

36-001886

CA-SBR-1886

36-001666

CA-SBR-1666

36-001668

CA-SBR-1668H

36-001672

CA-SBR-1672

36-001673

36-001913

CA-SBR-1913/H

X

X

X

X
X

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Refuse Disposal
Site
Temporary camp

X

Village site
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Not eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

Not Eligible

Eligible

Listed in
CRHR

Eligible

Eligible

Comments
Phase II testing;
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
Phase II testing;
No SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
Phase II testing
and data
recovery; SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(2S2)
Phase II testing
and data
recovery;
evaluated only
under CEQA
Phase II testing
and data
recovery;
evaluated only
under CEQA
Phase II testing;
No SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation

11,000
625
8,400

27,600

Eligible

Eligible

Phase II testing;
evaluated only
under CEQA

Listed in
CRHR

Phase II testing
and data
recovery; SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(2S2)

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

Ethnohistoric

Historical

Site Type
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

Site Size
2
(m )

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

960

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

16

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

36-001921

CA-SBR-1921

X

36-001922

CA-SBR-1922

X

36-002096

CA-SBR-2096

X

36-002265

CA-SBR-2265H

X

Homestead Site

36-002297

CA-SBR-2297H

X

36-002298

CA-SBR-2298

X

36-002299

CA-SBR-2299

X

36-002301

CA-SBR-2301

X

36-002375

CA-SBR-2375

X

36-002397

CA-SBR-2397

X

Refuse Disposal
Site
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

36-002398

CA-SBR-2398

X

36-002404

CA-SBR-2404

X

36-002527

CA-SBR-2527

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

1

36-002590

CA-SBR-2590

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

1,875

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
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Comments

10,800

150

6,420
4,200
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

255

2

3

12,500

25

9

Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Site could not be
re-identified
during 2014
survey
Site could not be
re-identified
during 2014
survey
Site could not be
re-identified
during 2014
survey

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

Ethnohistoric

Historical

Site Type

Site Size
2
(m )

NRHP
Evaluation
Not eligible

36-002592

CA-SBR-2592

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

800

36-002625

CA-SBR-2625

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

9

36-003327

CA-SBR-3327H

X

36-003329

CA-SBR-3329

X

36-003342

CA-SBR-3342

X

36-004151

CA-SBR-4151

X

36-004178

CA-SBR-4178

X

36-004184

CA-SBR-4184

X

36-004189

CA-SBR-4189

X

36-004195

CA-SBR-4195

X

36-004201

CA-SBR-4201

X

36-004211

CA-SBR-4211

X

36-004218

CA-SBR-4218H

36-004243

CA-SBR-4243

X

36-004244

CA-SBR-4244

X

Homestead Site
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Temporary camp
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Temporary camp
Temporary camp
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

X

Homestead Site
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

59

13,500

Not eligible

CRHR
Evaluation

Comments
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)

SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)

4.095

3,200

1,200
3,400
750
9,000
4,900
35,000

2,700

5,625

18

6

Not eligible

SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

Ethnohistoric

Historical

36-004246

CA-SBR-4246H

X

36-004247

CA-SBR-4247

36-004258

CA-SBR-4258H

36-004283

CA-SBR-4283/H

X

36-004292

CA-SBR-4292

X

36-004340

CA-SBR-4340H

36-004344

CA-SBR-04344

X

36-004352

CA-SBR-4352

X

36-004398

CA-SBR-4398H

36-004433

CA-SBR-4433/H

X

X

36-004436

CA-SBR-4436/H

X

X

36-004526

CA-SBR-4526

X

36-004532

CA-SBR-4532

X

36-004533

CA-SBR-4533

X

36-004704

CA-SBR-4704

X

36-004893

CA-SBR-4893

X

X
X
X

X

X

Site Type
Refuse Disposal
Site
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Refuse Disposal
Site
Lithic Reduction
Site/Historic Refuse
Disposal Site
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Refuse Disposal
Site
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Mining camp
Lithic Reduction
Site/Historic Refuse
Disposal Site
Lithic Reduction
Site/Historic Refuse
Disposal Site
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

60

Site Size
2
(m )

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

Comments

1,600
3,600
2,945
2,700

1,250
600
25

25
4,800
3,750

2,000

125

250

250

3,200

1,830

Site consists of
naturally spalled
rock (not cultural)
Site consists of
naturally spalled
rock (not cultural)

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

Ethnohistoric

Historical

X

Site Type
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

Site Size
2
(m )

36-004916

CA-SBR-4916

36-005292

CA-SBR-5292H

36-005342

CA-SBR-5342

36-005356

CA-SBR-5356H

X

Refuse Disposal
Site

6

36-005366

CA-SBR-5366H

X

Homestead Site

5,610

36-005394

CA-SBR-5394

X

13,000

36-005460

CA-SBR-5460

X

36-005461

CA-SBR-5461

X

36-005465

CA-SBR-5465

X

36-005467

CA-SBR-5467

X

Temporary camp
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

36-005468
(A & B)

CA-SBR-5468A

X

Temporary camp

3,825

36-005469

CA-SBR-5469

X

36-005666

CA-SBR-5666

X

36-005667

CA-SBR-5667

X

36-005668

CA-SBR-5668H

X

X

X

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

4,900

Refuse Disposal
Site

5,460

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

26,400

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Homestead Site

61

Comments

9,375

8,100

600

6,500

7,700

5,000

3,750
6,597

Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Site could not be
re-identified
during 2014
survey
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

Site could not be
relocated in 1987

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

36-005671

CA-SBR-5671

X

36-005674

CA-SBR-5674

X

Ethnohistoric

Historical

Site Type
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Temporary camp

Site Size
2
(m )

CA-SBR-5758

X

36-006176

CA-SBR-6176

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

7,700

36-006177

CA-SBR-6177

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

780

36-006178

CA-SBR-6178H

36-006179

CA-SBR-6179

36-006180

CA-SBR-6180H

36-006181

CA-SBR-6181H

36-006183

CA-SBR-6183

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

25

36-006184

CA-SBR-6184

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

20

36-006185

CA-SBR-6185

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

450

1

Mining camp

7,000

Temporary camp

9,300

X

Homestead Site

7,000

X

Homestead Site

11,500

62

Comments

5,000

36-005758

X

CRHR
Evaluation

2,250

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

X

NRHP
Evaluation

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

Ethnohistoric

Historical

Site Type

Site Size
2
(m )

36-006186

CA-SBR-6186

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

1,400

36-006187

CA-SBR-6187

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

8

36-006188

CA-SBR-6188

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

225

36-006189

CA-SBR-6189

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

6,600

36-006190

CA-SBR-6190

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

5,575

36-006191

CA-SBR-6191

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

1,500

36-006192

CA-SBR-6192

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

4

36-006193

CA-SBR-6193H

36-006194

CA-SBR-6194

36-006195

CA-SBR-6195

Refuse Disposal
Site

NA

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

400

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

400

X

63

NRHP
Evaluation
Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

CRHR
Evaluation

Comments
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y); site
consists of
naturally spalled
rock (not cultural)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

Ethnohistoric

Historical

Site Type

Site Size
2
(m )

36-006196

CA-SBR-6196H

X

Homestead Site

5,500

36-006201

CA-SBR-6201H

X

Homestead Site

6,000

36-006202

CA-SBR-6202

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

36-006580

CA-SBR-6580
Siphon Site

X

Residential Base

36-006844

CA-SBR-6844

X

36-007193

CA-SBR-7193

X

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Temporary camp

X

12,880

CRHR
Evaluation

Not eligible

Not eligible

Not eligible

Eligible

Eligible

1,885

12,100

Eligible

Listed in
CRHR

Refuse Disposal
Site

400

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

2,706

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

35

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

CA-SBR-7691

36-013753

CA-SBR-12646H

36-013754

CA-SBR-12647

X

36-013755

CA-SBR-12648

X

36-013756

CA-SBR-12649H

X

Refuse Disposal
Site

36-013757

CA-SBR-12650H

X

Refuse Disposal
Site

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

64

Comments
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(6Y)
Phase II testing
and data
recovery; SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation

135,000

Temporary camp

36-007691

X

500

NRHP
Evaluation

Data recovery
excavations;
SHPO
concurrence on
NRHP evaluation
(2S2)
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

29

8
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

Ethnohistoric

Historical

X

Site Type

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

4,040

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

36-013762

CA-SBR-12651

36-013763

CA-SBR-12652H

X

36-013764

CA-SBR-12653H

X

36-013765

CA-SBR-12654H

X

Refuse Disposal
Site

1,554

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

36-013766

CA-SBR-12655H

X

Refuse Disposal
Site

1,151

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

36-013767

CA-SBR-12656H

X

Refuse Disposal
Site

1,575

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

36-013768

CA-SBR-12657

Temporary camp

4

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

928

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

X

36-013769

CA-SBR-12658

X

36-013770

CA-SBR-12659

X

36-013771

CA-SBR-12660

X

36-013773

CA-SBR-12662

X

36-021359

CA-SBR-13718

X

36-021363

CA-SBR-13722

X

36-021368

CA-SBR-13727

X

Residential Base

Site Size
2
(m )

Refuse Disposal
Site
Refuse Disposal
Site

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Residential Base
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

65

Comments
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

848
2,848
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
determined the
rock ring was
modern in origin
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

2

499

8400

250

100

825

Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

36-026999

CA-SBR-17017

36-027000

CA-SBR-17018H

36-027001

CA-SBR-17019

X

36-027002

CA-SBR-17020

X

36-027003

CA-SBR-17021

X

36-027004

CA-SBR-17022

X

36-027005

CA-SBR-17023

X

36-027007

CA-SBR-17024

X

36-027008

CA-SBR-17025

X

36-027009

CA-SBR-17026

X

36-027010

CA-SBR-17027

X

36-027011

CA-SBR-17028

X

36-027012

CA-SBR-17029/H

X

36-027013

CA-SBR-17030

X

Ethnohistoric

Historical

X

X

Site Type
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

108

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

858

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

154

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

390

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

648

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

272

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1218

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

9396

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

621

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

429

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

640

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

684

Recommende
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

944

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic Reduction
Station/Historic
Rock Cairn
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

66

Comments

238

Refuse Disposal
Site

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

X

Site Size
2
(m )

Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

36-027015

CA-SBR-17031

X

36-027016

CA-SBR-17032

X

36-027017

CA-SBR-17033

X

36-027018

CA-SBR-17034

X

36-027019

CA-SBR-17035

X

36-027020

CA-SBR-17036

X

36-027021

CA-SBR-17037

X

36-027022

CA-SBR-17038

X

36-027023

CA-SBR-17039

X

36-027024

CA-SBR-17040

X

36-027025

CA-SBR-17041

X

36-027026

CA-SBR-17042

X

36-027027

CA-SBR-17043

X

36-027028

CA-SBR-17044

X

Ethnohistoric

Historical

Site Type
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Temporary camp
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

67

Site Size
2
(m )

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

580

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

92

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

598

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

360

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

280

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1060

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1053

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

323

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

53

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

4026

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

396

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

700

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

33

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

2442

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Comments
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

36-027029

CA-SBR-17045

X

36-027030

CA-SBR-17046

X

36-027031

CA-SBR-17047

X

36-027032

CA-SBR-17048

X

36-027034

CA-SBR-17049

X

36-027035

CA-SBR-17050

X

36-027036

CA-SBR-17051

X

36-027037

CA-SBR-17052

X

36-027038

CA-SBR-17053

X

36-027039

CA-SBR-17054

X

36-027040

CA-SBR-17055

X

36-027041

CA-SBR-17056

X

36-027042

CA-SBR-17057

X

36-027043

CA-SBR-17058

X

Ethnohistoric

Historical

Site Type
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

68

Site Size
2
(m )

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

357

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

252

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

672

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

2736

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

300

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

420

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

48

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

3400

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

312

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

6466

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

765

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

860

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1305

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

924

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Comments
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

36-027044

CA-SBR-17059

X

36-027045

CA-SBR-17060

X

36-027046

CA-SBR-17061

X

36-027047

CA-SBR-17062

X

36-027048

CA-SBR-17063

X

36-027049

CA-SBR-17064

X

36-027050

CA-SBR-17065

X

36-027051

CA-SBR-17066

X

36-027052

CA-SBR-17067

X

36-027053

CA-SBR-17068

X

36-027054

CA-SBR-17069

X

36-027055

CA-SBR-17070

X

36-027056

CA-SBR-17071

X

36-027057

CA-SBR-17072

X

Ethnohistoric

Historical

Site Type
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

69

Site Size
2
(m )

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

3072

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1075

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

130

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

3

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

663

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

6840

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

252

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

312

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

36

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

266

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1480

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1320

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1560

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

810

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Comments
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

36-027058

CA-SBR-17073

X

36-027059

CA-SBR-17074

X

36-027060

CA-SBR-17075

X

36-027061

CA-SBR-17076

X

36-027062

CA-SBR-17077

X

36-027063

CA-SBR-17078

X

36-027064

CA-SBR-17079

X

36-027065

CA-SBR-17080

X

36-027066

CA-SBR-17081

X

36-027067

CA-SBR-17082

X

36-027068

CA-SBR-17083

X

36-027069

CA-SBR-17084

X

36-027070

CA-SBR-17085

X

36-027071

CA-SBR-17086

X

Ethnohistoric

Historical

Site Type
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

70

Site Size
2
(m )

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

102

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

4536

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

960

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

3478

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

272

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

675

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

136

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1152

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1225

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

220

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

646

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

322

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1824

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

567

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Comments
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

Primary
No.

Trinomial/
Other Site No.

Time Period
Prehistoric

36-027072

CA-SBR-17087

X

36-027073

CA-SBR-17088

X

36-027074

CA-SBR-17089

X

36-027075

CA-SBR-17090

X

36-027076

CA-SBR-17091

X

36-027077

CA-SBR-17092

X

36-027078

CA-SBR-17093

X

36-027079

CA-SBR-17094H

36-027080

CA-SBR-17095

X

36-027081

CA-SBR-17096

X

36-027168

CA-SBR-17136

X

36-027169

CA-SBR-17137

X

36-027170

CA-SBR-17138/H

X

36-027171

CA-SBR-17139

X

Ethnohistoric

Historical

X

X

Site Size
2
(m )

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

2166

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1073

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

252

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

704

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1922

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

656

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Temporary camp

1525

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

Homestead Site

1,495

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

594

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

595

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

1716

Recommended
Not Eligible

Recommended
Not Eligible

1026

Recommended
Eligible

Recommended
Eligible

Site Type
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station

Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
Prehistoric lithic
reduction station
and historic-period
refuse scatter
Lithic
quarry/assay/reduct
ion station
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Comments
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

475

350
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project
Phase II
evaluation for
Tapestry Project

Table 3
Previously Identified Prehistoric Isolated Occurrences in the Project Area
Primary No./Other No.
36-060871
36-060818

Description
1 prehistoric quartzite flake
3 prehistoric quartzite and 1 chert flake

36-060819

2 prehistoric quartzite flakes

36-060820

2 prehistoric quartzite flakes

36-027006

1 prehistoric multidirectional quartzite core

36-027014

2 prehistoric quartzite cores

36-027033

1 prehistoric unifacial flake tool made of breccia

Altschul (1991:3) has posited that the location of the village sites in the sheltered river valley
near a secure water source suggests that these settlements may have functioned as semipermanent winter base camps inhabited by multiple households. Using the seasonal round model,
he hypothesized that the winter base camps would have broken up in the spring as familial
groups moved up into upland locales in search of ripening plant resources. Families would have
remained in the mountains throughout the summer and into the fall, only returning to their
respective base camps at lower elevations when winter set in (Altschul 1991:3). Support for the
seasonal round model has been found by Sutton (1992:6), who argued that architectural and
artifactual data from CA-SBR-1913/H indicates the village was primarily occupied during the
winter months. Although these settlements may not have been occupied on a year-round basis,
the presence of relatively dense midden deposits at these sites suggests long-term use of these
areas as winter base camps.
While the primary function of the villages may have been habitation, a diversity of other
activities also appears to have occurred at these locales. The presence of marine shell and
pottery suggests that the village inhabitants were engaged in relatively broad regional trade
networks that extended from coastal areas on the west to the Colorado River on the east. Ground
stone tools, along with macrobotanical and faunal data, from CA-SBR-1913/H indicate a variety
of plant and animal resources were processed and consumed at the village site (Sutton 1992). In
addition, evidence of bone and flaked stone tool production, including the manufacture of
projectile points, has been found at CA-SBR-1913/H. Finally, the recovery of human remains
from at least one of the village sites suggests that activities related to the disposal of the dead
(and possibly other ceremonial activities) also occurred at these settlements.
5.1.2 Residential Base
Four residential base sites have been identified within the Project area (CA-SBR-1624, CA-SBR6580, CA-SBR-12651, and CA-SBR-12662). Residential base camps are assumed to contain
artifacts indicative of the processing of multiple natural resources and stays of fairly long
duration. They may also display evidence of dwellings, storage facilities, hearths, middens, a
broad artifact inventory including non-portable items like heavy grinding stones and pottery, and
variable small tool types from projectile points to simple utilized flakes. Site stratigraphy can be
predicted to be patterned and relatively complex in both vertical and horizontal dimensions.
These sites are expected be situated a short distance from multiple overlapping resource arrays
including access to water, firewood, sheltered location, and high-density clusters of plant and
animal resources.
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Two of the residential base sites recorded in the Project area are located on the terraces and
alluvial fans adjacent to the West Fork of the Mojave River; CA-SBR-6580 (12,800 m2) is larger
in size than CA-SBR-1624 (6,125 m2). Archaeological investigations at the two sites suggest
both sites were occupied on a seasonal basis, with repeated use over time (de Barros 2004).
Chronometric information from CA-SBR-6580 indicates that this locale may have been
inhabited as early as the late Pinto Period with intermittent use through the Protohistoric period
(de Barros 2004:3-45 and 3-46). A narrow occupational span is indicated for CA-SBR-1624,
where radiocarbon and obsidian hydrates date fall primarily in the Gypsum and Rose Spring
periods (de Barros 2004:3-27 and 3-28).
The two other sites (CA-SBR-12651 and CA-SBR-12662) are situated on a terrace overlooking
secondary drainages in the northern portion of the Project area. The sites contained FAR, flaked
and ground stone tools, flaked stone debitage, and faunal remains (Potter, Clark, McDougall,
Smallwood et al. 2014). Artifact assemblages from CA-SBR-12651 and CA-SBR-12662 indicate
a variety of activities were conducted at the sites including the procurement and processing of
floral and faunal resources and some toolstone knapping.
5.1.3 Temporary Camp
Temporary camps are the second most common site in the Project area with a total of 17
archaeological sites classified to this category (see Table 2). Sites assigned to this type exhibit
more than one artifact class (e.g., flaked stone, ground stone, or animal bone), but have no
indication of long-term occupation. A number of the temporary camps also contained some FAR,
which suggests the presence of a hearth feature (or possibly roasting pit). The majority of the
temporary camps identified within the Project area are relatively small (less than 13,000 m2 in
area) with an average size of 4,807 m2. The artifacts and features associated with the temporary
camps suggest that these locales may have functioned as logistical procurement camps for the
acquisition and processing of vegetal and faunal resources.
Temporary camps may have been occupied briefly or reused intermittently over long periods of
time and, therefore, artifact density may vary considerably from sparse to abundant. Although
chronological data from these sites are limited, the presence of Elko and Gypsum series dart
points and Cottonwood Triangular projectile points suggests that many of these temporary camps
were in use during the Late Holocene. Temporary camps are located in a variety of
environmental zones with the majority (10) of sites situated along the terraces and bluffs adjacent
to the Mojave River floodplain; smaller numbers of temporary camps are found on mesa and
ridge tops in upland areas (7).
Finally, CA-SBR-12657 was initially recorded as a partial rock ring that may be prehistoric in
origin. The site was tentatively identified as a temporary camp due to the FAR. No associated
artifacts were visible on the surface of the site. A revisit to the site as part of the Phase 1 survey
found that the feature is likely modern in origin (Clark and McDougall 2014).
5.1.4 Ceremonial Site
One ceremonial site (CA-SBR-1672) has been identified within the Project area. This limited
activity site is situated on an alluvial fan adjacent to the Mojave River floodplain. Testing and
data recovery investigations conducted at the site in 1990 by the Chambers Group revealed the
remains of a sweathouse with an associated midden deposit (de Barros 2004:3-29 through 3-33).
The feature measures 12 m in diameter and was built into a shallow depression. Although no
postholes or storage pits were identified in its interior, a large (>1 m in diameter), stone-filled
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hearth is located in the center of the structure. A variety of flaked and ground stone artifacts were
also recovered from the surface and fill of the ceremonial structure.
Stratigraphic information indicates that the site may have experienced two occupational
episodes, with the sweathouse associated with the initial use of CA-SBR-1672. After the
abandonment of the sweathouse, the site appears to have experienced a hiatus in occupation
before its eventual reuse as a residential base camp. Chronometric data obtained from the site
indicate that both occupations occurred during the Rose Spring period (A.D. 500–1100).
Although preliminary observations on the site have been summarized by de Barros (2004), a
comprehensive analysis and write-up of the artifacts and excavations have never been completed.
5.1.5 Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station
Lithic quarry/assay/reduction stations are most common site type identified in the Project area
with 150 sites classified to this category. These sites primarily consist of small numbers of tested
cobbles, cores, and lithic reduction debris. The artifacts that compose many of these lithic
scatters are indicative of the testing or assaying of locally available cobbles for toolstone quality,
as well as early-stage core reduction. Cobble tools, which have been interpreted as scraper
planes, have been found at several of these sites (Potter, Clark, McDougall, Smallwood et al.
2014). As previously discussed, researchers have argued that the function of scraper planes was
for processing yucca for fiber (Basgall and True 1985:10.11 and 10.12; Semenza 1997). The
presence of scraper planes suggests that plant processing, as well as lithic extraction and assay,
occurred at some of these sites.
With the exception of CA-SBR-17025, which contains the remains of a modern campfire, no
other features or non-lithic artifacts were identified at these sites. Although occasional
hammerstones or anvils may be found at these sites, the assemblages generally lack any evidence
of refined artifact manufacturing or tool-maintenance activities. Quarry sites range in size from 1
to 135,000 m2 with an average area of 3,114 m2. Although some sites appear to represent a single
use episode, many of these sites contain evidence of multiple, short-duration use episodes.
5.1.6 Plant Extraction and Processing Site
One plant extraction and processing site, CA-SBR-1615, was identified in the Project area. The
site contains ground and flaked stone artifacts in association with charcoal-stained soil and an
abundance of FAR.5 Testing and data recovery excavations by the Chambers Group at CA-SBR1615 determined that the FAR was associated with a stone “basin” feature, which likely
represents the remains of a yucca roasting pit (de Barros 2004:3-23 through 3-25). A radiocarbon
date obtained from the feature indicates the site dates to the Gypsum period.
An examination of the location of the plant extraction and processing loci suggests that this site
may have been strategically placed at ecotone locales where yucca scrublands give way to
juniper woodlands. The placement of site in this transitional area would have allowed the
occupants of the site to exploit a relative wide variety of wild plant resources. The small size of
CA-SBR-1615 (470 m2 in area), suggests that plant extraction and processing activities were
5

The surface indicators of this site type are similar to that observed for temporary camps. As such, it is possible that
some of the sites in the Project area identified as temporary camps may in fact be plant extraction and processing
loci. Additional investigations, including subsurface testing, are needed to determine if those sites assigned as
temporary camps were actually used as locales for the extraction and processing of plant materials.
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likely undertaken by familial groups for relatively short periods of time during the early spring
(for yucca harvesting) and/or fall (for pinyon harvesting).
5.1.7 Prehistoric Isolated Occurrences
Seven prehistoric isolated occurrences have been recorded in the Project area (see Table 3). An
isolated occurrence is defined as an isolated artifact or small group of artifacts that appears to
reflect a single event, loci, or activity. Most of the prehistoric isolated occurrences are composed
of single or small scatters of quartzite flakes and cores. Exceptions to this include a chert flake
that was found in association with three quartzite flakes (36-060818) and unifacial flake tool
made of breccia (36-027033).
5.1.8 Proposed Guapiabit-Serrano Homeland Archaeological District
The proposed Guapiabit-Serrano Homeland Archaeological District encompasses portions of the
central and southern Project Area (see Figure 4). The proposed district consists of a complex of
47 archaeological and/or ethnohistorical sites that the San Manuel Band considers to be ancestral
to the Serrano people. These sites include several residential areas, at least one ceremonial
structure, earthen pit ovens, an unknown number of burial and cremation features, quarry
locations, food-resource gathering and processing locations, and a section of the Mojave Trail.
An NRHP-nomination form for the proposed district has been submitted to the SHPO by the San
Manuel Band (Schneider 2014:7).
5.2

HISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

In total, 32 historic-period archaeological sites have been identified in the Project area (see Table
2). These include homestead sites, mining camps, and refuse disposal sites. A brief description of
each of these site types is provided below.
5.2.1 Homestead Site
Eleven homestead sites have been identified in the Project area. An officially designated
homestead consists of a tract of land (generally 160 ac) acquired from federal public lands and
approved under the conditions of the Homestead Act (Peter et al. 1989:36). Given that a full title
search has yet to be undertaken on each of these sites, it is not known if all the properties were
acquired through official homestead patents. As such, the homestead site type is used generically
here to denote any historic-period residence or ranch complex that has “small areal extent,
limited facilities, and a vernacular architectural style” (Peter et al. 1989:36).
The majority of homestead sites are composed of the remnants of structures with associated
domestic refuse scatters. An exception to this is Barbie Clark site (CA-SBR-2225H), which
contained two houses, two outbuildings, and a barn.6 Other features recorded at homestead sites
include the remains of wells, cisterns, privies, septic tanks, fences, corrals, and animal pens.
Homestead sites range in size from 1,495 to 13,500 m2 in area, with an average of 6,703 m2.
Although several sites are situated in upland drainage and mesa areas, the more substantial
homesteads tend to be located along the lower terraces of the Mojave River and Grass Valley
Creek near reliable water sources. Diagnostic artifacts suggest that some of the homesteads may
have been established as early as the late 1800s with occupation continuing into the 1920s or

6

CA-SBR-2225 may be considered both an archaeological and historical cultural resource. As such, this site is also
included in the discussion of historical homestead complexes (see Section 5.4.1).
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1930s. Limited archival data also suggest that these sites were primarily occupied in the early
decades of the twentieth century (de Barros 2004:3-78 through 3-86).
5.2.2 Mining Camp
Three mining sites (CA-SBR-1623H, CA-SBR-4398H, and CA-SBR-6178H) have been
recorded in the Project area. Each of the sites contains features or artifacts that reflect
prospecting or mining activities. These include a small open pit mine (CA-SBR-1623H), a
mining shaft (CA-SBR-4398H), and an adit with an associated sluice (CA-SBR-6178H).
Structural remains and/or domestic refuse are found in close association with the mining features
indicating ancillary use of the areas as temporary habitation loci.
The limited number of mining features associated with each site, along with their relatively small
size (4,800 to 12,500 m2), suggests that mining camps were used by a single or small number of
individuals. Some evidence of modern disturbance was found at CA-SBR-6178H. However,
diagnostic artifacts identified on the sites suggest use during the first quarter of the century.
5.2.3 Refuse Disposal Site
Refuse disposal sites are the most common historic-period site type identified within the Project
area. Eighteen sites have been classified to this category. The sites range from 6 to 2,945 m2 in
area with an average size of 1,216 m2. Most of the dump sites were composed of domestic refuse
dominated by metal cans, glass bottle fragments, and ceramic dishware. The lack of evidence for
residential features in the vicinity of the sites indicates that the refuse may have accumulated
elsewhere and then been transported to the area for disposal. CA-SBR-1614H and CA-SBR4246H may represent exceptions to this pattern as both sites have historic-period residences
located nearby, but outside of the Project area (Peter et al. 1989:61). Diagnostic artifacts
recovered from the sites suggest that most of the refuse was deposited between the 1890s and the
1920s (Peter et al. 1989).
5.3

MULTICOMPONENT ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES OR
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES OF UNKNOWN ORIGIN

Six multicomponent sites have been recorded within the Project area (see Table 2). Each of these
sites contains a scatter of flaked stone artifacts suggesting use of the area prehistorically as a
lithic reduction locus. At five of these sites, the prehistoric remains are intermixed, or found in
close association, with historic-period refuse deposits indicating later reuse of the area for trash
disposal. Although the possible remains of a temporary historic-period structure and fire pit were
found at one site (CA-SBR-4283H), no other evidence was found to indicate these sites were
used as habitation locales. At the sixth site (CA-SBR-17029/H), the prehistoric lithic scatter was
found with a possible historic-period cairn feature. All of the sites are fairly small in size (less
than 4,000 m2) with the exception of CA-SBR-555/H, which measures 16,800 m2 in area.
5.4

HISTORICAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Ten historical, built-environment cultural resources have been recorded within the Project area.
These cultural resources include a homestead with standing buildings and structures, roads,
transmission lines, the California Aqueduct, a survey benchmark, and a water collection and
storage feature. Table 4 lists all known historical cultural resources within the Project boundary;
locations of these cultural resources are shown in Figure 4.
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Table 4
Previously Identified Historical Resources in the Project Area
Primary
No.

Trinomial/Other Site
No.

Resource
2
Size (m )

Resource Type

36-002225

CA-SBR-2225H

Homestead Site

36-003033

CA-SBR-3033H;
CHL-963

Mojave Road/Old Government
Road

36-007974

CA-SBR-7974H

Goat Trail Road

36-010316

CA-SBR-10316H;
PSBR-39H

36-013772

CA-SBR-12661H

36-021351

NRHP
Evaluation

CRHR
Evaluation

Comments

13,500
NA
2,568

Not eligible

SHPO concurrence
on NRHP
evaluation

Control-San Bernardino 140-kV
Tower Line

NA

Eligible

SHPO concurrence
on NRHP
evaluation

Water Collection and Storage
Feature

91

Not Eligible

Not Eligible

California Aqueduct

NA

Eligible

Eligible

Not Eligible

Not Eligible

36-024116

CA-SBR-15301H

U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey
Benchmark

36

36-024793

CA-SBR-15834H

Road

645

36-024800

CA-SBR-15841

115 kV Arrowhead Calelectric
Devil Canyon Shandin
Transmission Line

36-027082

CA-SBR-17097H

Road

146,328
323
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Phase II Evaluation
for Tapestry Project

Phase II Evaluation
for Tapestry Project

5.4.1 Homestead Complex
One cultural resource, the Barbie Clark site (CA-SBR-2225H) was identified in the Project area
that contains the remains of a historic-period homestead complex with standing structures. These
historical resources include two stone houses, two stone outbuildings (one with a water tower),
and a wooden barn. Other features at the site include a cement foundation and historic-period
refuse deposits.8 An inscription date found on the barn suggests that this structure was built in
1916. However, much of the historic-period debris located within the vicinity of the structures
dates to the late 1800s and early 1900s. As of 1987, when the cultural resource was originally
recorded, the buildings were still in use and appeared to have few modifications (Peter et al.
1989:60).
5.4.2 Road
Four historic-period roads are found to transverse the Project area. These include the Mojave
Road/Old Government Road (CA-SBR-3033H), Goat Trail Road (CA-SBR-7974H), and two
small unnamed roads (CA-SBR-15834H and CA-SBR-17097H).
The historical Mojave Road/Old Government Road was established in 1859 as a route between
California and Arizona (California State Parks Office of Historic Preservation 1995). The road
followed portions of the Mojave Trail along the Mojave River; the trail was a major
transportation route that was used prehistorically by Native Americans traveling through the San
Bernardino Mountains to coastal trading areas. In 1776, the Spanish priest Father Francisco
Garces became the first reported European to travel along the trail guided by the Mojave Indians.
During the Euro-American period, the Mojave Trail developed as a major transportation road.
Although the portion of the Mojave Road/Old Government Road running through the Project
area has not been formally documented, historical maps indicate the road may have run along the
bluff above the West Fork of the Mojave River in Section 13, Township 3 North, Range 4 West
before turning in a southwesterly direction and crossing the riverbed (General Land Office
[GLO] Plat Township 3 North, Range 4 West, 1885).
The Goat Trail Road is an unimproved dirt road that runs through the west-central portion of the
Project area. Archival data indicate that the road was likely built around 1930 (de Barros 2004:393). The road served as an alternate route between the Summit Valley and the City of Hesperia.
The third recorded road, CA-SBR-15834H, is located in the western edge of the Project area.
The site consists of two segments of unpaved, two-track road that appear on the 1956 Silverwood
Lake 7.5' USGS topographic quad. The road measures 10 ft in width and winds north to south on
both sides of Highway 138.
Finally, CA-SBR-17097H is an abandoned segment of unpaved two-track road that runs through
the historic-period homestead site of CA-SBR-5366H. The road segment measures 423 ft in
length and is 8 ft wide.
5.4.3 Transmission Line
Two historic-period transmission lines also traverse the western portion of the Project area. The
Control-San Bernardino 140-kV Tower Line (CA-SBR-10316H) was built from Bishop to San
Bernardino by the Southern Sierras Power Company between 1911 and 1913; this section of the
8

CA-SBR-2225 may be considered both an archaeological and historical cultural resource. As such, this site is also
included in the discussion of historic archaeological homestead sites (see Section 5.2.1).
78

line is currently part of the SCE system and carries 115 kV. The 115 kV Arrowhead Calelectric
Devil Canyon Shandin transmission line (CA-SBR-15841H) runs alongside the Control-San
Bernardino 140-kV Tower Line in a northern portion of the Project area before turning south and
running along the section line (see Figure 4). The construction date of this second transmission
line is not known; the line appears to currently be part of the SCE system. Although the ControlSan Bernardino 140-kV Tower Line has been found eligible for listing on the NRHP, a formal
determination of eligibility has not been made on 115 kV Arrowhead Calelectric Devil Canyon
Shandin transmission line.
5.4.4 The California Aqueduct
The East Branch of the California Aqueduct also passes through the Project area. As discussed in
Section 3 – Background, the California Aqueduct was constructed between 1961 and 1972 by the
Department of Water Resources as part of the SWP. The East Branch, which was one of the last
sections of the aqueduct to be built, carries water through the Antelope Valley via the
Pearblossom Pumping Plant, the Alamo Powerplant, and Mojave Siphon Powerplant into
Silverwood Lake in the San Bernardino Mountains. From Silverwood, the water enters the San
Bernardino Tunnel and drops into Devil Canyon Powerplant before flowing into Lake Perris, the
southernmost reservoir in the East Branch system.
Within the northern portion of the Project area, the aqueduct is an open concrete-lined channel.
As the aqueduct enters the Summit Valley, however, it is diverted underground and transported
through the Mojave Siphon to the Mojave Siphon Powerplant south of the Project property.
Although originally constructed as a single pipeline, the Mojave Siphon was expanded in the
1990s as part of the construction of the Mojave Siphon Powerplant. During this work, the
original pipeline was replaced by three pipelines that ran parallel to the original aqueduct
alignment.
Researchers have argued that while portions of the California Aqueduct do not meet the 50-year
age restriction for listing on the NRHP and CRHR, the property represents “one of the most
ambitious public works projects undertaken by the State of California” (JRP Historical
Consulting Services 2000). As such, it has been argued that the aqueduct is eligible for NRHP
listing because it satisfies Criteria Consideration G (Schultz and Vanderslice 2007).
5.4.5 Survey Benchmark
CA-SBR-15301H is a 1943 U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey benchmark. The benchmark is made
of aluminum and is inset into a large granite boulder along the north side of SR 173. No artifacts
were found in association with this historical resource.
5.4.6 Water Collection and Storage Feature
One historic-period water collection and storage feature (CA-SBR-12661H), likely representing
the remains of a “quail guzzler,” is located in the northern extent of the Project area. The feature
consists of a sloped cemented surface measuring 12.6 x 7 m in area which was used to catch and
collect rain water and funnel it into an underground 2 x 3 m fiberglass cistern. The water
catchment and storage device would have been used to provide water for wildlife, primarily
upland game birds, such as quail. Based on the inscription that was carved into the cement pad,
the feature was built in 1957 by a local sportmen’s club. No other artifacts or features were found
to be associated with the feature.
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SECTION 6
GENERAL RESEARCH DESIGN
The research design presented in this section is intended to guide testing and data recovery
investigations at the full range of prehistoric and historic-period sites that are expected to be
encountered during development within the Project area. The research themes presented here are
categorized into broad research domains that may be relevant the regional, state, or national
level. These domains can be addressed by the identification and analysis of various types of
cultural resources, from individual artifacts to entire landscapes. The research themes have
evolved from an earlier version of the CRMP (de Barros 2004), as well as a Data Recovery Plan
that was developed for the nearby CCAD (de Barros 2003).
In the following section, prehistoric research themes and questions are presented first, followed
by historic-period themes and questions. It should be emphasized that the research questions
presented below seek to encompass a broad range of topics that may be investigated over time.
Many of them only apply to certain types of sites and thus not all would necessarily be
applicable during a given phase of investigations.
6.1

PREHISTORIC RESEARCH THEMES

Recent archaeological inquiry in California has centered on the study of hunter-gatherer
socioeconomic behavior. Archaeological investigations within the Project area have the potential
to further that research, framing the studies in a hierarchical set of topics and domains. The
broadest theoretical level of the proposed research entails the study of a single topic: Adaptation
to an Arid Environment. This theme seeks to trace the technological, economic, and
sociopolitical adaptations that have permitted human populations to live in, and ultimately
prevail over, the seemingly inhospitable aridity of the region. This domain has ramifications for
all the diverse topics subsequently presented; those topics are simply components or facets of
cultural adaptation.
In the following section, two broad research themes—chronology/cultural history and
paleoenvironmental reconstruction—are first discussed. Investigation of these topics provides the
necessary organizational framework with which to explore four specific elements of cultural
adaptation: technology, subsistence, land use and settlement strategies, and exchange and
external relations. While cultural adaptation can be viewed theoretically as a dynamic and
complex set of social, political, and economic responses to various and changing natural and
social conditions, this second level of research domains includes several of the direct
consequences and reflections of adaptive modes at particular times and places. Furthermore, it is
these expressions of adaptation that are most amenable to study using archaeological and
paleoenvironmental data and thus will be the focus of research.
6.1.1 Chronology
Dating archaeological remains has always been a principal concern of archaeological research.
Chronological information can be used to understand the trajectory and rate of cultural change
and to establish relationships among sites at both a local and regional level. As such, the
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development and refinement of chronological sequences of prehistoric people in the upper
Mojave River region is an important research emphasis for the Project area.
Various factors have challenged the process of establishing chronologies in the region. Key
among these is the confusion that exists in the typological and chronological terminology in the
literature, which has led to ill-defined units that alternately describe time periods, tool
morphology, social groupings, or technological adaptations. A prime example of muddled
nomenclature is the “Milling Stone Horizon,” first defined by Wallace (1955); this term has been
applied variously to sites dating between 8400 B.P. and the period of Spanish contact based upon
the preponderance of milling tools in archaeological assemblages (Basgall and True 1985; Kowta
1969; Wallace 1955).
Basgall and True (1985) provided a particularly cogent critical review of southern California
chronologies, emphasizing the “Milling Stone Horizon” concept, tracing the development of the
typological and chronological confusion inherent in existing culture histories. Inconsistencies in
content, structure, and age of sites assignable to the “Milling Stone Horizon” have also been
reviewed by Goldberg and Arnold (1988:12–13, 46–50). In their discussion, the presence of a
single technology (the milling stone and mano) to define a temporally meaningful analytic unit
of cultural development is seen to be problematic and does not explain the variability in site
assemblages and dates of this period. They argue that to assign all sites that contain milling
stones and manos to the period from 8000 to 2000 B.P. implies a “cultural unity” among the
people who deposited these artifacts. However, decades of research have documented significant
variability in subsistence emphasis, mortuary practices, and nonutilitarian artifacts (e.g., cogged
stones, discoidals, beads), notwithstanding great similarities in one element of the tool kit—the
milling stone and the mano.
Because of these nomenclature issues, it is extremely important to date the assemblages within
the Project area independently of assumptions regarding ages of particular artifact types, such as
milling stones and scraper planes. Only by dating these assemblages through independent
measures can meaningful comparisons be made to assemblages in different settings and to
assemblages from different nodes in a settlement system. Ultimately, such comparisons will lead
to explanation of the variability in these assemblages that have certain classes of artifacts in
common.
Prehistoric cultural resources within the Project area shall be dated using both absolute and
relative dating techniques. Absolute dating techniques, which may include radiocarbon and
obsidian hydration dating methods, provide an independent assessment of the age of a site and as
such, are the preferred method of obtaining chronological information. Radiocarbon dating is an
extremely accurate and reliable method for establishing the age of the organic materials (usually
charcoal, wood, burned macrobotanical remains, bone, shell, or organic-rich soil).
Obsidian hydration may also be used as an alternative absolute dating technique within the
Project area. As discussed in de Barros (2004:4-14), however, questions exist regarding the
applicability of the Coso obsidian hydration rates within the Summit Valley. Basgall and True
(1985:10.2) originally proposed a hydration rate of 400+ year/micron for the Crowder Canyon
area. Several years later, Basgall (1990) developed a nonlinear hydration rate for Coso obsidian
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calibrated for Effective Hydration Temperature (EHT)9. Although this rate appears to work well
in some regions of southern California, research has shown that the formula may not be
applicable for sites in the El Paso Mountains in Kern County or at CA-SBR-713 in Crowder
Canyon. At this latter site, obsidian hydration dates were found to be approximately half the age
of radiocarbon determinations, leading Basgall (1990) to suggest a Late Prehistoric occupation at
the site that has not been confirmed by radiocarbon analysis.
If no materials appropriate for establishing absolute dates are recovered from a site, a relative
chronology may be established though the use of temporally diagnostic artifact types. For the
Project area, these artifacts may include projectile points, ceramics, and chlorite schist, shell and
glass beads. Although this type of relative dating method is less accurate than absolute dating
techniques, diagnostic time-marker artifacts may effectively be used in conjunction with absolute
dating results to evaluate the occupational span of a site.
Relatively limited chronometric information is available from sites within the Project area. An
examination of the extant data suggests that the earliest evidence of occupation in the Summit
Valley dates to the Gypsum period with continued use of the area into the Historic period (de
Barros 2004:2-71). Radiocarbon dates from materials excavated at the Siphon Site (CA-SBR6580) by Sutton and Schneider (1993) indicate the site was occupied between cal 3875 and 3325
B.P. during the early Gypsum period. A small number of radiocarbon dates were obtained from
CA-SBR-1615 (2060 ± 70 and 2840 ± 80 B.P), CA-SBR-1624 (1320 ± 80 B.P), and CA-SBR1672 (1390 ± 80 and 1510 ± 90 B.P.), all of which fell within the latter part of the Gypsum and
Rose Spring periods (de Barros 2004:2-71). Finally, Sutton and Schneider (1996) obtained
radiocarbon dates from the village site of CA-SBR-1913 that confirmed the settlement had been
occupied as late as the Protohistoric and/or early Historic periods.
The preliminary chronometric data that have been obtained from sites in the Project area suggest
the chronological sequence of the Summit Valley is similar to that seen in the nearby Crowder
Canyon area. Radiocarbon dating of materials obtained from CCAD sites firmly place human
occupation in Crowder Canyon between approximately 3000 and 300 B.P., which coincides with
Gypsum, Rose Spring, and Late Prehistoric complexes of the Mojave Desert (de Barros 2003).
Previous excavations at CCAD sites identified at least four distinct periods of site occupation. At
CA-SBR-713, a late Gypsum period occupation was discovered that was radiocarbon dated to
2360 ± 60, 2130 ± 100, and 2060 ± 70 B.P.; this portion of the site also contained an Elko variant
projectile point, one mortar, and lacked deep basin metates and pestles, or pestle-ended manos.
Other loci within the site appear to have been occupied in the early Rose Spring complex as
indicated by radiocarbon dates (1620 ± 70 and 1440 ± 50 B.P.), four deep basin metates, four
pestle-ended manos, two hopper mortars, and thin disc chlorite schist beads. A late Rose Spring
occupation was uncovered in the northern extent of CA-SBR-713 that was radiocarbon dated to
1050 ± 60 B.P. The locus contained an Elko point variant and crude somewhat Cottonwood-like
projectile point, seven deep basin metates, four pestles, two pestle-ended manos, two hopper
mortars, and thin disc chlorite schist beads. Finally, the yucca roasting pits at CA-SBR-3773
were associated with the terminal Late Prehistoric based on a radiocarbon date of 260 ± 50 B.P.

9

Basgall’s nonlinear rate formula: LOG Y = (2.32) [LOG (X*a)]) + 1.50, where X is the rim measurement in
microns, Y is the date in years before present, and “a” is the Effective Hydration Temperature (EHT) correction
factor (Gilreath and Hildebrandt 1996:3).
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Objective: To refine the sequence and timing of prehistoric human occupation and use within
the Project area.


Do sites within the Project area contain organic material suitable for radiocarbon
analysis?



Is there evidence for the occupation of the Summit Valley prior to the Gypsum Period?



Do sites consist of single or multiple components? Is there chronological evidence to
suggest intermittent or extended use of these locales?



Are temporally significant artifacts (e.g., projectile points, ceramics, and beads) present at
sites within the Project area and can these be used to link the occupants to a specific
archaeological complex?



Do temporally diagnostic artifact types (e.g., projectile points, ceramics, and beads)
coincide with radiocarbon or obsidian hydration dates of site occupation(s)?



Do obsidian artifacts (i.e., lithic debitage) recovered on the surface and from subsurface
deposits provide hydration readings that are commensurate with radiocarbon dates and
artifact assemblages?



What does technology, subsistence practices, and land use and settlement patterns
elucidate about the age of the deposits and archaeological affiliation?

Data Requirements: The following kinds of data will be required to refine site chronology:


Charcoal or other suitable organic material recovered from sites for AMS radiocarbon
dating;



X-ray Fluorescence (XRF) and/or Laser Ablation Inductively Coupled Plasma Mass
Spectrometry (LA-ICP-MS) geochemical sourcing analysis and obsidian hydration dating
on a sample of the obsidian assemblage;



Temporally diagnostic artifacts (e.g., projectile points, ceramics, and beads)

6.1.2 Paleoenvironment
Basgall and True (1985) suggested that environmental change within the last 3,000 years at
Crowder Canyon did not significantly affect local vegetation patterns, although droughts most
likely occurred. Conversely, Miksicek (1997:G-29 and Table G-16) identified more mesic plant
taxa (i.e., mountain mahogany, two species of ceanothus, and quinine bush) in the lower levels of
CA-SBR-113 than was present in the upper levels, perhaps indicating wetter climate during the
early part of the Late Holocene. Later periods are believed to be more arid, resembling modern
climatic conditions. However, recent data (i.e., Enzel et al. 1989; Enzel et al. 1992; Miller et al.
2010) suggest that mid-to-late Holocene micro-climatic changes resulted in infillings of dry lake
basins in the Mojave Desert. The impact of these micro-climates on local plant and faunal
regimes in the Summit Valley will be explored.
Objective: To explore prehistoric environmental and climatic conditions in the Summit Valley.


Is there evidence of significant environmental change in the Summit Valley similar to
that seen in Crowder Canyon at approximately 3000 B.P.?
83



How has the local environment changed over time in the Summit Valley?



What environmental factors may have inhibited intensive human occupation of the
Summit Valley before 3000 B.P.?

Data Requirements: The following kinds of data will be required to explore the prehistoric
environment and climate:


Soil samples;



Phytolith analysis;



Floral remains from excavated contexts, particularly carbonized seeds, nut shells, and
other macro remains that can be recovered by means of flotation techniques;



Fossil pollen remains from dated contexts within or near the archaeological site; and



Consideration of environmental reconstructions, based on pollen, macrobotanical, and
geomorphological data collected throughout southern California in the last two decades.

6.1.3 Technology
The domain of technology is a key to understanding human prehistory. Technology is one of the
primary ways human populations interface with their environment and conditions such as climate
and availability of biotic and abiotic resources. Changes in and continuity of technology also
may reflect cultural associations among and between populations that result in the exchange of
materials and ideas. Lithic artifacts in particular, due to the durability of stone compared to
wood, bone and shell, offer an excellent class of artifacts to examine human adaptation to their
environment and the exchange of materials and ideas.
Previous research in the Project vicinity by Gilreath and Jackson (1985), Basgall and True
(1985), and Semenza (1997) has established the general pattern of lithic procurement, reduction
(e.g., unifacial or unpatterned reduction, bipolar reduction, and bifacial reduction), and use in the
Summit Valley and surrounding area, particularly for tools made from quartzite and fine-grained
igneous materials. Lithic artifact types include manos, shallow and deep basin metates, mortars,
pestles, pestle-ended manos, scraper planes, flake tools, knives/bifaces, projectile points, disk
beads, pendants, and ornaments. Materials used to make stone tools include igneous rocks, such
as granite, gneiss, quartz diorite, obsidian, basalt, and rhyolite; sedimentary rocks such as
chalcedony, chert, jasper, quartz, and sandstone; and metamorphic rocks such as quartzite, schist,
steatite, and slate. Lithic procurement was generally dependent on the type of material. Rocks
likely brought in through exchange or direct procurement included obsidian, chalcedony, chert,
jasper, slate, and steatite, whereas granite, quartz diorite, quartz, quartzite, sandstone, gneiss, and
schist were locally available.
A basic descriptive inventory of the flaked and ground stone tools is a necessary component of
any archaeological study. Regardless of the specific questions one seeks to answer, there are
certain kinds of baseline data that need to be made available and are the basic components of any
analysis of tool function and lithic reduction strategies.
For flaked stone tool artifacts, recorded attributes include basic data on lithic source material,
artifact dimensions (length, width, and thickness), weight, morphology, type of alteration,
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fragmentation, and edge angle. In addition, attributes of use wear can also be assessed including
microscarring (unilateral and bilateral), battering, abrasion, rounding, polishing, and the presence
of striations. Cores can be classified as to whether they are unidirectional, bidirectional, nonpatterned (opportunistic in terms of platform selection), bipolar, bifacial or a core fragment.
Basic attributes of the lithic debitage should also be recorded including flake type (cortical,
biface reduction/thinning, linear, angular shatter/debitage, bipolar, and notching), flake size,
material, and percentage of cortex, number of platform facets, and platform angle. An evaluation
of the extent pressure flaking was used for the preparation of various tools can also be
conducted.
For ground stone, basic attributes recorded should include general morphology or configuration
(outline and cross-section forms), dimensions (length, width, and thickness), weight, source
material, type and location of alteration and secondary modifications, and the location and nature
of ground and secondary use (e.g., battered) surfaces. The preparation of ground stone should be
examined in terms of where pecking and/or percussion flaking has been used. As part of an
analysis, the degree of shaping associated with manos, metates, and pestles will also be recorded.
Metates will also be recorded by whether they are slab, shallow basin, or deep basin. Manos will
be classified as to the number of ground surfaces (unifacial, bifacial, etc.). Additional
bowl/mortar attributes include depth of interior, maximum interior circumference, and any
evidence of basket hopper use (asphaltum presence). There is no evidence of bedrock mortars or
slicks in the Summit Valley.
Several important questions can be derived from Basgall and True (1985) and de Barros and
others (1997) that pertain specifically to lithic analyses within the Summit Valley and
surrounding area. Primary among these concerns are the purpose of “scraper planes” and their
use in yucca and agave processing. A variety of possible functions have been proposed for
scraper planes including woodworking (Eberhart and Wasson 1975; H. Schman 1959),
hammering (Johnson 1966), and the resharpening of ground stone (Treganza and Bierman 1958).
Some researchers have argued that scraper planes were not tools at all but rather flake cores (B.
Jackson 1977). Tool morphology and use wear analyses conducted by Basgall and True
(1985:10.11 and 10.12) on scraper planes recovered from sites in Crowder Canyon indicate that
these artifacts were likely used as vegetal processing tools. More recent research by Semenza
(1997) supports this conclusion and further suggests that scraper planes were used primarily for
the processing of yucca and agave for fiber, rather than for food. Additional research on scraper
planes recovered from sites in the Project area may provide additional insights into the extent of
use of these tools at sites in the Summit Valley and their possible function by the prehistoric
occupants of the area.
Another important topic examined by Basgall and True (1985:10.17) and explored further by de
Barros and others (1997) relates to the importance of local lithic materials for tool manufacture.
Lithic material immediately available to occupants of Summit Valley and Crowder Canyon
appears to be generally of poor quality. These materials contain inclusions and internal fractures
that inhibit systematic knapping of tools such as bifaces (Basgall and True 1985:10.17). Within
the Crowder Canyon area, poor-quality local toolstone use has been demonstrated at the lithic
reduction sites of CA-SBR-3769 and CA-SBR-8858, where chert (CA-SBR-3769), chalcedony,
or jasper (CA-SBR-8858) containing many inclusions and fracture planes were knapped. De
Barros (2003:3-40) reported finding small nodules of high-quality chalcedony eroding from a
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cliff along Highway 138 within the Crowder Canyon Formation and a cobble of jasper float in a
nearby streambed. Additional analysis is needed to determine if bipolar reduction strategies
identified by Gilreath and R. Jackson (1985) and Semenza (1997) can be directly associated with
a strategy of local lithic reduction.
A final question that may be investigated relates to the timing of the appearance of deep basin
metates in the Crowder Canyon and Summit Valley areas. Basin metates are believed to have
been used primarily for food processing, as opposed to fiber processing (Basgall and True
1985:10.6). Ruhstaller (1985: D-15) identified only one site (CA-SBR-713) in the Crowder
Canyon area that contained deep basin metates; the site dates to the latest temporal component
and is believed to have been abandoned in the late Rose Spring complex around 1000 B.P. Based
on this finding, Basgall and True (1985) suggest that the appearance of deep basin metates marks
a subsistence shift, and perhaps the introduction of new or different food sources, such as acorns,
pine nuts, or other pulpy food, that occurred fairly late in time. Additional information on deep
basin metates collected by Sutton and Schneider (1993:36–39) from the Siphon Site (CA-SBR6580) does not support the assertion that these ground stone artifacts appear fairly late in the
occupational sequence of the Summit Valley. Specifically, their study identified several deep
basin metates at the site, which was occupied during the Gypsum complex. The investigation of
the ground stone assemblages from sites within the Project area may provide additional
information into the timing of the appearance of deep basin metates and whether the use of tools
signifies a significant shift in subsistence strategies.
Objective: To document and explain the patterns and changes in the flaked stone tool
assemblages and to relate these patterns to subsistence strategies, cultural practices, and
environmental conditions.


What is the frequency of scraper plane tools in the Project area? How can the use wear
data inform on the function of these tools?



Were local materials used to any significant degree in lithic tool production and was local
toolstone use consistent for both lithic tool and ground stone tool use?



Are there differences in the reduction technologies of local vs. non-local resources? Did
tools produced from local materials serve in different capacities than those produced from
non-local materials?



What were the approaches to lithic reduction that were used at the Summit Valley sites?
Is there evidence of bipolar reduction, and if so, what kinds of material were reduced? Is
it possible to determine whether or not these represent local or non-local materials?



What were the predominant types of projectile points, scraper planes, core-cobble tools,
and other classes of flaked stone tools during the period(s) of site use? How do these
compare with assemblages from sites used in comparable periods? Can similarities or
differences in assemblage composition inform on seasonal or functional site signatures or
variability/continuity in broad cultural patterns?



What are the dominant projectile point styles and how does the frequency of these styles
compare to other sites in the study area and region patterns?



Were flaked stone tools made on site? If so, what stage of production is represented for
each class of tools? How were they made and how did material type influence the
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production of flaked stone tools? What technique did knappers utilize to reduce the
material into desired forms? What strategies were undertaken during reduction to correct
errors or change reduction trajectory?


What materials exhibit evidence of heat treatment, which ones do not, and why? Did heat
treatment successfully improve the quality of the stone? If so, what attributes of the
material were improved? At what stage of reduction/production were artifacts heat
treated?



Were tools hafted? If so, how were they hafted and what materials were used? Does
hafting leave traces of polish or wear on the base or sides of the lithic tool? Which tools
were used in the hand?



Is there any evidence to suggest changes in flaked stone tool technologies over time?



If changes are recognized in the morphology of individual flaked stone tool classes, the
proportion of various tool classes, or the spatial distribution of flaked stone tools within
the site, can these be tied to changes in subsistence strategies, disposal patterns or other
ceremonial/ritual activities? If variability is apparent over time, can it be attributed to
environmental change of the region?



Does morphology portend use? How were the tools likely used? How long could they be
used before rejuvenation? Can the evidence of use be seen on the artifacts created by
rejuvenation? Can an artifact be both a tool and a core?



What is the nature of the economy of different lithic materials and artifacts? What is
“missing,” i.e., removed from the site in terms of bifacial tools, projectile points, flake
cores and/or ground stone tools?



Were flaked stone tools rejuvenated and how? How many times were the tools
rejuvenated before disposal? Were tools curated for future use or recycled after discard?
Why were certain artifacts discarded?

Objective: To document ground stone equipment (mano, metate, mortar and/or pestle)
production and use, to reconstruct the shifts in those patterns and to relate these patterns to
subsistence strategies, cultural practices, and environmental conditions.


What are the forms of ground stone implements on the site?



Were ground stone implements made on site, if so, how? What stage(s) of production are
represented?



What materials are ground stone implements made from? Where did the raw material
come from? What are physical characteristics of each type of stone and how does this
influence production, function, and form?



Is there any evidence to suggest patterned changes in ground stone technologies over
time or space? Can deep basin metates be correlated with specific time period in the
Summit Valley? If there are patterns, how do they compare with patterns suggested for
the greater southern California region?



What evidence of use wear is present on ground stone artifacts? How can the use wear
data information on the function of these tools?
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If changes are recognized in the morphology of individual ground stone implement
classes, the proportion of various classes, or the spatial distribution of implements within
the site, can these be tied to changes in subsistence strategies, disposal or
ceremonial/ritual activities? If variability is apparent over time, can it be attributed to
human adaptation to environmental change of the region?



Were ground stone implements used for non-milling functions (e.g., as anvils, butchering
tables, boiling stones, hearth rocks, ceremonial purposes)? Where in their potential uselife were ground stone tools disposed of and how? Did ground stone artifacts with certain
production or material parameters remain in use while other parameters dictate disposal?



Do the forms, weights, materials, and completeness of ground stone tools inform on
mobility of groups who used the sites and intention to return to the sites? Alternately, do
those attributes suggest that sites were continuously used/occupied, or used sporadically
and expeditiously without planned reuse?

Data Requirements: The following kinds of data will be required to define analytically
comparable lithic assemblages and then to explore the variability among them:


Flaked and milling stone tools including materially, chronologically and technologically
diagnostic tools;



Flaked tools and debitage;



High-powered magnification use-wear analysis of “scraper planes” and potentially hafted
artifacts;



Use-wear analysis of ground stone artifacts;



Metric analysis of flake removal scars and flakes;



Subsistence data to relate lithic technology to resource extraction and processing, diet,
and demographic variables;



Paleoenvironmental data to place the archaeological record in context and to assess lithic
technology’s role in adapting to the changing climatic, hydrologic, and biotic conditions
of the region;



Geologic information to relate the potential and availability of lithic resources to
technology, subsistence and economy;



Data that would identify cultural affiliation in order to assess the relative importance of
exchange, population movement, and in situ adaptation in the development of
technologies;



Ethnographic data to generate testable models of technological systems and;



Experimental and Replicative Systems Analysis (R.S.A.) to confirm and inform
interpretations of flaked and/or milling stone assemblages; and



Comparative collections analysis.

6.1.4 Subsistence
Studies of prehistoric subsistence are integral to understanding human relationships with the
natural environment. It is through exploitation of floral, faunal, and water resources that humans
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are able to procure the basic means for survival. How prehistoric people interacted with these
resources can lead to understanding of basic dietary needs, land-use strategies, and settlement
systems. Both direct (floral and faunal materials) as well as indirect (artifacts such as milling
stones, projectile points, etc.) data allow researchers to construct models to answer questions
about prehistoric subsistence practices.
Animal Foods: Faunal Remains. An important question related to subsistence concerns the
relative importance and range of faunal species exploited. Data presented by Basgall and True
(1985) provide a comprehensive synthesis of faunal remains from sites in Crowder Canyon.
When present, faunal remains in Crowder Canyon consist of high numbers of artiodactyls and
lagomorphs, followed in lesser amounts by rodents, bighorn sheep, pronghorn, canids, and
reptiles. Excavations at CA-SBR-713 produced an abundant and diverse faunal assemblage with
three interesting patterns: an abundance of jackrabbit remains within a single excavation context;
the presence of exotic artiodactyl species; and the lack of microfaunal remains.
A large amount of jackrabbit bones was recovered from certain areas of CA-SBR-713, indicating
organized hunting as jackrabbits are generally taken through communal rabbit drives (Basgall
and True 1985). While the presence of jackrabbit remains indicates cooperative hunting, the
other animal species present within the assemblage are believed to have been hunted on an
individual basis. Additionally, the abundance of skeletal elements per species suggests hunting of
large mammals took place nearby with animals processed on site (Basgall and True 1985).
Exotic artiodactyl species such as mountain sheep (Ovis Canadensis) and pronghorn antelope
(Antilocapra Americana) are present at the Crowder Canyon site of CA-SBR-713 along with a
high density of deer bone. Although Basgall and True (1985) argue that these faunal species
were readily available in the local environment and represent “ad hoc” hunting, mountain sheep
and antelope remains are not common within other sites in the region. Mountain sheep have also
been identified in the Summit Valley at CA-SBR-1624 (de Barros 1990; de Barros et al. 1997).
These mountain sheep bones appear to be associated with a Rose Spring component tentatively
dated to A.D. 500–600 (de Barros 1990:3-23; de Barros et al 1997:2-38).
Finally, relatively low frequencies of microfauna or rodents were noted in faunal assemblages at
the two Crowder Canyon sites (CA-SBR-713 and CA-SBR-421) studied by Basgall and True
(1985). A paucity of rodent remains was also found by Sutton and Schneider (1993) at the site of
CA-SBR-6580 in the Summit Valley. The lack of rodents in these assemblages is unusual as
research has shown prehistoric groups often consumed rodents to supplement their daily dietary
needs (see Stahl 1982; Szuter 1994). Material correlates of this type of subsistence behavior
include the presence of large amounts of broken and burned rodent bone in archaeological
assemblages. At the Crowder Canyon sites, however, the only rodent remains appear to be
intrusive burrow deaths with complete skeletons and a lack of burning.
Researchers have hypothesized that the lack of microfauna and rodents in the faunal assemblages
may also be the result of small animals being processed on milling tools (De Barros and
Schneider 1989; Yohe et al. 1991). Protein residue analysis of both artifacts and soils may
provide insights into this type of processing behavior. For example, De Barros and Schneider
(1989) found a number of the ground stone artifacts tested positive for small animal protein
residues at the Siphon Site.

89

Minimally, research objectives for the current Project should focus on these three patterns
identified within the faunal assemblage analyzed by Basgall and True (1985). First, does the
high amount of lagomorph remains indicate communal hunting practices or were these animals
taken in a more individualistic manner? Second, does the presence of exotic artiodactyl species
represent the biodiversity within the local environment or hunting forays outside of the area?
Finally, is the lack of microfauna a function of prehistoric-period subsistence strategies or a
result of differential processing, preservation, or recovery bias?
Plant Foods: Yucca and Agave. Kowta (1969:53–55) was the first to suggest an important
link between yucca and agave within the Project vicinity based on his research at the Sayles site.
He recognized that yucca and agave were harvested for food or fiber in similar ways and were
capable of producing a substantial amount of food. Kowta argued that yucca and agave were
important sources of food and fiber at the Sayles site, and cited the important ethnohistoric work
of Barrows (1900:70) regarding the use of agave in Cahuilla society to the southeast. Various
portions of the plant are edible and are apparently delicious, nutritious, and when roasted,
resistant to deterioration. Apparently, the various portions of a single plant could feed a family
for a week. Agave heads were roasted for long-term storage or immediate consumption (Kowta
1969:53).
De Barros (2003) also drew from the ethnobotanical research of Bean and Saubel (1972:150–
151), regarding yucca (Yucca whipplei). Yucca is common on dry slopes of chaparral at
elevations ranging between 1,000 and 4,000 ft. Yucca flower stalks bloom as high as 15 ft
between April and May. After blossoming the plant died. Yucca produced food at three different
stages in the blossoming process: when the stalk first started to blossom; just prior to the
blossoms opening; and after blossoming. Stalks were also harvested and consumed. This
allowed food gathering to occur over several weeks at a single location and for several months if
they were collected at different altitudes. Each plant was capable of producing a stalk weighing
several pounds and nearly five pounds of edible blossoms.
Evidence of yucca and possibly agave consumption is documented in the Summit Valley and
surrounding areas by the presence of roasting pits. Preliminary data indicate that these thermal
features occur at both special purpose roasting loci and at habitation sites within the Project area.
At the plant extraction and processing site of CA-SBR-1615, multiple roasting pits were
identified that were likely used for yucca roasting. Macrobotanical data for yucca was scant at
this site, which de Barros (2004:4-31) attributes to the 3000 B.P. age of the site and the
degradation of yucca remains. The analysis of phytoliths, which are durable and preserve well in
the archeological record, have the potential to address this question (de Barros 2004:4-24). The
preliminary analysis of wood charcoal from the sweathouse feature at the nearby site of CASBR-1672 indicated the presence of mostly chamise chaparral with some juniper and yucca (de
Barros 1990).
Roasting pit features containing charred yucca remains were also identified in Crowder Canyon
at CA-SBR-3773 (see de Barros et al. 1997). Macrobotanical analysis of soil columns extracted
near roasting pit features at CA-SBR-113 contained charred yucca stalk remains, although it is
not clear if the remains are associated with the older (3000 B.P.) or younger (Late Prehistoric)
roasting pit features. Other sites in the CCAD also contained roasting pit features (CA-SBR-5882
and CA-SBR-114), but it is unclear what purpose these features served.
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Juniper, Acorn, and Other Plant Foods. Charred juniper seeds were identified from
midden and hearth contexts from CA-SBR-6580 and CA-SBR-1913 in Summit Valley (Sutton
and Schneider 1991; Sutton 1993) and CA-SBR-421 and CA-SBR-713 in Crowder Canyon
(Delacorte 1985; Honeysett 1985). Test excavations at CA-SBR-113 in Crowder Canyon also
documented the presence of both juniper and manzanita seeds; the lack of charred juniper wood
in these samples indicates use of seeds for subsistence rather than as firewood (Miksicek 1997).
Trace amounts of chamise, phlox, mustard, tarweed and miscellaneous grasses were also found
during excavations; however, these could have been naturally deposited rather than culturally.
Although floral remains are limited and presumably represent a small amount of the available
plant resources found within Crowder Canyon, artifactual remains such as the milling stones
point to a heavy reliance on plant materials for subsistence (Basgall and True 1985).10
Although scrub and live oaks are found within some reaches of Crowder Canyon, and some
black oak in the San Bernardino Mountains, no macrobotanical remains of acorns have been
recovered from archaeological contexts. Moreover, mortars and pestles are also not common
there. De Barros (2004:4-35) postulated that this could be a function of the elevation of Crowder
Canyon, or that Crowder Canyon sites were not occupied during the winter when storage of
acorns would have been necessary or an indication acorns were not a major food source prior to
the Protohistoric period. However, the lack of evidence for acorn use could be a function of postdepositional preservation or recovery bias. For the current undertaking, direct data such as
macrobotanical samples and indirect data (i.e., ground stone tools) from excavated deposits in
the Summit Valley would be analyzed to determine if acorns were an exploited food source for
the residents of the Project area.
Objective: To document prehistoric subsistence strategies using new and existing data. Identify,
if present, changes in subsistence emphases through time that might point to different ethnic
groups or changing environmental conditions. Compare subsistence data from the Summit
Valley with other temporally similar sites within southern California to determine if the Project
area was home to specialized resource procurement or followed general subsistence patterns seen
throughout the region.


What are the relative proportions of floral and faunal elements in the diet?



What was the nature of faunal consumption prior to 3000 B.P.?



What animal taxonomic groups constituted the diet of the site’s occupants, and by which
means were these animals taken and prepared for consumption?



Is the general absence of microfauna in Summit Valley sites the result of dietary patterns,
processing techniques, or excavation/recovery methods?



What various plant species constituted the diet of the site’s occupants, and what
technologies were used to harvest and prepare floral resources for consumption?



Do the subsistence remains in the archaeological deposits indicate year-round residential
use of the site or temporary, seasonal or special resource procurement use of the site?



Do available data indicate changes in local or regional environmental condition or shifts
in local resources that would have required adaptive adjustments?

10

While the prevalence of milling stones are often used to evaluate plant processing activities, Yohe and others
(1991) have shown that ground stone artifacts may also be used for the processing of faunal resources.
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Were any classes of subsistence resources acquired from distant localities beyond the
study area, suggesting trade or environmental/cultural constraints necessitating
introduction of specific food items?

Data Requirements: The data needed to address the research questions posed above can be
summed up as follows:


Faunal remains from excavated contexts within the Project area including bone, teeth,
shell, etc;



Comparative faunal data from Basgall and True (1985) and other local and regional
faunal assemblages;



Floral remains from excavated contexts, such as carbonized seeds, nut shells, and other
macrobotanical remains that can be recovered by flotation techniques;



Fossil pollen remains, phytoliths, and starch from dated context within or near the
archaeological sites;



Protein residue analyses of artifacts and soils;



Artifacts (of stone, wood, shell, bone fiber or clay) that functioned in the procurement or
processing of foodstuffs;



Archaeological features such as roasting pits, fire hearths, storage pits, etc.

6.1.5 Land Use and Settlement Patterning
Land use and settlement patterning, defined as the distribution of a society’s activities on the
landscape during a brief span of time, is closely linked to the study of subsistence patterns,
chronology, population movements, and trade and external relations. The ultimate goals in landuse and settlement pattern analysis are to explore the degree of sedentism and seasonality of site
use, describe and date the distribution of coeval archaeological components, ascertain the
determinants of settlement, and explain the observed patterns and their relationships to economic
and social factors.
Current interpretations of human settlement in the Project vicinity between 3900 and 800 B.P.
indicate seasonal occupation of the Summit Valley and Crowder Canyon areas between the
spring and late fall, although evidence of spring and early summer occupations are relatively
weak (Delacorte 1985: E-7 and E-8; Honeysett 1985). Spring occupation in the Crowder Canyon
area is evidenced by the presence of yucca roasting pits at CA-SBR-3773, although no
macrobotanical evidence of yucca or agave use was found at CA-SBR-713 or CA-SBR-421
(Delacorte 1985:Appendix E). Basgall and True (1985:10.14) suggest that the large number of
jackrabbits recovered from the CA-SBR-713 indicates a possible late fall occupation. According
to ethnographic accounts, jackrabbit procurement occurred after the first frost to avoid tularemic
animals (Basgall and True 1985:10.14).
Test excavations at the Crowder Canyon site of CA-SB-113 suggest that occupation at this
seasonal base camp primarily occurred in the late summer and fall based on an abundance of
juniper and manzanita seeds. Traces of charred yucca stalks, peppergrass, tansy mustard,
deerweed, and black sage seeds found at the site also suggest limited occupation in the spring
and early summer months. Acorns and pinyon, evidence of winter occupation, has not been
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recovered from any occupation sites (i.e., CA-SBR-113, CA-SBR-114, CA-SBR-421, and CASBR-713) in the CCAD to date.
In the Summit Valley, Sutton and Schneider (1993:59) found macrobotanical evidence at the
Gypsum complex site of CA-SBR-6580 that indicates occupation at this locale during the fall
and possibly the winter months. At the Protohistoric village site of CA-SBR-1913, the data
suggest that the principal period of occupation was during the winter (Sutton and Schneider
1996:34-35); the presence of charred juniper seeds at the site suggest use of the area during the
later summer and fall months as well. Additional analysis of macrobotanical remains are needed
from a variety of sites to more fully explore the seasonality of occupation and duration of stay
within the Project area.
In addition to seasonality, questions of settlement selection and function may be addressed using
data obtained from sites within the Project area. Key among these issues is whether yucca
roasting was exclusively undertaken at special purpose sites or if this activity was also practiced
at habitation locales. Altschul and others (1989:62–65) have hypothesized that during the
Gypsum and Rose Spring periods, the presence of ground stone and expedient flaked stone tools
at residential base sites in the Crowder Canyon and surrounding areas indicates that yucca
processing occurred at habitation loci. They argue that the paucity of these lithic artifacts at the
Deep Creek Site (CA-SBR-176), which is thought to be part of the ethnographic village of
Atongaibit, suggests that by the Protohistoric period, yucca processing may have primarily been
undertaken at special purpose sites.
Given the present archaeological data, it is not yet clear whether there was a preference for yucca
roasting at special purpose sites or if these features are also present at habitation sites. Special
purpose roasting pit sites, probably for yucca, have been documented at an early-period site (CASBR-1615) in the Summit Valley and a late-period site (CA-SBR-3773) in Crowder Canyon.
However, little evidence has been found for yucca processing at either early or late habitation
sites. De Barros (2004:4-43) suggests one possible reason for the absence of roasting features at
residential locales in the Project vicinity:
Ethnographic data from the Paipai of Santa Catarina in Baja California indicate that the
sole criterion for the selection of an agave roasting pit site is the availability of fuel
(Bouscaren and Wilken 1997). Ironically, the Paipai used Mojave yucca (Yucca
schidigera) as fuel for roasting agave. Bouscaren and Wilken (1997) also note that
roasting pit sites have a limited use life: once the fuel and/or agave is relatively depleted
in the general vicinity, the site is abandoned and a new location is chosen. Note, too, that
both the fuel and the food sources cannot be completely removed in an area or the plant
populations will not regenerate themselves (Bouscaren and Wilken 1997). The
pollination of yucca flowers is completely dependent on species of nocturnal yucca moths
(Tegeticula) that are each uniquely adapted to specific species of yucca plants (Mozingo
1994:708). Data from CA-SBR-3773 indicate that manzanita wood was the principal fuel
for yucca roasting in Crowder Canyon during the terminal Late Prehistoric/early Historic
periods (Miksicek 1997). Both chaparral species and juniper wood fuel were noted in the
roasting pits at CA-SBR-1615 (de Barros 1990).
In any case, if fuel and/or resource depletion were concerns prehistorically in Crowder
Canyon, then one would expect yucca roasting to have occurred primarily at special
purpose roasting pit sites, not within habitation sites whose surrounding area would have
been constantly exploited for fuel for cooking and heating [de Barros 2004:4-43].
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At present, there is little or no evidence that yucca roasting pit sites in the Project area served any
other purpose than the roasting or baking of yucca. However, it is not clear if the roasting pit site
was strictly a day-use site or was utilized as an overnight camping spot. Ethnographic accounts
indicate day-use only, as reported by Castetter et al. (1938:44–45) among the Diegueño, who
prepared roasting pits on mountain ridges and left them overnight to bake, returning the next day
to recover the fully cooked stalks.
Objective: To describe the aboriginal settlement pattern(s) represented by archaeological
components within the study area and explore aspects of land use within the Project area.


What types of sites are represented within the Project area and broader Summit Valley?



What activities occurred on site? Did different activities occur at habitation sites that are
not present at special use sites, such as CA-SBR-1615, a plant extraction and processing
site?



What evidence is there to suggest strictly day-use or overnight camping occurred plant
extraction and processing sites? Was the site utilized differently during different time
periods of use?



Was yucca roasting the only function of yucca roasting pit sites?



What evidence is there to suggest that sites within the Project area were utilized
differently during different time periods of use?



Are diachronic changes in prehistoric settlement and land use evident in the Project area?

Objective: To relate settlement patterns to environmental variables.


What were the determinants of site location during the period(s) of occupation? What
role did such factors as biotic resources, lithic raw material, water, temperature, wind
patterns, topography, and access to trails and trade routes have on the location and
scheduling of land use?



When were sites occupied during the year and what was the length of stay? Does the
evidence support extended stays between spring and late fall, or sites abandoned during
the summer?



Was the location of special use sites such as CA-SBR-1615 determined by the presence
of yucca and fuel, or were other factors taken into consideration (e.g., topography, soils,
availability of water, etc.)?



Were diachronic changes in settlement patterns influenced by other environmental
changes that may have affected the nature and distribution of plant, animal, and water
resources within the study area and neighboring localities?



What was the nature of the biotic catchment exploited by the Summit Valley residents
seasonally and through time? Did depletion of specific biotic resources influence
settlement patterning in the study area?
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What other environmental variables may have played an important role in the use and
settlement of specific sites? Were particular site locations selected to maximize the yield
of specific resources or maximize the diversity of available resources?



Taking into account all of the identified components in the Project study area, is there
evidence for population replacement and/or fundamental shifts in economic (land use and
subsistence) strategies and, if so, how can such changes be explained?

Data Requirements: Because settlement patterns relate to many other cultural and
environmental domains, data from various domains may help identify the settlement nodes and
their roles. Definition and explanation of settlement patterning will require the following kinds
of data:


Non-seed charcoal associated with roasting pit features;



Macrobotanical data from intact feature sediments and midden deposits;



Chronological data to identify coeval occupations and activity areas;



Paleoenvironmental data to reconstruct biotic, climatic, and hydrological elements of the
environment;



Geographic and geologic data to identify abiotic elements of the environment and to
assess the quality of the data base;



Technological data to ascertain site function and variability;



Subsistence data to reconstruct diet and seasonality of site use;



Site distribution data to analyze spatial relationships among sites; and



Comparative data sets from sites in the Project area.

6.1.6 Exchange and External Relations
Relations among different ethnic groups, and particularly the economic aspects of those relations
(such as trade), reveal not only technological skills and material needs, but also social networks
and ethnic affiliations. In other words, from an archaeological perspective, artifacts that can be
linked to peoples or places beyond the immediate study area may reflect specific economic
behavior and/or important social relationships that could evince inter-regional alliances, ethnic
affiliations, and/or reciprocal exchange networks.
The study of prehistoric exchange and external relations in the study area can be further explored
through an examination of the various spheres of cultural influence evident in the Gypsum, Rose
Spring, and Late Prehistoric complexes of the Late Holocene. External influence from the Great
Basin and Southwest (Anasazi) penetrated into the Gypsum, Rose Spring, and Late Prehistoric
complexes of Eastern and Central Mojave Desert, whereas lower Colorado River (Hakataya)
influence pervaded the Colorado Desert and southeastern Mojave Desert as far west as the
Mojave River during the Late Prehistoric (Warren 1984). It is unclear how or if these external
influences affected occupants of the Summit Valley.
Internal cultural adaptation also played an important role in material exchange and external
relations. For instance, sites radiocarbon dated between 3000 B.P. and 1100 B.P. containing
stone beads and ornaments and lacking Olivella sp. shell beads exist along the Transverse
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Ranges between Malibu and Coachella Valley, and include sites in the nearby Cajon Pass (Eddy
2013). The possibility of a discrete social/material exchange network that connected groups
occupying these areas by blood (e.g., lineage, clans), polity (e.g., sibs), and/or language has been
proposed. The development of a parallel inland to coastal/island bead exchange network between
the southern Channel Islands and inland valleys and deserts may have occurred as a result of
exclusion from, or purposeful non-participation in, the Santa Barbara Channel shell bead
exchange network (Eddy 2013). Archaeological investigations in the Project area may be used to
evaluate whether the stone bead sphere of influence extended into the Summit Valley or if the
northern boundary of this exchange and social network lies farther south in the San Bernardino
Mountains. Such an avenue of study may provide critical information on nature of social
interaction and material exchange patterns, as well as aspects of prehistoric social identity that
could alter our understanding of prehistoric southern California.
Shell beads at sites in the Mojave Desert are generally rare during the Gypsum period (de Barros
2004:4-66). These artifacts increase during later periods but little is known about changes in their
availability nor which types were preferred by different groups. Shell beads have been recovered
from Guapiabit (CA-SBR-1675/H and CA-SBR-1913), and a few shell beads were also
identified at the Rose Spring Period site of CA-SBR-1624 (de Barros et al. 1997:2-36 through 243). Data on shell bead types and total shell bead frequencies will be used in the current Project
to evaluate the importance of the trade of shell beads from the California coast into the Summit
Valley region and how this trade may have fluctuated over time.
Lithic materials that have the potential to elucidate material exchange and social interaction in
the study area include obsidian, steatite, and CCS. Bouey (1985) previously sourced 73 obsidian
specimens recovered from sites in Crowder Canyon dating between 3000 and 1000 B.P. The
overwhelming majority (80.8%) of the obsidian sourced to Coso (Sugarloaf-flow unspecified),
with the remaining artifacts deriving from Casa Diablo (5.5%), Mono Glass Mountain/Mono
Craters (4.1%), Obsidian Butte (2.7%), and an unknown source (1.4%). An additional 5.5
percent of the obsidian was classified as either Coso or Mono in origin. Determining the role of
Obsidian Butte in Summit Valley is of paramount consideration given the recent geophysical
data, which suggests that the Obsidian Butte source was created sometime between 3000 and
2000 B.P. (Schmitt et al. 2012). Further, the availability of Obsidian Butte between or during
high stands of Lake Cahuilla may be assessed based on recent geologic studies at paleoseismic
sites along the old shoreline (e.g., Philibosian et al. 2011). The presence of Obsidian Butte
obsidian also has implication for exchange relationships with people occupying the Coachella
Valley.
Within the Coso Volcanic Field, Hughes (1988) identified four separate flows that are
geochemically distinct: West Sugarloaf, Sugarloaf Mountain, Cactus Peak, and Joshua Ridge. A
previous study (Hughes 1997) conducted within the CCAD identified West Sugarloaf and
Sugarloaf Mountain flows, the latter of which produced hydration readings of 7.4 and 8.4
microns compared to a mean of 4.46 for West Sugarloaf obsidian artifacts (see de Barros et al.
1997:Table 5.2-6). This led de Barros and others (1997) to suggest early occupations in the
CCAD received obsidian predominately from the Sugarloaf Mountain source. Conversely,
Bouey (1991) has argued that the geochemical distinctions between West Sugarloaf and
Sugarloaf Mountains are not reliable due to compositional overlap and the surface characteristics
of some specimens that affect X-ray fluorescence results.
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Temporal patterns have also been noted in the availability of obsidian in the Project vicinity.
Basgall and True (1985) suggested that obsidian availability increased over time between 3000
and 1000 B.P. in Crowder Canyon. Work by Sutton and Schneider (1993, 1996) at CA-SBR6580 and CA-SBR-1913 suggests that sometime between the Gypsum complex and later
Protohistoric period, a dramatic decline in the frequency of obsidian occurred in the Summit
Valley. Preliminary obsidian data from other sites in the Summit Valley investigated by de
Barros (2004) seem to confirm this trend.
Obsidian source studies undertaken within the Project area can be used to evaluate spatial and
temporal trends in obsidian acquisition in the Summit Valley and to determine if the occupants
of the upper Mojave River valley procured their obsidian from similar source localities as their
neighbors to the south. In addition, changes in the availability of obsidian over time in the
Summit Valley will be assessed. Reconstructing patterns of prehistoric obsidian exchange within
the Project area may inform on larger networks of interaction and trade relations in southern and
central California.
The exchange of steatite (soapstone) may also be investigated through the analysis of non-local
stone beads have been recovered from sites in the Project area. Specifically, two chlorite schist
beads were identified at CA-SBR-1673 with another found at CA-SBR-93 (de Barros et al.
1997); Sutton and Schneider (1996:26) also noted one steatite bead at CA-SBR-1913. De Barros
(in Wallace et al. 1989) has shown that soapstone quarries in California can be differentiated
from one another using neutron activation analysis. One of the first studies of soapstone sources
conducted in California was undertaken at sites in the western Sierra Foothills of Fresno County
(see Langenwalter et al. 1989; Wallace et al. 1989). Possible quarry sources of soapstone
artifacts found within the Project area include Pelona Schist localities or coastal sources brought
in through trade, the same trade that brought in shell beads (de Barros 2004:4-65).
Finally, it has been argued that most of the CCS material, as well as fine-grained rhyolite and
basalt, were imported from Mojave Desert quarries (Basgall and True 1985; Gilreath and
Jackson 1985). Considering that the Mojave River runs through the Summit Valley, and use of
the river corridor as a major trade route, the CCS and volcanic toolstone found within the Project
area may have originated from sources along and/or within proximity to the Mojave River.
Indeed, numerous prehistoric quarries of CCS and fine-grained volcanic materials have been
recorded along and within proximity to the Mojave River corridor from the Barstow area
(approximately 70 km from the Project area) and the Calico Mountains (approximately 90 km
from the Project area), extending to the northeast through Coyote Lake, Manix Basin, Cronise
Basin, and into Fort Irwin over 100 km away (Bamforth 1990; Binning et al. 1986; Giambastiani
2008; Lyneis 1984; Schneider 1989). Based on survey data, it has been estimated that as many as
500 prehistoric quarry locations are located within the boundaries of Fort Irwin alone (Lyneis
1984). While many of these quarry sites are situated around primary (bedrock) sources of
toolstone materials, most are desert pavement quarries atop ridgelines and alluvial fan remnants
that contain secondary (or redeposited) sources of CCS and volcanic materials in the form of
clasts embedded into the pavement surfaces. These latter sites may represent more ephemeral,
ancillary lithic procurement sites (or “prospects”) that were used on an opportunistic basis
(Giambastiani 2008; Wilke and Schroth 1989).
One also cannot discount the possibility that the CCS and volcanic toolstone found at sites within
the Summit Valley originated elsewhere and were traded into the region via the Mojave River
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corridor. Primary and secondary sources of CCS and basalt, as well as prehistoric quarry
locations, have been identified within the Kramer Hills area approximately 65 km north of the
Project area (Hampson 1989; Macko at al. 1993; Taylor et al. 1987). The Fairmont Buttes,
located in Antelope Valley approximately 110 km west-northwest of the Project area, are a
primary source of high-quality, fine-grained rhyoltic material that appears to have been quarried
for millennia, possibly as early as the Pinto Period (D. Earle, personal communication 2006).
Among other potential rhyolite and basaltic sources noted are Stoddard Mountain and Soledad
Canyon, located approximately 50 km and 75 km from the Summit Valley, respectively. CCS
material (e.g., chert, chalcedony, jasper, agate, etc.) are believed to have originated from an area
between the El Paso Mountains in Kern County to the Barstow area (Basgall and True
1985:10.17). De Barros (2003:3-40) also identified the following sources as potentially
contributing to lithic material in the nearby Crowder Canyon:
(1) the Sidewinder Quarry Archaeological District situated just south of the city limits of
Barstow on both sides of Interstate 15, which contains abundant chalcedonies of average
quality; (2) Kramer Hills, which contains root beer-colored chalcedonies; (3) the Calico
area, which contains abundant cryptocrystalline sources; and (4) the Greenlead Mine area
near Fawnskin, which has a good source of red jasper, and the Onyx Summit area, both in
the San Bernardino Mountains (Michael Lerch, personal communication 1997). While
all of these sources are some 30–50 mi distant from Crowder Canyon, the Paiute used to
trade tool stone to the Serrano for acorns, leather goods, and the like (Lerch, personal
communication, 1997, citing a Harrington interview with the Serrano informant, Santos
Manuel). In short, the Serrano would have been able to procure desert cryptocrystallines
without mounting expeditions to those quarries [de Barros 2003:3-40].

Examination of ceramic artifacts from sites in the Project area may also be used to elucidate
regional patterns of trade and interaction. De Barros (2004:4-65) suggests that ceramic studies
relying on a combination of typological descriptions (see Lyneis 1989) and geochemical analyses
may permit the determination of the origin of ceramics recovered from sites in the Summit
Valley. Ceramic sourcing studies by McCloskey Taylor and Brem (1993) and Eerkens and others
(2002) indicate that during the Late Prehistoric Complex, pottery was located made in the both
the Afton Canyon and Fort Irwin areas of the Mojave Desert. Extant data on ceramic exchange
indicate that much of the pottery found within the Project area may be non-local in origin.
Specifically, Sutton and Schneider (1996) recovered a small assemblage of ceramic sherds (n =
80) during excavations at CA-SBR-1913 for the Mojave Siphon Project. Analysis of these
remains indicated that 38 sherds were Colorado Buffware that derived from production sources
located along the Colorado River (Waters 1982); an additional 16 sherds were typed as Tizon
Brownware (Lyneis 1988), which is believed to have been manufactured at sites in Colorado
Desert. The remaining sherds consisted of unidentified ceramics that could not be assigned to a
specific ware category (Sutton and Schneider 1996:77–78).
Objective: To document the nature and extent of interregional exchange (and indirectly, external
relations) indicated by archaeological remains within the study area.


Were inhabitants of the Summit Valley intensively involved in shell bead trade? Does the
importance of the trade of shell beads from the California Coast into the Summit Valley
region change over time?
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Where did other exotic materials (e.g., steatite, shell, etc.) originate? Were these materials
transported into the Project area through exchange networks or acquired by long distance
direct procurement?



What is the proportion of various materials used to craft flaked stone tools? Do the raw
materials indicate a reliance on local or non-local materials? Were non-local materials
transported to the Summit Valley through established exchange networks, trade, or as a
result of long distance acquisition (i.e., Schneider 1996)?



Did obsidian use change over time in terms of its relative proportion in the lithic
assemblage and the source of origin (e.g., Sugarloaf Mountain versus West Sugarloaf)?
What do these changes tell us about exchange relationships? Do these changes reflect
regional patterns of material use or are the patterns unique to the Summit Valley and
surrounding area?



What significant diachronic changes are seen in the distribution and frequency of nonobsidian lithic materials (and their sources) represented in the Project study area?



Can CCS, rhyolite, and basaltic materials be sourced to their point of origin (Basgall and
True 1985:10.17)?



Can stone bead mineralogy be identified? Can they be sourced mineralogically or
chemically to their point of origin? What does this reveal about stone bead interaction
network(s) in the Gypsum and Rose Spring complexes (Eddy 2013)?



What were the sources of non-local ceramics in the Project area? Is there any evidence to
suggest the local production of pottery within the Summit Valley region?



The identification of specific material types (lithic, shell, etc.) may indicate the direction
of material exchange. In the Summit Valley area, which direction (i.e., north to south
through the Cajon Pass or east to west up the Mojave River valley) did raw materials
and/or artifacts more frequently move?



In what forms did various kinds of exotic materials and items arrive at the site: as raw
materials, in partially worked forms, or as finished articles?

Objective: To identify established regional influences on material culture in the Project area and
explore the possible existence of parallel social/material exchange networks.


Does the material assemblage support cultural affiliation or influence from the Lower
Colorado River, Lower/Middle Mojave River, coastal and/or inland areas of southern
California, Southwest, or Owens Valley?



Were any sites within the Project area major nodes in the material exchange system(s)?
If so, does the material evidence indicate which exchange system(s) these sites were
tapped into?



If inhabitants of the Summit Valley were involved in trade/exchange, what natural or
culturally modified resources did they own or control that could have been traded for
exotic resources? Did locally available CCS retain any economic value in exchange with
neighboring coastal or inland groups?
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How do the artifact assemblages from sites in the Project area compare to Oro Grande,
the Siphon Site (CA-SBR-6580), and Deep Creek Site (CA-SBR-176) and what can we
infer of social/material exchange networks from these habitation sites?

Data Requirements: Among the data needed to address the research questions posed above are:
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Chronological data to accurately place site assemblages and components in time;



Stratigraphic data to provide a context for analyses of obsidian and other materials;



Site-specific obsidian hydration rates;



Geological information about the local, regional, and extra-regional occurrence of lithic
resources;



Obsidian source identification (by means of XRF and/or LA-ICP-MS analysis) and
hydration rim measurements;



Non-obsidian lithic source identification by means of local reconnaissance survey and
possibly scanning electron microprobe (SEM), XRF, thin-section, and/or LA-ICP-MS
analysis;



Stone beads and other exotic materials and artifacts;



Shell and shell bead source identification via attribute or isotope analysis;



Data on ceramic typologies and chemical compositional information obtained from XRF
or neutron activation analysis



Evidence of craft production workshops or distribution centers;



Analysis of flaked stone assemblages to determine at what stages of refinement various
non-local raw materials may have been obtained (as raw materials, as preforms, or as
finished implements); and



Site distribution and settlement data, together with artifact samples adequate to reveal the
quantities and proportions of exotic and local materials in the assemblages.
PROTOHISTORIC/ETHNOHISTORIC RESEARCH THEMES

De Barros (2004:2-85) defines two major research issues associated with the Protohistoric/
Ethnohistoric occupation of the Summit Valley. These include the extent of trade that local
Native American groups had with Europeans and the impact of acculturation on the local
indigenous populations. Each of these research topics is discussed below, along with their
associated objectives and data requirements.
6.2.1 Early European Trade Relations
Archaeological and ethnohistoric data indicate that the village of Guapiabit (CA-SBR-93, CASBR-1675/H, and CA-SBR-1913) was one of the major settlements occupied during the
Protohistoric/Ethnohistoric period in the upper Mojave River region. As previously discussed,
the village was first visited by the Spanish in 1776 (Coues 1900:246). Father Zalvidea later
traveled to Guapiabit during an expedition through Mojave Desert in 1806 (Beattie and Beattie
1939:4). Archival evidence suggests that the village was abandoned sometime between 1815 and
1819 (Engelhardt 1927:110–111; Nuez 1955).
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Guapiabit is located along the route of the Mojave Trail which ran between the Lower Colorado
River and the coastal regions of southern California. Established during prehistoric times, the
trail functioned as a major transportation route for both travelers and traders throughout the
Protohistoric and early Historic periods. According to King (1978), European trade goods
entered into native California trade networks as early as the mid-1500s. Given the strategic
location of the village along a major trade route, the inhabitants of Guapiabit probably acquired
European trade goods prior to direct contact with the Spanish in the 1770s. It is likely that the
trade of European goods in the Project area intensified through time, particularly in the period
following the establishment of the San Gabriel Mission in 1771.
A study of European trade goods recovered from sites in the Project area may provide important
information on the nature and extent of early Spanish-Native American contact in the upper
Mojave River region. Trade items that may be present include metal tools, glass trade beads,
clothing items (buttons), ornaments, smoking pipes, and possibly refined earthenware,
stoneware, or mission-made earthenware ceramics.
Objective: To document the extent of trade that Guapiabit residents had with European
populations.


What European trade goods are present in the archaeological record?



When do these artifacts first appear in the record? Are European trade goods restricted to
the period of direct contact (i.e., after the mid-1770s)?

Data Requirements: Among the data needed to address the research questions posed above are:


Chronological data to accurately place site assemblages and components in the
Protohistoric period;



Stratigraphic data to provide a context for analyses of European trade goods; and



Artifacts of known European origin from excavated contexts within the Project area (e.g.,
metal tools, glass trade beads, buttons, ornaments, smoking pipes, or non-Native
ceramics).

6.2.2 Acculturation
The effects of European contact and the extent of material acculturation on Native American
groups in the Summit Valley can also be investigated using archaeological data from the Project
area. The establishment of the missions and the mission system resulted in profound changes to
indigenous populations throughout California. Conversion and enculturation led to the
permanent alteration of native cultures, culminating with the forcible removal of the western
Serrano people from the upper Mojave River region to the missions between 1819 and 1834
(Beattie and Beattie 1939:366).
As previously mentioned, archaeological and ethnohistoric data indicate that the village of
Guapiabit (CA-SBR-93, CA-SBR-1675/H, and CA-SBR-1913) was inhabited until at least A.D.
1815. As such, these sites may contain archaeological data that may be used to evaluate the
impacts that the Spanish may have had on material culture, movement of people, and local
demography within the Project area. Changes in material culture may be evidenced by the
appearance of European trade goods (see above), as well as modifications in the characteristics
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and types of features found at the sites. For example, notable differences in the dimensions or
configuration of post-contact housepit structures may indicate changes in the size or composition
of household groups. Contact with the Spanish may also result in the adoption of new
construction techniques, structure types, or features, which may not be characteristic of
prehistoric material traits. As the Spanish introduced new plants and animals into the native
subsistence regime, changes in native diet may also be evident in the archaeological record.
Finally, de Barros (2003:4-69) notes that differential access to European material culture and
lifeways could have impacted the social structure, creating status differences among households
that may be seen archaeologically in the distribution of certain material goods.
Demographic changes at Guapiabit during the Ethnohistoric period may also be evaluated to
determine the effects of acculturation on the population of the village. Mission records will be
used to examine evidence of population shifts and to provide insights into the extent of contact
between the San Gabriel mission and the village.
Objective: To examine the effects of contact on native populations and evidence for material
acculturation at Guapiabit during the Ethnohistoric period.


What European trade goods are present in archaeological deposits dating to the early
Historic period? Is there evidence to suggest European trade goods are differentially
distributed across the early Historic period deposits?



Are notable changes seen in the size or configuration of housepit structures dating to the
early Historic period? Is there evidence for the adoption of new construction techniques
or features following contact?



Did the residents of Guapiabit have access to European-introduced plant and animal
resources? Is so, how did these newly introduced food sources impact the native
subsistence regime?



Is there a demographic decline in the residential size of the village through time during
the early Historic period due to missionization?

Data Requirements: Among the data needed to address the research questions posed above are:


Chronological data to accurately place site assemblages and components in the early
Historic period;



Stratigraphic data to provide a context for analyses of artifacts and features dating to the
early Historic period;



Artifacts of known European origin from excavated contexts within the Project area (e.g.,
metal tools, glass trade beads, buttons, ornaments, smoking pipes, or non-Native
ceramics);



Architectural data on ethnohistoric pithouse structures, including size and construction
technique;



Information on feature types and distributions;



Faunal and floral remains from excavated Ethnohistoric contexts; and
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6.3

Historic registers from the San Gabriel Mission containing baptism, marriage, and burial
records of Guapiabit residents.
CULTURAL LANDSCAPE RESEARCH THEME

Landscape refers broadly to culturally constructed space and the creation of meaningful places.
Landscape includes natural-resource distributions and how human groups map on to those
resources, but it also comprises how natural resources and landmarks are incorporated into the
cultural landscape as meaningful places. For hunter-gatherer groups this may include burial
grounds, rock art sites, a built or modified environment that extends beyond a habitation site,
rivers, mountains, or resource-collection areas that are culturally significant, or even habitation
or activity sites that bear important cultural meaning.
Cultural landscape approaches have been useful for understanding cultural resources within the
context of broader surroundings (Ashmore and Knapp 1999; Bender 1993; Cosgrove 1984;
Fowles 2010; Hirsch and O'Hanlon 1995; Potter 2004; Rossignol and Wandsnider 1992; Tilley
1994; Ucko and Layton 1999). The approach explicitly acknowledges the importance of both the
natural environment—its features and its resources—and constructed places of meaning (the
built environment). Within this theoretical construct, places are perceived, experienced,
contextualized, and given meaning by people and their actions and these actions are both
constrained and enabled by the natural and cultural resources composing the landscape. The
cultural landscape is therefore created by human activity and structured by the distribution of
resources on the land and the cultural perceptions of human relationships to those resources
(Anschuetz et al. 2001; Ashmore and Knapp 1999; Potter 2004). The cultural landscape
encompassing the Project area is a village landscape, centered on the prehistoric and
ethnohistoric village complex of Guapiabit. It also includes a vast array of related sites and
landforms surrounding this village complex.
While sacred places, revered landforms, and residential sites are the most visible components of
cultural landscapes, an equally important element is the activity area or “taskscape,” which
comprises places created and modified through repetitious activities “mapped onto” the
landscape (Ingold 1993; Perry and Delaney-Rivera 2011:106) and connected physically to other
places through a patchwork of trails and relationally by the social and economic meanings
associated with the specific task. Each task derives its meaning from its position within an
ensemble of tasks, generally by groups working together (Ingold 1993; Robinson 2010). As such,
individual tasks or activities represented at or near sites cannot be considered in isolation from
the ensemble, an idea that resonates with Native American views of the landscape and the recent
delineation of an archaeological district containing not only large village sites, but also many of
the associated small, task-specific sites around the village sites (Schneider 2014). The taskscape,
then is a socially constructed space of human activity, understood as having spatial boundaries
and delimitations for the purposes of analysis.
Objective: Identify sacred places, revered landforms, and residential sites that are the most
visible components of the cultural landscape.


Are there significant landforms that settlements were associating with through cardinal
directionality, viewshed access, or proximity (e.g., at the base or on top of an important
mountain peak or hill)?
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If so, do these sites contain elements in their assemblages that are unique, such as human
burials, high quantities of ochre or exotics, or other features that might indicate that they
were also meaningful places on the landscape?



One expectation is that a site that retains particular cultural meaning may not only be
associated with a particular viewshed or landscape feature but may also be relatively
isolated from other sites that are positioned in relation to other, more mundane resources.
Can GIS analysis identify such sites?



Can viewshed analysis illuminate relationships among sites and between sites and natural
features on the landscape?

Collaboration with native groups and the use of native knowledge is central to finding meaning
in the past as well as exploring how and why meanings change, particularly with regards to
landscape features (Sheehan and Lilley 2008). This use of the direct historical approach is what
Cajete (2000) refers to as “native science.” This knowledge, when available and appropriate, can
be incorporated into a comprehensive approach to the environment (natural and built) such that
“ecological or systemic analyses [are linked] with more humanistic lines of inquiry, rather than
privileging one over the other” (Fowles 2010:464).


Are tribal elders willing to impart their knowledge of the study area and the landscape
features both within it and visible from it?



Can we assign native meaning to landscape features and project these back in time with
any confidence?



Can GIS analysis identify patterns among sacred peaks, as identified through native
knowledge, and prehistoric site distributions? Do tribal elders have knowledge directly
regarding prehistoric sites or features and any cultural meaning they may possess?

Objective: Identify the spatial positions of particular tasks on the land and the locational
relationships of these tasks on the landscape.


Is there evidence for a taskscape, or a portion of a taskscape, in the study area? Is lithic
procurement and the staged production of tools at various locations/sites part of a larger
taskscape?



What do component-specific assemblages indicate about the range of activities conducted
at the locations, the gender composition of the task groups, and the nature of work
organization necessary to accomplish these tasks?

Data Requirements: Among the data needed to address the research questions posed above are:


GIS data regarding the spatial relationships of natural resource distributions, landmarks,
viewsheds, and archaeological sites and features;



Artifact and feature data that inform on the tasks conducted at various sites on the
landscape;
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Chronological data to accurately place site assemblages and components in time; and



Interviews with tribal elders that provide access to tribal knowledge of the landscape.

6.4

HISTORIC RESEARCH THEMES

Although much of the previous archaeological investigation conducted in the Summit Valley has
focused on evaluating prehistoric and ethnohistoric cultural resources, research on historicperiod archaeological sites in the Project area can provide important information on EuroAmerican adaptation to the arid environments that characterize the upper Mojave River region.
Using data obtained from previous cultural resources inventories undertaken within the Summit
Valley, three historic-period archaeological research domains were identified that are most
relevant to the Project area. These include transportation; mining; and agriculture, ranching, and
homesteading.
6.4.1 Transportation
For much of the period between the 1770s and the establishment of ranching operations in 1860s,
the primary historical use of the Summit Valley was as a travel corridor. Several important
historic-period trails and roads traverse the upper Mojave River region. One of the most notable
was the Mojave Road/Old Government Road (CA-SBR-3033/H), which is believed to have run
along the West Fork of the Mojave River in the Project area. The road followed a wellestablished trail between the Lower Colorado River and the coastal regions of southern
California that was used over millennia by Native American travelers and traders. The paths
were worked into a military wagon road in 1859 as a route between California and Arizona. The
road remained a major transportation link between Los Angeles and points east until the railway
crossed the desert in 1885. Although no traces of the road have yet been documented in the
Summit Valley, it is possible that additional study may reveal remnants of this historic-period
transportation route.
Two other unpaved historic-period roads have also been recorded within the Project area. These
include the Goat Trail Road (CA-SBR-7974H) and a section of an unnamed dirt road (CA-SBR15834H). The study of these roads may provide information with which to link individual
transportation routes to specific places or functions. Through such work, insights may be gained
on the development of historical transportation routes in the upper Mojave River region.
Material culture associated with these early routes may be evident on the landscape as well.
Historical debris from early travel across this stretch of the Mojave Desert may be evident in the
form of cans or other refuse associated with vehicle maintenance. Debris associated with early
automobile use is often found adjacent to the linear sites, which may indicate the age and
historical use of the route through time. Archival documents, along with aerial imagery, may be
required to determine transportation route ages, route modifications, landscape modifications,
and the historical relevance of associated artifacts and features.
Objective: To examine the historical transportation networks that were present in the Project
area and investigate how these networks affected development in the Summit Valley.


Can any of the historical routes within the Project be associated with specific places or
function?
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What does historical debris found in association with historical travel routes indicate
about the age and historical use of the route, modes of transportation, and the people who
used the route?



What is the relationship between transportation routes and other historic-period cultural
resources within the Project area? Were these routes created to provide access to specific
locations or did existing transportation routes shape subsequent use of the area?

Data Requirements: Among the data needed to address the research questions posed above are:


Chronological data to accurately assess the construction and use dates of roads in the
Historic period;



Artifact assemblages and sites found in association with the roads to provide information
on age and use of linear sites; and



Documentary information in the form of U.S. Geological Survey historical maps, U.S.
GLO township plat maps, BLM land patent records, master title plat maps, and Historical
Index data sheets.



Aerial photographs of the area to identify linear features that may represent road
segments

6.4.2 Mining
Although mining in the nearby San Bernardino Mountains began in 1854, it was the discovery of
gold in the 1860s in the area north of Big Bear Lake that resulted in one of the largest gold
rushes in southern California. Throughout the following decade, a series of briefly lucrative
mining camps were established on both sides of the San Bernardino Mountains, including areas
within Devil Canyon and the Cajon Pass. In the 1870s and 1880s, mining expanded northward
into the western Mojave Desert. Within the Project vicinity, the Oro Grande Mining District,
which included Hesperia, Victor, and Oro Grande, was a rich region for minerals, including gold,
silver, gem stones, marble, and limestone (Sturm 1993:17).
Archival information suggests that mining was not a significant endeavor in the Summit Valley
during the Historic period (Shumway et al. 1980). However, three archaeological sites have been
identified within the Project area that exhibit evidence of mining-related activities. These include
a small open pit mine (CA-SBR-1623H), a mining shaft (CA-SBR-4398H), and an adit with an
associated sluice (CA-SBR-6178H). Investigations at these sites have the potential to inform on
prospecting and mining activities that were undertaken within the Project area and to investigate
how these activities contributed to the economic development of the Summit Valley.
Objective: To examine the extent and types of historic-period prospecting and mining activities
undertaken in the Project area.


What material was prospected or mined?



During what time period did the prospecting or mining take place?



What specific activities were performed on the site? Did these activities change over
time?
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Are mining sites concentrated around a particular topographic feature or geological
formations?



What regional patterns of mining are suggested by comparing contemporary mining sites
found within the Project area with sites in the larger Summit Valley and surrounding
areas?

Data Requirements: Among the data needed to address the research questions posed above are:


Chronological data from temporally diagnostic artifacts that can be used to assess the age
of the mining sites;



Artifact assemblages and features to identify the types of mining and the variety of
mining techniques that are associated with each site; and



Historic maps and mining records that detail the location, ownership, and type of mines
within the Project area.

6.4.3 Agriculture, Ranching, and Homesteading
The passage of the Homestead Act in 1862 and the Desert Lands Act of 1877 opened vast areas
of public land in the western United States to private citizens who were interested in developing
the land for agriculture and livestock. Within the Summit Valley, patent records indicate that the
fertile grasslands nestled against the northern edge of the San Bernardino Mountains began to be
settled in the early 1860s. In the decades that followed, agriculture and cattle ranching became
important industries in the Summit Valley. These economic pursuits continued in the area until
the construction of the Cedar Springs Dam and the California Aqueduct in the late 1960s.
It is assumed that much of the historic-period agricultural and ranching activity conducted within
the Project area was associated with operations at the Las Flores Ranch, a large ranch facility
located adjacent to the Project property. The land that eventually became known as Las Flores
Ranch was first obtained by E. K. Dunlap in 1863 and consisted of a 440-ac area that included
portions of Sections 29, 31, and 32, Township 3 North, Range 4 West. Several buildings were
constructed on the property at this time, with additional structures built at the ranch complex in
the following decades. GLO surveyor’s notes and map indicate that in 1885, land along this
stretch of the upper Mojave River included irrigation agriculture, along with open range
pasturing of livestock.
An examination of historical records indicates that Las Flores Ranch followed a classic pattern of
rangeland control (Peter et al. 1989:21). In the later portion of the nineteenth century, the owners
of the ranch bought up much of the area adjacent to the river. As a result of these land purchases,
the ranch was able to control access to water in the Summit Valley. This type of ownership
pattern not only prevented serious competition from other farmers, but also allowed open-range
use of unpatented land on adjacent lands which could be used for grazing large livestock herds.
Although the Las Flores Ranch dominated the Summit Valley throughout the latter half of the
nineteenth century, several small homestead claims began to develop in areas peripheral to the
main Mojave River drainage. Previous research within the Project vicinity suggests that
homesteading activity was most intensive in the 1910s and 1920s (Peter et al. 1989:22). These
homesteaders probably consisted of semi-self-sufficient ranches and farms. Archival information
indicates that many of these homestead sites were abandoned during the 1930s.
107

Several historic-period homestead sites have been identified within the Project area. It is also
likely that at least some of the many refuse disposal sites in the Project area are associated with
homesteading activities. Historical documents may assist in identifying the household that was
likely the consumer of the waste products deposited at these sites. The examination of refuse
associated with specific homesteads may be used to evaluate the socioeconomic or ethnic
characteristics of individual household groups.
The investigation of these historic-period archaeological sites may provide important information
on agricultural, ranching, and homesteading activities that took place in the Project area. Data
obtained from this study may be used to evaluate land-use practices across the Project area and
how these practices may have changed through time. Results of such analyses may also shed
light on the degree of access homesteaders had to good agricultural land and the extent to which
the Las Flores Ranch controlled access to water in the Summit Valley.
Objective: To examine the nature and extent of agriculture, ranching, and homesteading
activities within the Project area.


What evidence of historic-period agriculture, ranching, and homesteading is present in
the Project area?



What specific activities were performed at these sites? Did these activities change over
time?



What are the ages of these sites? How long were these settlements occupied and when
were they abandoned? Is there evidence of multiple periods of use at these sites?



Does the documentary evidence suggest that most homesteaders that filed claims in the
Project receive patents for the land? How many homesteaders failed to fulfill the
homestead conditions and as such, forfeited their land claim?



What was the socioeconomic status, ethnicity, or national origin of the homesteaders?



How do agriculture, ranching, and homesteading sites in the Project area reflect or
diverge from regional or national trends?

Data Requirements: Among the data needed to address the research questions posed above are:


Chronological data from temporally diagnostic artifacts that can be used to assess the age
of the sites;



Artifact assemblages and features to identify the types of activities that were associated
with each site;



Artifacts (e.g., culinary artifacts, food preparation items, food containers and remains,
clothing/grooming, personal hygiene, and medicinal items), that may be used to examine
the social, ethnic, or economic background of the residents of the sites; and



Documentary information in the form of U.S. Geological Survey historical maps, U.S.
GLO township plat maps, BLM land patent records, master title plat maps, and Historical
Index data sheets to address questions of land ownership, claims, and landscape
modification.
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SECTION 7
MANAGEMENT PLAN
This section of the CRMP presents a management plan for cultural resources within the Project
area. Specifically, it describes the protocols and procedures pertaining to cultural resources that
should be implemented to ensure compliance with the 2010 Hesperia General Plan Update,
Project EIR, and Section 106 of the NHPA (see Section 2). These include: the identification of
the APE; the inventory and evaluation of cultural resources within the Project area; avoidance
and mitigation measures to reduce the impacts and adverse effects of the Project on significant
cultural resources and historic properties, respectively; and the monitoring of construction areas
with high potential for buried cultural resources. The plan that is presented herein has been
designed for a phased development of the Project area. If development plans change during the
implementation of the Project, then aspects of this plan may need to be modified accordingly.
7.1

IDENTIFICATION OF THE AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT (APE)

For each phase of construction, the APE will first be determined. The APE is defined as “the
geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations
in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist” (36 CFR 800.169[d]).
Establishing the APE is the first step in determining the scope of identification efforts. The
determination of the APE will be undertaken in consultation with the City, USACE, and SHPO.
To delineate the areas that may be directly and physically impacted by construction activities, the
Qualified Cultural Resources Management professional will evaluate the grading and trenching
plan that has been developed for a given phase of construction. Typically, the APE will include
all areas on the Project site that will be subject to ground-disturbing activities. In addition, the
APE will also encompass any ancillary areas that have the potential to be impacted by projectrelated ground-disturbing activities, such as off-site road construction, slope and drainage
easements, storm water detention basins, construction easements, utility relocations, access
roads, and equipment storage areas. The APE will also include any areas that could be affected
indirectly by the Project. Indirect effects may extend beyond the Project site to encompass visual,
audible, or atmospheric intrusions, shadow effects, vibrations from construction activities, or
change in access or use. As such, the APE must be set to take into account potential audible and
visual effects, the proximity and use of adjoining properties, surrounding topography, and
aspects of a cultural resource’s setting.
7.2

INVENTORY OF CULTURAL RESOURCES

Once the APE has been defined for a given phase of development, a comprehensive inventory of
the cultural resources within the impact area will be compiled. The cultural inventory shall
include all historical resources (buildings, structure, and objects) and archaeological resources
(sites and isolated artifacts) found within the APE. Archaeological resources include cultural
remains that date to the Prehistoric and/or Ethnohistoric periods, as well as remnants of historicperiod cultural sites that lack substantive building remnants (see Michael Brandman Associates
2010b:12–14).
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The identification of cultural resources will involve a four-step process that includes: (1) an
archaeological literature and records search; (2) a Phase I survey; (3) a Native American
Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File search; and (4) an assessment of the potential for buried
cultural resources.
7.2.1 Literature Review and Records Searches
The primary purpose of the literature review will be to obtain information on previously recorded
historical and archaeological cultural resources within the APE and surrounding one-half-mile
buffer area. A cultural resources records search will be undertaken at the SBAIC. To identify
potential cultural resources within the Project area, the search shall examine site records, along
with any relevant cultural resources survey, testing, or data recovery reports on file at the
Information Center. In addition, the Historic Property Data File for San Bernardino County—
which includes the NRHP, CRHR, CHL, and California Points of Historical Interest—will be
searched to ascertain the presence of known significant cultural resources in the APE and
surrounding area.
7.2.2 Phase I Archaeological Survey
Mitigation Measure CR-1 of the 2010 City of Hesperia General Plan Update, Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program, requires that any development project undertaken within
portions of the Hesperia General Plan Area (HGPA) that exhibits “Medium” or “High” cultural
resource sensitivity will likely require a Phase I cultural resources survey by a qualified Cultural
Resources Management professional. An shown in Exhibit 5, Cultural Resource Sensitivity Key
Map in the Hesperia General Plan Update EIR (Michael Brandman Associates 2010b:38–50),
most of the Project area is situated in areas designated as either having “Medium” or “High”
sensitivity.
In accordance with Mitigation Measure CR-1b of the 2010 City of Hesperia General Plan
Update, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, a cultural resources survey in Medium
and/or High sensitivity areas may not be needed if the area was surveyed by a qualified
professional in the last 10 years with negative results. As discussed in Section 4.2, URS (Peter et
al. 1989) completed an intensive Phase I survey of the Project property in 1987 for the earlier
Rancho Las Flores Development Project. This work resulted in the identification of 119 sites and
286 isolated artifacts.
Given that the URS survey of the Project area was conducted more than 10 years ago and did not
result in a negative finding, a Phase I survey of the APE shall be completed for each phase of the
Project’s development. The Phase I survey will consist of an intensive and systematic
examination of the APE by a qualified archaeologist utilizing survey transect spacing ranging
from 10 to 15 m (33 to 50 ft). A Native American monitor should accompany the qualified
archaeologist during the Phase I survey. All landforms likely to contain or exhibit
archaeologically or historically sensitive cultural resources should be inspected carefully to
ensure that visible, potentially important cultural resources are discovered and documented.
Additionally, the surveyors should investigate any unusual contours, soil changes, distinctive
vegetation patterns, features (e.g., road cuts, ditches, and stream cuts), and other potential
cultural site markers. When cultural materials are encountered, the determination of whether the
materials constitute a site should be based on the analysis of the artifact classes represented, the
age of the identified artifacts (greater than 45 years), the context in which they are found, and
their spatial relation to other cultural material across the landscape. Individual artifacts and
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small, very sparse scatters of artifacts (less than three artifacts within a 30 m radius area) that
appear to be secondary deposits may be identified as isolated occurrences.
During the survey, an attempt shall be made to find all previously recorded historical and
archaeological resources within the APE in order to determine if the character of the resource has
changed (e.g., ground disturbance, presence of previously unrecorded artifact types and features,
site boundary changes) since it was originally documented. All resources shall be recorded (if
newly encountered) or updated (if previously recorded) on State of California Department of
Parks and Recreation (DPR) Primary Records and Archaeological Site Forms (DPR 523 [1995]).
Completed DPR forms will be submitted to the SBAIC for assignment of primary numbers
and/or permanent trinomial designations.
Systematic efforts should be made to characterize and define the boundaries of each resource, as
well as discrete activity loci and cultural features. The field mapping of site constituents and
boundaries should utilize submeter-accurate global positioning system (GPS) receivers, and
should be supplemented with hand-drawn field sketch maps and photographs. The results of the
field mapping should then be incorporated into the project’s existing cultural resources
geographic information system (GIS) database and analyzed in relation to the various Project
elements.
Following the completion of the Phase I survey, a technical report of the findings shall be
prepared. This report will include a Project description, cultural setting, methods, survey results,
and recommendations for further cultural resource management. The report would also
incorporate results of the records searches from the SBAIC and any additional information
obtained from the NAHC or scoping efforts with Native American individuals and organizations.
The Phase I report shall be submitted to the City and the USACE for review and approval.
7.2.3 Historical (Architecture/Built Environment) Resources Survey
A historical (architecture/built environment) resources survey may also be warranted if the Phase
I archaeological survey (see above) identifies standing structures, buildings, and/or objects
within the APE. In most cases, these historical resources can be recorded through a
reconnaissance-level historic built-environment survey. Reconnaissance-level surveys are most
useful for identifying potentially eligible built-environment resources based solely on apparent
age and integrity.
Undocumented architectural properties will first be examined to determine the site content and
boundaries. The entire activity area associated with the building or building cluster, which is
defined by the extent of associated cultural landscape features visible on the surface, shall be
documented during the survey. Both on-the-ground resources and review of historical and
current tax assessor maps can be used to determine the building site or cluster boundaries. If
surface and potential subsurface historic-period archaeological deposits and features are found in
association with the architectural features, these remains should be recorded as part of the
historical resource. Historic built-environment resources shall be recorded on State of California
Department of Parks and Recreation Building, Structure, and Object Record Site Forms (DPR
523b [1995]). Previously recorded architectural properties will be re-inspected and redocumented using the appropriate historic building/resource inventory form. If the building has
been altered, affected by environmental conditions, or if the existing record lacks relevant
information, an updated record form may be required.
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Following the completion of the historical resources survey, a technical report of the findings
shall be prepared. This report will include a Project description, cultural setting, methods, survey
results, and recommendations for further cultural resource management. The report would also
incorporate results of the records searches from the SBAIC and any additional information
obtained from archival research. The historical resources survey report shall be submitted to the
City and the USACE for review and approval.
7.2.4 Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File Search
As stipulated in Mitigation Measure CR-1.b.1 of the 2010 City of Hesperia General Plan
Update, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, if a cultural resource assessment is
required under Mitigation Measure CR-1a and/or CR-1b (see Section 7.2.2), the qualified
Cultural Resource Management professional performing the study must also request a Sacred
Lands File (SLF) search from the NAHC as part of the scoping process for the project. Upon
receipt of the NAHC Sacred Lands File Search response, the qualified professional shall send a
scoping request letter and/or verbally contact each tribal entity the NAHC lists in order to obtain
information on Native American sacred sites that may be located within the Project vicinity.
Documentation of this Sacred Lands scoping process must be provided in the Phase I cultural
resources technical report (see Section 7.2.2).
7.2.5 Assessment of the Potential for Buried Cultural Resources
Previous archaeological investigations by Sutton and Schneider (1989), Sutton and Schneider
(1993), and de Barros (2004) indicate that there is a potential for encountering cultural materials
in buried contexts within the Project area. Specifically, this work has demonstrated the presence
of buried archaeological remains under colluvial and alluvial deposits on the margins of the
lower terraces of the Mojave River. In addition, de Barros (2004:5-10) speculated a potential for
sites buried under alluvial deposits within the floodplain of the West Fork of the Mojave River.
Buried archaeological resources are not randomly distributed through the landscape but rather,
occur in specific geoenvironmental settings. As such, predictions about where buried
archaeological sites are located can be made when the geological data are examined in relation to
characteristics related to the past distribution of important subsistence resources (e.g., distance to
water) and other environmental factors (e.g., aspect, ecotone, or slope). Results obtained from
such analysis may be used to develop a sensitivity model for buried resources. This type of
assessment shall be prepared for each phase of the development within the Project area in order
to identify those portions of the APE that are likely to contain buried deposits. Results of this
analysis shall be included in the Phase I cultural resources technical report (see Section 7.2.2).
Recommendations may also be presented in the report, which may include the development of a
buried site testing program or monitoring (see Section 7.4.3) in areas classified as high
sensitivity for buried resources.
7.3

CULTURAL RESOURCES EVALUATION

In accordance with Mitigation Measures CR-1c and CR-2a of the 2010 City of Hesperia General
Plan Update, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, if historical or archaeological
cultural resources, respectively, are identified within the developmental Planning Area, the City
shall require that those resources be tested for historical significance by a qualified Cultural
Resource Management professional in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines. These
mitigation measures stipulate that testing may not be required if a previous significance
determination study has shown that the resource is not eligible for listing on the CRHR. Within
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the Project area, 117 historical and archaeological cultural resources have been evaluated for
significance under CEQA Section 15064(a); all but 21 of these resources have been
recommended or determined to be eligible for CRHR listing (Table 5).
Under Section 106 (36 CFR 800.4[c]), cultural resources located within the APE will also need
to be evaluated for NRHP eligibility. In total, 141 cultural resources within the Project area have
been previously evaluated for listing on the NRHP (Table 5). Of these resources, 94 sites have
been recommended or determined as eligible for listing, and as such, may be considered to be
historic properties; the remaining 47 resources were recommended or determined to be ineligible
for NRHP listing. As stipulated in 36 CFR 800.4(c)(1), however, the passage of time, changing
perceptions of significance, or incomplete prior evaluations may required the reevaluation of at
least some of these previously evaluated resources.
To determine if the significance of previously evaluated resources has changed since their
original assessment and to assess unevaluated cultural resources that may be impacted or
affected by a given phase of the Project’s development, sets of generic procedures are presented
below for historical and archaeological cultural resources. The primary objective of these
investigations will be to evaluate cultural resources for significance as defined by the State
CEQA Guidelines and Section 106 of the NHPA. The procedures to be implemented in the
evaluation of historical cultural resources are first presented, followed by the procedures for
archaeological resources.
7.3.1 Historical Cultural Resources Evaluation
The significance of a cultural resource can be judged and explained only when it is evaluated
within its historic context. Historic contexts are those patterns or trends in history by which a
specific occurrence, property, or site is understood and its meaning (and ultimately its
significance) within history or prehistory is made clear (National Park Service 1991:7). As such,
the first step the significance evaluation of a historical cultural resource is the development of a
context statement that is tailored to the cultural resource(s) being examined. Placing a resource in
its proper historic context also allows for the identification of important research questions that
may be answered by additional archival research or further study. The preparation of the context
statement may be derived from the set of regional historical research themes presented in Section
6.4.
Historic built-environment resources within the APE will initially be inventoried as part of the
historical resources survey for each phase of the Project’s development (see Section 7.2.3).
During the subsequent evaluation phase, all identified historical properties that are determined to
be over 45 years of age will be evaluated for eligibility for listing on the CRHR and NRHP.
Additional fieldwork may be required during the evaluation phase to define the built
environment completely and describe the elements of the resource more thoroughly, including its
small-scale and landscape elements that may not have been recorded during the inventory phase.
Fieldwork efforts may include documenting the entire activity area associated with the building,
structure, or object, as well as compiling a comprehensive description of the property including
its condition, historic and current use, and architectural style. Architectural resources shall be
described from the foundation to the roofline, portraying the building or structure shape, wall
opening, wall cladding, roof configuration, ornamentation, and alterations. Vernacular
construction techniques and the use of other architectural styles will also be noted. Small-scale
elements (e.g., propane tanks), approach roads and driveways, utilities, and the physical setting
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Table 5
Cultural Resources in Project Area Evaluated for Listing on the CRHR and NRHP
Primary No.

1

CRHR

Trinomial/Other
Site No.

Site Type

Eligible

NRHP

Not eligible

Eligible

Not eligible

36-000093

CA-SBR-93/H

Prehistoric/Ethnographic Village Site

x

x

36-001615

CA-SBR-1615

Prehistoric Plant Extraction and Processing Site

x

36-001623

CA-SBR-1623H

Historical Mining Camp

36-001624

CA-SBR-1624

Prehistoric Residential Base

36-001625

CA-SBR-1625

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

36-001666

CA-SBR-1666

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x (6Y)

36-001668

CA-SBR-1668H

Historical Homestead Site

x

x

36-001672

CA-SBR-1672

Prehistoric Ceremonial Site

x

36-001673

CA-SBR-1673

Prehistoric Temporary Camp

x

36-001674

CA-SBR-1674

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

36-001675

CA-SBR-1675/H

Prehistoric/Ethnographic Village Site

x

36-001886

CA-SBR-1886

Prehistoric Temporary Camp

x

36-001913

CA-SBR-1913/H

Prehistoric/Ethnographic Village Site

x

36-002297

CA-SBR-2297H

Historical Refuse Disposal Site

36-002298

CA-SBR-2298

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-002397

CA-SBR-2397

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-002592

CA-SBR-2592

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-003327

CA-SBR-3327H

Historical Homestead Site

x (6Y)

36-004218

CA-SBR-4218H

Historical Homestead Site

x (6Y)

36-005292

CA-SBR-5292H

Historical Refuse Disposal Site

36-005342

CA-SBR-5342

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

36-005366

CA-SBR-5366H

Historical Homestead Site

36-005758

CA-SBR-5758

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006176

CA-SBR-6176

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006177

CA-SBR-6177

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006178

CA-SBR-6178H

Historic Mining Camp

x (6Y)

36-006179

CA-SBR-6179

Prehistoric Temporary Camp

x (6Y)

x

x

x

x (2S2)

x

x (2S2)
x

x

x
x
x
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x
x
x

Primary No.

1

CRHR

Trinomial/Other
Site No.

Site Type

Eligible

NRHP

Not eligible

Eligible

Not eligible

36-006180

CA-SBR-6180H

Historic Homestead Site

x (6Y)

36-006181

CA-SBR-6181H

Historic Homestead Site

x (6Y)

36-006183

CA-SBR-6183

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006184

CA-SBR-6184

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006185

CA-SBR-6185

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006186

CA-SBR-6186

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006187

CA-SBR-6187

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006188

CA-SBR-6188

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006189

CA-SBR-6189

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006190

CA-SBR-6190

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006191

CA-SBR-6191

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006192

CA-SBR-6192

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006193

CA-SBR-6193H

Historic Refuse Disposal Site

x (6Y)

36-006194

CA-SBR-6194

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006195

CA-SBR-6195

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x (6Y)

36-006196

CA-SBR-6196H

Historic Homestead Site

x (6Y)

36-006201

CA-SBR-6201H

Historic Homestead Site

x (6Y)

36-006202

CA-SBR-6202

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

36-006580

CA-SBR-6580

Prehistoric Residential Base

?

x

36-007691

CA-SBR-7691

Prehistoric Temporary Camp

x

x (2S2)

36-007974

CA-SBR-7974H

Historic Goat Trail Road

36-010316

CA-SBR-10316H

Historical Control-San Bernardino 140-kV Tower Line

36-013753

CA-SBR-12646H

Historical Refuse Disposal Site

x

x

36-013756

CA-SBR-12649H

Historical Refuse Disposal Site

x

x

36-013757

CA-SBR-12650H

Historical Refuse Disposal Site

x

x

36-013762

CA-SBR-12651

Prehistoric Residential Base

36-013768

CA-SBR-12657

Modern Rock Ring

x

x

36-013772

CA-SBR-12661H

Historical Water Collection and Storage Feature

x

x

36-010316

CA-SBR-10316H

Historic Control-San Bernardino 140-kV Tower Line

x (6Y)

X (6Y)
x

x
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x

x (2S2)

Primary No.

Trinomial/Other
Site No.

1

CRHR
Site Type

Eligible

NRHP

Not eligible

Eligible

Not eligible

36-013765

CA-SBR-12654H

Historical Refuse Disposal Site

x

x

36-013766

CA-SBR-12655H

Historical Refuse Disposal Site

x

x

x

x

36-013767

CA-SBR-12656H

Historical Refuse Disposal Site

36-013768

CA-SBR-12657

Prehistoric Temporary Camp

x

x

36-013769

CA-SBR-12658

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-013773

CA-SBR-12662

Prehistoric Residential Base

x

x

Historical California Aqueduct

x

x

36-021351

x

x

36-027000

CA-SBR-17018H

Historical Refuse Disposal Site

36-027001

CA-SBR-17019

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027002

CA-SBR-17020

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027003

CA-SBR-17021

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027004

CA-SBR-17022

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027005

CA-SBR-17023

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027007

CA-SBR-17024

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027008

CA-SBR-17025

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027009

CA-SBR-17026

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027010

CA-SBR-17027

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027011

CA-SBR-17028

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

36-027012

CA-SBR-17029/H

Prehistoric Lithic Reduction Station/Historical Rock
Cairn

36-027013

CA-SBR-17030

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027015

CA-SBR-17031

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027016

CA-SBR-17032

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027017

CA-SBR-17033

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027018

CA-SBR-17034

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027019

CA-SBR-17035

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027020

CA-SBR-17036

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027021

CA-SBR-17037

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027022

CA-SBR-17038

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x
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x
x

x

Primary No.

Trinomial/Other
Site No.

1

CRHR
Site Type

Eligible

Not eligible

NRHP
Eligible

36-027023

CA-SBR-17039

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027024

CA-SBR-17040

Prehistoric Temporary Camp

x

x

36-027025

CA-SBR-17041

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027026

CA-SBR-17042

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027027

CA-SBR-17043

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027028

CA-SBR-17044

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027029

CA-SBR-17045

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027030

CA-SBR-17046

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027031

CA-SBR-17047

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027032

CA-SBR-17048

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027034

CA-SBR-17049

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027035

CA-SBR-17050

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027036

CA-SBR-17051

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027037

CA-SBR-17052

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027038

CA-SBR-17053

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027039

CA-SBR-17054

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027040

CA-SBR-17055

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027041

CA-SBR-17056

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027042

CA-SBR-17057

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-0270343

CA-SBR-17058

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027044

CA-SBR-17059

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027045

CA-SBR-17060

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027046

CA-SBR-17061

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027047

CA-SBR-17062

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027048

CA-SBR-17063

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027049

CA-SBR-17064

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027050

CA-SBR-17065

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027051

CA-SBR-17066

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027052

CA-SBR-17067

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x
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Not eligible

Primary No.

Trinomial/Other
Site No.

1

CRHR
Site Type

Eligible

NRHP

Not eligible

Eligible

Not eligible

36-027053

CA-SBR-17068

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027054

CA-SBR-17069

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027055

CA-SBR-17070

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027056

CA-SBR-17071

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027057

CA-SBR-17072

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027058

CA-SBR-17073

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027059

CA-SBR-17074

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027060

CA-SBR-17075

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027061

CA-SBR-17076

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027062

CA-SBR-17077

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027063

CA-SBR-17078

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027064

CA-SBR-17079

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027065

CA-SBR-17080

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027066

CA-SBR-17081

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027067

CA-SBR-17082

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027068

CA-SBR-17083

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027069

CA-SBR-17084

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027070

CA-SBR-17085

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027071

CA-SBR-17086

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027072

CA-SBR-17087

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027073

CA-SBR-17088

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027074

CA-SBR-17089

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027075

CA-SBR-17090

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027076

CA-SBR-17091

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027077

CA-SBR-17092

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027078

CA-SBR-17093

Prehistoric Temporary Camp

x

x

x

x

36-027079

CA-SBR-17094H

Historical Homestead Site

36-027080

CA-SBR-17095

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027081

CA-SBR-17096

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x
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Primary No.

1

CRHR

Trinomial/Other
Site No.

Site Type

Eligible

NRHP

Not eligible

Eligible

x

x

36-027082

CA-SBR-17097H

Historical Road

36-027168

CA-SBR-17136

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027169

CA-SBR-17137

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

x

x

36-027170

CA-SBR-17138/H

Prehistoric Lithic Reduction Station and Historic-period
Refuse Scatter

36-027171

CA-SBR-17139

Prehistoric Lithic Quarry/Assay/Reduction Station

1

x
x

Not eligible

x
x

OHP Status Codes -- 2S2: Individual property determined eligible for NRHP by a consensus through Section 106 Process, Listed in CRHR; 6Y: Determined ineligible
for NRHP by consensus through Section 106 Process – Not evaluated for the CRHR or Local Listing.
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shall be documented along with the buildings, structures, and objects. Each historical cultural
resource should also be photographed and mapped in sufficient detail to record the key characterdefining features of the property.
Background archival research will also likely be required during the data gathering phase of the
evaluation process. The goal of this research will be to obtain as much specific information as
possible about the history and use of each historical cultural resource to be evaluated. The bulk
of these data will derive from primary sources such as title histories, city directories, census data,
voter registration, historical photographs, and special archival collections. In addition, historical
maps, utility as-builts, real property records, aerial photographs, other pictorial material, and
local histories may also be consulted.
The final component of the evaluation process will involve the formal assessment of the
significance and integrity of the historical resource. Assessments of significance involve
considerations of all the available data and interpretations of the historical resources with respect
to Criteria of Evaluation for the CRHR and the NRHP. Significance is based on how well the
historical cultural resource being considered represents one or more of the themes presented in
the historic context and its association with important events or people as well as its inherent
architectural and engineering qualities and potential to yield information about the past.
Moreover, in order to be considered as representative of a particular historical theme, a cultural
resource not only must possess significant associations but also must retain integrity—it must
possess the ability to convey its importance. The seven aspects of integrity are location, setting,
feeling, association, workmanship, materials, and design. All of these factors must be considered
during the eligibility evaluation.
If a historical resource is found to be eligible for listing on the CRHR, then the impacts of the
Project on the significant resource need to be determined. In those cases where a Project’s
impacts may cause substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource,
potentially feasible measures shall be identified that reduce the impacts of the Project to a less
than significant level.
In accordance with 36 CFR 800.5, if a historical resource is determined to be a historic property
and is eligible for listing on the NRHP, then the potential adverse effects of the undertaking on
the property must be assessed. Towards this end, the Criteria of Adverse Effect [36 CFR
800.5(a)(1)] will be applied to each historic property to determine whether the undertaking may
alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of the property that qualify it for the NRHP.
Examples of Adverse Effects under 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2) included, but are not limited to:
i.
ii.

iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property;
Alteration of a property that is not consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for treatment of historic properties (36 CFR 68) and applicable
guidelines;
Removal of the property from its historic location;
Change in the character of the property’s use or of physical feature within the
property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance;
Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character
with the property or later its setting;
Neglect of a property resulting in its deterioration or destruction; and
Transfer, lease, or sale of the property.
120

The findings of the historical cultural resources evaluation shall be presented in a historical
resources assessment report. This report will include a Project description, historic context,
methods, results, and significance evaluations for those historical resources that may be impacted
or adversely affected by a given phase of the Project’s development. The report will also offer
recommendations regarding the avoidance and mitigation of impacts and adverse effects to
significant historical resources located within the development area. These recommendations
may include historical restoration/preservation, adaptive reuse, and/or relocation of the
significant building or structure to a similar site. The evaluation report shall be submitted to the
City and USACE for review and approval. A finalized version of the historical resources
assessment report shall be submitted to the SBAIC of the California Historical Resources
Information System (CHRIS).
7.3.2 Archaeological Cultural Resources Evaluation
Although the specific objectives used in the evaluation of archaeological resources will need to
be determined on a site-by-site basis, all archaeological (Phase II) evaluation programs should be
based on a clearly articulated research design. This research design must clearly state the
investigation’s research problems and the specific research questions to be addressed. Relevant
research hypotheses should be derived from the set of regional research questions that are
presented in Section 6.
Once the appropriate research questions have been defined, a methodological approach should be
developed for the evaluation of each archaeological resource within the APE to ensure that the
necessary data are collected during the Phase II investigation. It should be noted that for some
archaeological sites and isolated artifacts, information obtained during the Phase I inventory
survey may be sufficient to determine significance; in these cases, no additional data collection
during the Phase II evaluation program is necessary. A variety of methods may be employed
during the data collection phase including use of the California Archaeological Resource
Identification and Data Acquisition Program (CARIDAP), intensive site survey and mapping,
subsurface test excavations, artifact analyses, and archival research. These methods may be used
in isolation or in combination with one another to obtain adequate information for the
significance evaluation. In certain cases, a sampling strategy may be possible for particular site
types and features where Phase II testing is required. Sampling may be accomplished by
conducting Phase II investigations at a certain number or percentage of the sites, or those more
substantial sites with the highest potential to contain buried deposits or temporally diagnostic
artifacts that could address function and age.
Low-density lithic scatters located within the APE may qualify for evaluation under the
California Office of Historic Preservation’s (OHP) 1988 publication California Archaeological
Resource Identification and Data Acquisition Program: Sparse Lithic Scatter; A Program For
The Identification And Management Of An Archaeological Resource Class (CARIDAP).
CARIDAP provides a method by which sparse lithic scatters can be adequately and
systematically defined, recorded, and managed. The field methods detailed in the OHP
publication include instructions regarding the criteria for classifying a site as a sparse lithic
scatter and methods for minimum data recovery at sites that have been so classified. Sites that
are eligible for CARIDAP protocols must contain only flaked stone, lack a substantial subsurface
deposit, cover an area smaller than 10,000 m2, and contain no more than three flaked stone items
per m2. Data recovered from sparse lithic scatters using CARIDAP methods is sufficient to
evaluate their CRHR and NRHP eligibility and to assure sufficient collection of data.
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For those archaeological resources that do not qualify for CARIDAP, a set of standard
procedures may be used to obtain the necessary data with which to evaluate archaeological
resources for significance. In many cases, one of the primary goals of the Phase II investigation
will be to determine the horizontal and vertical extent of the boundary of the archaeological site.
Emphasis should also be placed on assessing site integrity and the site’s potential to address
regional archaeological research questions. Towards this end, an intensive site survey and
mapping may be undertaken to better define an archaeological resource’s context and layout.
This method of data collection involves the systematic walkover of the site area to identify the
locations of surface artifacts and features of the site. A detailed map may be made in order to
illustrate the density and distribution of features and artifacts at the sites. In order to obtain
additional information on the possible function and age of an archaeological resource, detailed
analyses of surface artifacts may be undertaken as part of the Phase II evaluation program. These
efforts may involve the in-field analysis of artifacts or the systematic collection of surface
artifacts or samples for subsequent analytical studies.
Subsurface test investigations may also be required for some archaeological resources as part of
the Phase II program to more thoroughly delineate the boundary of archaeological sites, to
evaluate the vertical distribution of cultural materials within areas that will be affected by ground
disturbance, and to assess the nature and significance of the cultural resources. Although the
Phase II testing program requires the investigation of adequate portions of archaeological
properties to evaluate the significance of the resources, the destructive nature of subsurface
testing necessitates a research strategy that is designed to investigate the smallest sample of the
properties to meet the outlined research objectives. As such, subsurface investigations shall be
conducted only when necessary and in moderation.
In accordance with Mitigation Measure CR-2a of the 2010 City of Hesperia General Plan
Update, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the qualified Cultural Resources
Management professional shall contact each of the tribes listed by the NAHC in its Sacred Lands
response letter and inform them of the Phase II testing program. The tribes may request that they
be contacted by the qualified professional when artifacts are found during the testing event. A
Native American monitor shall also be present during Phase II excavations at prehistoric,
ethnographic, and/or multicomponent archaeological sites within the Project area. Preference in
the selection of Native American monitor(s) shall be given to Native Americans with traditional
ties to the area to be monitored. The Native American monitor(s) shall coordinate with the
qualified Cultural Resources Management professional, the Project Developer, and the City to
ensure the appropriate treatment of archaeological resources.
Shovel test pits, augers, surface scrapes, linear trenching, and excavation units, or a combination
of such methods, may be used to evaluate the extent of archaeological deposits, the depth of the
cultural matrix, and the degree of internal stratification. In addition, these investigations may also
provide information with which to evaluate the depositional intensity of the cultural resource.
The excavation of subsurface deposits during the Phase II testing program shall proceed
according to recognizable soil horizons and strata, with each stratigraphic level screened
individually using a ¼-in. or smaller hardware mesh screen to recover archaeological materials.
If no natural strata can be discerned during excavation, arbitrary levels shall be used to maintain
vertical control. There shall be a careful and standardized recording of provenience information
including maps and stratigraphic profiles, and the maintenance of a complete photographic
record. Recovered archaeological materials will be bagged according to provenience and
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transported to an appropriate facility for processing and analysis. Analytical studies carried out
as part of the Phase II investigations should be geared toward the evaluation of an archaeological
resource’s eligibility pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines. Initial analytical activities will
include the identification and classification of all artifacts and features according to explicit
procedures and using the best current standards of archaeological research. More detailed studies
may also be undertaken including the chronometric analysis of archaeological samples (e.g.,
radiocarbon or obsidian hydration dating) and/or the dating of cultural material through
comparative examination with previously dated, standard artifact classes. To assess site activities
and functions, archaeologists may need to undertake analyses that involve the characterization of
artifact morphology, use-wear, spatial patterning, and raw material sources.
For historic-period archaeological resources, archival research may be required to determine the
resource’s significance and eligibility for listing on the CRHR and/or NRHP. Although historic
contexts have already been identified in Section 6.4, information about the specific people who
owned and utilized the site and surrounding area will need to be conducted so that those research
domains or themes can be better understood. A qualified Cultural Resources Management
professional may carry out documentary research and information interviews to achieve these
objectives. Materials useful for these Phase II investigations may include property records and
plats, death and marriage records, census data, historic maps and photographs, local newspapers,
and oral interviews.
The final component of the Phase II analysis will involve the formal evaluation of the
significance and integrity of the archaeological resource. Assessments of significance involve
considerations of all the available data and interpretations of the archaeological resources with
respect to the CRHR and NRHP Criteria of Evaluation. In addition to meeting at least one of the
four criteria for inclusion, the site must exhibit a relatively high level of integrity in terms of its
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling or association.
If an archaeological site is found to be eligible for listing on the CRHR, then the impacts of the
project on the cultural resource need to be determined. In those cases where a project’s impacts
may cause substantial adverse change in the significance of a site, potentially feasible measures
shall be identified that mitigate the significant adverse changes in the significance of the historic
resource to less than significant.
In accordance with 36 CFR 800.5, if an archaeological resource is determined to be a historic
property and is eligible for listing on the NRHP, then the potential adverse effects of the
undertaking on the property must be assessed. Towards this end, the Criteria of Adverse Effect
[36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)] will be applied to each historic property to determine whether the
undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of the property that qualify
it for the NRHP. Examples of Adverse Effects under 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2) have been previously
discussed in Section 7.3.1.
Following the completion of the Phase II evaluation program, a technical report of the findings
shall be prepared. This report will include a Project description, cultural setting, methods, testing
results, and statements of significance for the sites. The document will also present
recommendations for the avoidance and/or mitigation of impacts or adverse effects to significant
cultural resources. The Phase II report shall be submitted to the City and USACE for review and
approval. A finalized version of the Phase II report shall be submitted to the SBAIC of the
CHRIS.
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7.4

CULTURAL RESOURCES AVOIDANCE AND MONITORING PROTOCOLS

Mitigation Measures CR-1d and CR-2b of the 2010 City of Hesperia General Plan Update,
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program state that if significant historical and/or
archaeological cultural resources will be directly impacted by a proposed development such that
the qualities that make the resource significant will be lost during the development, then the
significant cultural resources shall be either avoided or subject to data recovery. The protocols
that are presented below comprise a number of activities which prescribe measures to avoid
impacts and adverse effects to significant cultural resources.
Preservation in place is the preferred mitigation measure under CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(a)(1[B]). To the extent practicable, any ground disturbance or other impacts to
significant cultural resources shall be avoided or minimized during development in the Project
area. Prior to the finalization of the plans and specifications for each phase of development, the
Project developer shall consult with the qualified Cultural Resources Management professional
to identify areas of impact that contain significant cultural resources. The Project developer will
assess whether these significant cultural resources may be preserved in place through redesign
and the use of open space easements. If direct impacts of significant cultural resources cannot be
avoided, then a data recovery investigation would be necessary to reduce the impacts to a less
than significant level (see Section 7.4.4).
In accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, if an undertaking is determined to have an adverse
effect on historic properties, then the USACE must notify the Advisor Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP) of the finding and consult with the SHPO and other consulting parties to
identify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate these adverse effects. For this Project,
avoidance is the preferred method of resolving adverse effects to historic properties. Towards
this end, elements of the Project may be redesigned to the extent practicable to avoid or
minimize direct effects on historic properties.
Other preservation or avoidance measures shall also be implemented to protect cultural resources
within the Project area. Two of these measures—the establishment of the Serrano Heritage
Preserve and the capping of significant archaeological sites—are intended to avoid short- and
long-term impacts or effects to cultural resources. Additional measures, including the delineation
of Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) and archaeological monitoring, will also be
implemented during the construction phase of the Project to avoid inadvertent impacts to cultural
resources located outside of the APE. Each of these avoidance measures is described in more
detail below.
7.4.1 Establishment of the Serrano Heritage Preserve
The goal of the Serrano Heritage Preserve (Preserve) is to preserve and protect significant
cultural resources located within the Project area. The physical boundaries of the Preserve
encompass an approximately 81 ac area [ADD FIGURE OF PRESERVE ONCE BOUNDARY
IS FINALIZED]. Within the boundaries of the preserve lies the prehistoric and ethnohistoric
Serrano village of Guapiabit, which encompasses three housepit village components (CA-SBR93/H, CA-SBR-1675/H, and CA-SBR-1913/H). Portions of two additional sites (CA-SBR-1673
and CA-SBR-1886), which were occupied during the Prehistoric period, are also located within
the Preserve. Approximately 72 ac of the Preserve would overlap with a larger 523-ac
conservation easement.
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Given the significance of the cultural resources within the area, the Preserve will be established
and maintained free of ground-disturbing activities throughout the construction and use of the
Tapestry Project. Exceptions to this include the construction of a trail system that will run
through the Preserve. Fencing may be installed along the trail routes to limit access of off-trail
areas by the general public.
7.4.2 Capping of Archaeological Sites
Archaeological sites that have been determined to be significant can also be protected from
inadvertent impacts during the development of the Project area by capping or covering the
resources with a layer of culturally sterile soil. The new soil layer should be sufficiently thick to
contain all foundation footings, utility trenches, grading, and other ground-disturbing activities
without impacts to the underlying native soil. As capping alters the resource’s setting and
typically limits access to the resource, this method of preservation may only be implemented
when other avoidance methods are not physically feasible, and where:
1.
2.
3.
4.

The soils to be covered will not suffer serious compaction; and
The covering materials are not chemically active; and
The site is one in which the natural processes of deterioration have been effectively
arrested; and
The site has been recorded and evaluated for significance.

7.4.3 Delineation of Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Cultural resources that have been determined to be significant or have not been evaluated for
significance will also be protected from inadvertent impacts during the development of the
Project area by the creation of Environmental Sensitive Areas (ESAs). Prior to the start of
construction activities, protective measures that may include signage, exclusion fencing, or
flagging shall be installed around any significant or unevaluated cultural resource located outside
of the area of direct impact but within 100 ft of expected ground-disturbing activities (e.g.,
grubbing, grading, or excavation for the preparation of building sites, roads, utility installation,
and roads). The installation of these protective measures will be undertaken by a qualified
archaeologist using existing site maps and field inspections of current conditions and will serve
to demarcate the boundary of the ESA within which construction personnel and vehicles shall be
prohibited. The ESA will remain in place until all ground-disturbing activities within the vicinity
have ceased and the potential for inadvertent impacts has been reduced.
7.4.4 Cultural Resources Monitoring
Archaeological monitoring may also be conducted during the development of the Project to
ensure that known resources are not impacted or affected in an unanticipated manner and to
prevent impacts or adverse effects to any undiscovered resources that may be encountered during
construction. This monitoring is intended to identify, at the time of discovery, any cultural
materials exposed during ground disturbance and to protect such resources from further damage.
Mitigation Measures CR-1c, CR-1d, CR-2a, and CR-2b of the 2010 City of Hesperia General
Plan Update, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program stipulate that if cultural resources
monitoring is required during the construction of the Project, then the City shall require the
monitoring specialists to present his/her credentials to the City for review and approval, showing
it is pertinent to the resources expected to be uncovered. A qualified Cultural Resources
Management professional, who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications
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Standards for both historic and prehistoric archaeology, shall supervise the monitoring effort and
act as the responsible party for cultural resources issues. The qualified Cultural Resources
Management professional will remain on-call throughout the Project to handle any unexpected
discoveries. Archaeological monitors will report directly to the qualified Cultural Resources
Management professional.
Level of Construction Monitoring. A qualified archaeologist shall monitor all grounddisturbing activities in areas located within 100 ft of a significant cultural resource. In addition,
cultural resources monitoring shall be required for any areas that are classified as having high
sensitivity for containing buried cultural resources (see Section 7.2.4). Archaeological
construction monitoring is defined as on-the-ground, close-up observation by a qualified
archaeological monitor who watches for any kind of archaeological remains that might be
exposed by machines or vehicles during ground-disturbing construction activities. These
activities include, but are not limited to, mechanical boring, grubbing, scraping, grading, and
excavating. The monitor attempts to define and identify any discovered archaeological find, halts
construction in the vicinity of a find if necessary to evaluate it, and keeps a daily log of
construction activities observed and any archaeological finds made.
Archaeological monitors will inspect—from a safe distance during excavation activities,
mechanical trenching, backdirt piles, or associated ground disturbance—for evidence of
prehistoric, historical, or other culturally sensitive materials. Archaeological monitors will
observe grading and grubbing by following the construction equipment as it removes soil and
vegetation, walking the cut after the machinery has passed, or standing to the side and observing
the soil removal activity. When deeper excavation or trenching is conducted, monitors will
observe the mechanical removal of soil and will carefully inspect all of the backdirt that is
removed from the trench or pit. If it is safe to do so, monitors will inspect the sidewalls of
trenches and pits as they are exposed. If warranted by their observations, the monitors may
temporarily halt or redirect construction to examine soils or inspect the interior of a trench.
Authority to Halt Construction. The archaeological monitor shall be authorized to halt
construction, if necessary, in the immediate area where cultural remains are encountered until the
origin and integrity of the source deposit can be determined. In the event that a cultural resource
is unearthed during ground-disturbing construction activities, the monitor will stop all work
within 60 ft of the discovery site and assess the significance of the find. Construction activities
will be halted if there is a discovery of cultural materials greater than 45 years of age (or if
younger, determined to be exceptionally significant) or if impacts to such a resource could be
anticipated. This halting or redirection of ground disturbance will be accomplished under the
direction of the construction supervisor in consultation with the qualified Cultural Resources
Management professional.
The location of the discovery site should be secured at all times. Vehicles, equipment, and
unauthorized personnel will not be permitted within 60 ft of the discovery site until work is
allowed to resume. This buffer zone is meant to include the immediate vicinity of the discovery
sufficient to ensure that the resource is protected from impacts, and may be created by the
monitor through the use of flagging or temporary fencing. If mitigation measures are necessary,
ground-disturbing activities and construction activities will remain halted near the discovery
until the mitigation of the impacts has been completed.
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Only the Project owner/construction supervisor, with the assurance from the archaeological
monitor and/or qualified Cultural Resources Management professional that all required
mitigation has been completed, can authorize re-initiating ground-disturbing and construction
activities. If construction workers discover cultural materials, they will immediately halt work in
the area and inform the construction foreman or manager, who will immediately halt grounddisturbing activities in the area of the discovery and notify the qualified Cultural Resources
Management professional or the archaeological monitor, if the monitor is present on the site.
Any interference with monitoring activities, removal of a monitor from duties assigned by the
qualified Cultural Resources Management professional, or direction to a monitor to relocate
monitoring activities by anyone other than the qualified Cultural Resources Management
professional shall be considered non-compliance with the mitigation measures.
Native American Participation. As part of the monitoring program, a Native American
monitor shall also be present to observe ground-disturbing activities in areas where Native
American remains may be discovered. Prior to construction, the qualified Cultural Resources
Management professional will contact the NAHC to obtain a list of interested Native American
tribes and individuals that may have knowledge of the cultural resources within Project area.
Preference in the selection of Native American monitor(s) shall be given to the San Manuel Band
of Mission Indians. If the San Manuel Band is unable to recommend a Native American
monitor(s), then preference shall be given to other Native American groups that have traditional
ties to the area. The Native American monitor(s) shall coordinate with the qualified Cultural
Resources Management professional, the Project Developer, and the City to ensure the
appropriate treatment of archaeological resources.
Cultural Resources Monitoring Report. Following the completion of cultural resource
monitoring for a given phase of development, the results of the archaeological monitoring
program will be summarized in a technical report of findings. The report will include an
overview of the monitored areas and activities, a summary of the field methods, results of
archaeological monitoring efforts, and recommendations for additional studies, if necessary. This
report will be submitted to the City and the USACE for review and approval. A finalized version
of the monitoring report shall be submitted to the SBAIC.
7.5

WORKERS ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS PROGRAM

Prior to the start of construction activities, all on-site personnel will be briefed regarding the
types of cultural resources that could be found in the Project area and the procedures to follow
should cultural resources be encountered. The training will consist of information related to
cultural resources including, but not limited to: cultural resources monitoring roles,
responsibilities, and authority; restricted areas and approved vehicle corridors; the types of sites
and artifacts that may be encountered; penalties for unauthorized collection of artifacts; and the
need to temporarily redirect work away from the location of any unanticipated discovery until it
is adequately documented and treated. The training will also emphasize the requirement that
Project personnel should notify their supervisor, who in turn will contact the qualified Cultural
Resources Management professional.
Contact information will be provided during the program for the qualified Cultural Resources
Management professional and the on-site monitor(s). The training will be developed by the
qualified Cultural Resources Management professional and will be conducted concurrent with
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other environmental training (e.g., paleontological and natural resources awareness training,
safety training, etc.) at the preconstruction kick-off meeting or morning tailgate meeting. The
training also may be videotaped or presented in an informational brochure for future use by field
personnel not present at the start of the Project.
7.6

CULTURAL RESOURCES TREATMENT PROTOCOLS

As stated in Mitigation Measures CR-1d and CR-2b of the 2010 City of Hesperia General Plan
Update, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, if significant historical and/or
archaeological cultural resources will be directly impacted by a proposed development such that
the qualities that make the resource significant will be lost during the development and
avoidance is not possible, then the impacted resources will be subject to treatment or data
recovery. The treatment protocols for historical and archaeological cultural resources are
designed to reduce most of the Project’s impacts on significant cultural resources to a less than
significant level in accordance with Section 15126.4(b) of the CEQA Guidelines.
For the purpose of compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, if an undertaking cannot be
redesigned to avoid or minimize effects on a historic property, then appropriate treatment to
mitigate the adverse effects may be necessary. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be
negotiated between the USACE, the SHPO, and other consulting parties that identifies the steps
that shall be taken to mitigate the adverse effects. Once the MOA is executed, the treatment may
proceed under the terms of the MOA.
The treatment protocols that are presented below comprise a set of recommended activities that
compensate for the loss of those resources due to unavoidable impacts or adverse effects
resulting from the development of the Project.
7.6.1 Treatment of Significant Historical Cultural Resources
If it is determined that a given phase of a Project’s development shall have an unavoidable
impact or effect on the significance of a historical resource, a treatment plan shall be developed
outlining a recommended mitigation approach. Possible mitigation options that constitute
feasible alternatives to demolition should first be considered in this process; these mitigation
measures include adaptive reuse, reconstruction, and relocation of the significant structure or
building. If the building or structure can be preserved on site, but remodeling, renovation, or
other alterations are required, this work shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standard for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Weeks and Grimmer 1995). As
noted above, relocation of a historical resource may constitute an adverse impact or effect to the
resource (Office of Historic Preservation 2001:6). However, in situations where relocation is the
only feasible alternative to demolition, relocation may mitigate below a level of significance
provided that the new location is compatible with the original character and use of the historical
resource and the resource retains its eligibility for listing on the CRHR (14 CCR Section
4852(d)(1)) and NRHP.
If a significant historical resource is proposed for major alteration or renovation, or is to be
moved and/or demolished, a qualified Cultural Resources Management professional shall
thoroughly document the building and associated landscaping and setting. Documentation shall
include an archival-quality set of professional photographs and a written documentary record of
the building to the standards of the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) or Historic
American Engineering Record (HAER). In some cases, the use of drawings, photographs, and/or
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displays may not fully mitigate the physical impact on the environment caused by demolition or
destruction of a historical resource under CEQA (14 CCR Section 15126.4(b)). However, CEQA
requires that all feasible mitigation be undertaken even if it does not mitigate below a level of
significance. In this context, thorough documentation of the significant historical resource serves
a legitimate archival purpose. The level of documentation shall be commensurate with the degree
of significance of the building, site, structure, or object. There are four defined levels of
HABS/HAER documentation including:


Level I is the highest level of documentation. Only nationally significant buildings, sites,
structures, or objects require Level I documentation which includes a full set of measured
drawings, photographs with large format negatives of exterior and interior views and a
written history and description of the structure.



Level II documentation consists of selected drawings, photographs with large format
negatives of exterior and interior views plus a written history and description.



Level III documentation includes a sketch plan, photographs with large format negatives
of exterior and interior views, and written data on an architectural data form to explain
what is not visible in the photographs.



Level IV documentation consists of preparing HABS/HAER inventory cards to
determine the presence or absence of historic resources in an area.

The level of HABS/HAER documentation shall be determined in consultation with the City,
USACE, and SHPO. A historical resources treatment plan shall be developed based on these
consultation efforts that outline the level of HABS/HAER documentation and the specific
methods that will be employed in the documentation process. The historical resources treatment
plan shall be reviewed and approved by the City and the USACE prior to its implementation.
Documentation prepared for inclusion in the HABS/HAER collections at the Library of Congress
must meet the standards and guidelines developed by the National Park Service to ensure
uniformity and archival permanence of the HABS/HAER collections. These standards and
guidelines are as follows:


Standard I: Documentation shall adequately explicate and illustrate what is significant
or valuable about the historic building, site, structure, or object being documented.



Standard II: Documentation shall be prepared accurately from reliable sources with
limitations clearly stated to permit independent verification of the information.



Standard III: Documentation shall be prepared on materials that are readily
reproducible, durable, and in standard sizes.



Standard IV: Documentation shall be clearly and concisely produced.

Archival documentation will be submitted to the City and the USACE for review. Finalized
versions of the document will be sent to appropriate local archives, the SBAIC, and/or the
Library of Congress.
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7.6.2 Treatment of Significant Archaeological Resources
Data recovery (Phase III) is a common mitigation measure that enables the retrieval of the
important information that makes an archaeological resource eligible for listing on the CRHR
and/or NRHP before the site’s integrity is compromised or destroyed. The objectives and field
methods used in data recovery efforts within the Project area will need to be determined on a
site-by-site basis. Any site-specific Data Recovery Treatment Plan shall incorporate a
comprehensive research design. The purpose of the research design is to answer questions
addressed during the Phase II testing program on a broader regional level and to provide a
procedural framework for the collection of data in the field and the laboratory. In addition to
presenting the research questions pertinent to the site or Project area (see Section 6), the research
design will also include a discussion of the types of data that can be used to answer these
questions, the kinds of sampling and field methods that will best locate and recover these data,
the most relevant techniques of data collection and analyses, and how the results will be
evaluated in reference to the research questions. Although the research design establishes a
framework for the data recovery efforts, it must also include an element of flexibility to allow
modifications to the excavation and analytical strategies based on field and research results. The
data recovery plan and research design shall be reviewed and approved by the City and the
USACE prior to its implementation.
The specific field methods employed in the Phase III data recovery plan shall depend on the site
type, the research questions, and the nature of the project impacts. Field methods must be chosen
to carefully but efficiently locate, define, and recover the necessary data from different use areas,
artifact concentrations, and features to meet the study objectives. In order to maximize data
retrieval, Phase III fieldwork strategies may involve the subsurface investigation of a substantial
portion or sample of the archaeological site. Although field recovery shall focus primarily on the
site areas within the area of impact, limited sampling outside of the impact area may be needed
for accurate site interpretation and analyses.
Goals of the Phase III fieldwork may include confirming and more accurately documenting the
horizontal and vertical extent of the site structure in order to understand the interrelationship of
the features and artifacts, and to determine the temporal and contextual relationship of the
cultural deposits. Towards this end, a systematic walkover of the area may be undertaken to
identify the locations of surface artifacts and features of the site. A detailed map of these cultural
resources shall be produced and a representative sample of surface artifacts may be collected for
analysis. Subsurface investigations shall also be conducted when appropriate and will utilize
relatively intensive excavation strategies including close-interval shovel test pits, surface scrapes,
isolated test units, block excavation units, and linear trenching, or a combination of these
methods. In some cases, the use of mechanical equipment may also be appropriate for removing
the non-cultural fill that overlies subsurface deposits within the impact area. The mechanical
stripping of overburden may expose features within the impact area that are not visible on the
surface, thereby permitting a more thorough assessment of activity areas and patterns of site use.
Although specific Phase III field methods may vary from site to site, all excavations shall
conform to the basic practices of data collection and recording. These include the excavation of
subsurface deposits according to recognizable soil horizons and strata, with each stratigraphic
level screened individually using a ¼-in. or smaller hardwire mesh screen to recover
archaeological materials. If no natural strata can be discerned during excavation, arbitrary levels
shall be used to maintain vertical control. There shall be a careful and standardized recording of
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provenience information including maps and stratigraphic profiles, and the maintenance of a
complete photographic record. Detailed context information collected during the Phase III
excavations can be used to explore the chronological relationships between various deposits and
to explore the relationships between contiguous deposits and the position of individual deposits
temporally and physically within a site.
In accordance with Mitigation Measure CR-2b of the 2010 City of Hesperia General Plan
Update, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the qualified Cultural Resources
Management professional shall contact each of the tribes listed by the NAHC in its Sacred Lands
response letter and inform them of the Phase III data recovery program. The tribes may request
that they be contacted by the qualified professional when artifacts are found during the
excavation event. A Native American monitor shall also be present during data recovery efforts
at prehistoric, ethnographic, and/or multicomponent archaeological sites within the Project area.
Preference in the selection of Native American monitor(s) shall be given to Native Americans
with traditional ties to the area to be monitored. The Native American monitor(s) shall
coordinate with the qualified Cultural Resources Management professional, the Project
Developer, and the City to ensure the appropriate treatment of archaeological resources.
Phase III analytical studies shall be directed towards the maximum retrieval of information from
excavated materials in order to address defined research questions. This work will involve: (1)
the interpretation of site activities, functions, and occupational span; and (2) the examination of
the research questions and hypotheses addressing the site’s local and regional significance. Initial
analytical studies shall involve the identification and classification of all artifacts and features
according to explicit procedures outlined in the data recovery plan and using the best current
standards of archaeological research. More detailed studies may also be undertaken including the
chronometric analysis of archaeological samples (e.g., radiocarbon or obsidian hydration dating)
and/or the dating of cultural material through comparative examination with previously dated,
standard artifact classes. To assess site activities and functions, archaeologists may need to
undertake analyses that involve the characterization of artifact morphology, use wear, spatial
patterning, and raw material sources. Phase III analyses shall integrate the newly acquired data
with the results of the previous Phase II investigations to reliably interpret the site as a whole.
Archival research may also be required as part of the Phase III investigation of historic-period
archaeological sites. The main purpose of this archival work will be to augment the information
that was previously identified during the Phase II testing program in order to address the research
questions and issues outlined in the data recovery plan. A qualified archaeologist(s) may carry
out documentary research and information interviews to achieve these objectives. Materials
useful for these Phase III investigations may include property records and plats, death and
marriage records, census data, historic maps and photographs, local newspapers, and oral
interviews.
Following the completion of the Phase III data recovery program, a technical report of the
findings shall be prepared. This report will include a Project description, cultural setting, field
and laboratory methods, and results of all artifact analyses, including any external scientific
studies (e.g., radiocarbon dating or obsidian hydration dating or sourcing) that were conducted as
part of the Phase III work effort. In addition, the report will contain a recommendation as to
whether all important archaeological data within the APE has been recovered, thereby reducing
the potential impacts or effects of a given phase of the Project’s development to a less than
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significant level. The report will be submitted to the City and the USACE for review. A finalized
version of the Phase III report shall be submitted to the SBAIC of the CHRIS.
Additional Data Recovery Efforts at Previously Excavated Archaeological Sites.
As discussed in Section 4.5, data recovery excavations were previously undertaken at six
archaeological sites (CA-SBR-1615, CA-SBR-1624, CA-SBR-1672, CA-SBR-1673, CA-SBR1674, and CA-SBR-6580) within the current Project area as part of the earlier Rancho Las Flores
Development Project. These Phase III investigations were designed to mitigate the specific
impacts of the Rancho Las Flores Project. As such, it is not known whether the current Project
will result in any new impacts to these cultural resources. To evaluate if previous data recovery
efforts were sufficient to reduce the level of impact of the current Project to a less than
significant level, a qualified Cultural Resource Management professional shall undertake an
impacts analysis following the finalization of the design plans for each phase of development. If
additional impacts are identified that require mitigation, then the procedures outlined above for
Phase III data recovery investigations shall be implemented to mitigate the impacts to a less than
significant level.
As noted above, the artifacts recovered during the previous data recovery investigations at CASBR-1615, CA-SBR-1624, CA-SBR-1672, CA-SBR-1673, CA-SBR-1674, and CA-SBR-6580
were only partially analyzed and no report of the findings was ever written up. If it is determined
that the current Project shall impact any of these cultural resources, a good faith effort shall be
made as part of the data recovery work to access and analyze these existing collections. The
results of these investigations shall be reported in the Phase III technical report (see discussion
above). The analysis and reporting of these extant artifact assemblages shall be considered part
of the mitigation effort to reduce the impacts or effects of the Project to a less than significant
level.
7.7

TREATMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL DISCOVERIES DURING
CONSTRUCTION

7.7.1 Field Procedures
In the event that a prehistoric or historic cultural resource is unearthed during ground-disturbing
construction activities—including, but not limited to, grading, grubbing, and excavation—all
work within 60 ft of the discovery site must stop and the area should be flagged or fenced off. As
detailed in Section 7.4, a qualified Cultural Resources Management professional must assess the
significance of the find. If a cultural resources monitor is present, the monitor will stop all work
within 60 ft of the discovery site and assess the significance of the find. The location of the
discovery site should be secured at all times. Vehicles, equipment, and unauthorized personnel
will not be permitted within 60 ft of the discovery site until work is allowed to resume. Work
may not resume until consultation procedures have been completed.
7.7.2 Notification Requirements
Upon the inadvertent discovery of a prehistoric or historic cultural resource, the Project
developer must immediately notify both the qualified Cultural Resources Management
professional (if a cultural resources monitor is not present) and the City.
7.7.3 Consultation Procedures
After notification, a representative from the City, a qualified Cultural Resources Management
professional (if cultural resources monitor is not present), Native American tribes (if
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appropriate), and a representative for the Project developer must consult to determine whether
the discovered resource can be avoided. If impacts to the cultural resource have not occurred,
and the respective parties agree on a suitable measure of avoidance, construction work may
continue. If it is determined that the resource has been impacted or affected the following would
take place:

7.8



A qualified Cultural Resources Management professional shall develop
appropriate treatment measures for the discovered and impacted resource in
consultation with the City, the SHPO, Native American tribes (if appropriate), and
other appropriate agencies.



Work will not resume until permission is received from the City.

TREATMENT OF HUMAN REMAINS

7.8.1 Burial Agreement
A burial agreement will be developed between the lead agency and the Native American Most
Likely Descendent (MLD), as designated by the NAHC. This burial agreement will outline the
protocols to be followed if Native American remains are encountered during archaeological
investigations or subsequent project development. Specifically, the agreement will stipulate the
procedures for the treatment or disposal of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any
associated grave goods as provided in PRC Section 5097.98. The burial agreement will also
provide provisions regarding the human remains that have previously been excavated from the
Project area that are currently stored at the San Bernardino County Coroner Office (see Section
4.5.1). Finally, the burial agreement shall identify an appropriate reburial site within the Project
area for the re-interment of all Native American human remains and associated grave goods
discovered during the development of the Project.
7.8.2 Field Procedures
In accordance with Section 7050.5 of California’s Health and Safety Code, if human remains are
unearthed during ground-disturbing construction activities—including, but not limited to,
grading, grubbing, and excavation—all work in the immediate vicinity must stop until the San
Bernardino County coroner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native American.
If a cultural resources monitor is present, the monitor will stop all work and contact the qualified
Cultural Resources Management professional, who in turn will contact the San Bernardino
County coroner. The location of the discovery site should be secured at all times. Vehicles,
equipment, and unauthorized personnel will not be permitted within 60 ft of the discovery site
until work is allowed to resume. Work may not resume until notification requirements and
proper assessments have been completed.
According to the California Health and Safety Code, six or more human burials at one location
constitute a cemetery (Section 8100), and willful disturbance of human remains is a felony
(Section 7052).
7.8.3 Notification Requirements
Upon discovery of human remains, the San Bernardino County coroner must be contacted
immediately (within 24 hours). The coroner has two working days to determine if the remains
are subject to his/her authority or are of Native American origin pursuant to Health and Safety
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Code, Section 7050.5(b). If the remains are determined to be ancient, the Coroner must notify the
NAHC, who in turn will notify a MLD.
7.9

CURATION STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES

All archaeological collections, final reports, field notes, and other standard documentation
collected during Project implementation shall be permanently curated in accordance with 36
CFR Part 79, which stipulated conditions for the curation of federally-owned and administered
archaeological collections. In addition, the selected curation facility will meet the California
OHP’s Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Collections (California Department of
Parks and Recreation 1993). The Cultural Resources Management professional who oversees any
monitoring, site evaluation, and/or data recovery shall be required to secure a written agreement
with a recognized museum repository regarding the final disposition and permanent storage and
maintenance of archaeological resources recovered as a result of the archaeological monitoring,
as well as provenience data that might result from the specified monitoring program, and any
Phase II and Phase III archaeological investigations conducted. The written agreement shall
specify the level of treatment (preparation, identification, curation, cataloging) required before
the collection would be accepted for storage. The curation agreement will also include provisions
for the final disposition and permanent storage of existing collections that were previously
excavated from sites in the Project area as part of the Rancho Las Flores Development; these
collections are currently housed in temporary storage at the San Diego Archaeological Center
(SDAC) (de Barros, personal communication November 2013).
Pursuant to Mitigation Measure CR-2b of the 2010 City of Hesperia General Plan Update,
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the qualified Cultural Resources Management
professional shall seek and consider input from the tribe(s) regarding the disposition of the
artifacts, if a tribe responds to the notice of Phase III excavation event.
7.10

OUTREACH AND INTERPRETIVE PROGRAM

This section outlines Native American and public outreach and interpretative programs to be
implemented for the Project. This type of outreach involves the Native American community, the
general public, and the professional community.
7.10.1 Native American Involvement
One key component of the cultural resources investigations will be Native American
involvement. Participation in the Project by the Native American community will not only aid in
data interpretation and lifeway reconstruction, but will also ensure that culturally sensitive issues
are treated appropriately and that Native American concerns are addressed. It is anticipated that
Native American involvement will be ongoing through the development of the Project.
Native American participation is expected to take a variety of forms. As part of the Section 106
process, the USACE will conduct formal government-to-government consultation with Native
American groups. In addition, the City also conducted consultation with Native American groups
in accordance with SB 18 prior o the adoption of the Tapestry Specific Plan. An initial request
was made to the NAHC on February 18, 2014, to review the Sacred Lands File and determine if
any known cultural resources of concern were present within or adjacent to the Project area. The
NAHC responded on February 19, 2013, stating that no Native American cultural resources
listed in the Sacred Lands File are known to exist in the immediate Project area. At that time, the
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NAHC provided a list of 11 Native American individuals representing eight tribal groups. Initial
consultation letters notifying tribal representatives of the opportunity to conduct government-togovernment consultation with the City were sent to the contacts on the NAHC list on March 26,
2014. These individuals included:












Joseph Hamilton, Chairman, Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians
Carla Rodriguez, Chairwoman, San Manuel Band of Mission Indians
Daniel McCarthy, Director of Cultural Resources Management Department, San Manuel
Band of Mission Indians
William Madrigal, Jr., Cultural Resources Manager, Morongo Band of Mission Indians
Edward Smith, Chairperson, Chemehuevi Reservation
Ernest H. Siva, Morongo Band of Mission Indians
Goldie Walker, Chairwoman, Serrano Nation of Mission Indians
John Valenzuela, Chairperson, San Fernando Band of Mission Indians
Linda Otero, Director AhaMaKav Cultural Society, Fort Mojave Indians
Nora McDowell, AhaMaKav Cultural Society, Fort Mojave Indians
Timothy Williams, Chairperson, Fort Mojave Indians

On May 8, 2014, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (San Manuel) sent a letter to the City
formally requesting government-to-government consultation. No other responses were received
by the City within the 90-day response period.
As part of the SB 18 consultation efforts, two meetings were held on July 9, 2014 and September
3, 2014 at the San Manuel Community Center in Highland, California. The meetings were
attended by representatives of San Manuel, the City, the Project Developer, and Æ staff. Key
issues raised by the San Manuel during the consultation process included: the creation of the
Serrano Heritage Preserve; the proper documentation and curation of existing collections that
had been excavated by Philip De Barros as part of the previous Rancho Las Flores project (see
Section 4.5.1); and the identification of an appropriate reburial site for human remains that had
been excavated by De Barros, as well as any human remains encountered during future
development of the Project area (see Section 7.8). The City also provided San Manuel with a
draft version of the CRMP (Clark and Mirro 2014), Phase I survey reports (Clark and McDougall
2013; Potter, Clark, and McDougall 2014), the Phase II evaluation report (Potter, Clark,
McDougall, Smallwood et al. 2014), and a Buried Site Assessment report (Mirro 2014).
On October 13, 2014, representatives from San Manuel, the City, the Project Developer, Æ staff,
and Philip De Barros visited the Rancho Las Flores archaeological collections that are
temporarily being stored at the San Diego Archaeological Center in Escondido, California. On
October 14, 2014, representatives from San Manuel, the City, the Project Developer, and Æ staff
visited two possible reburial sites that had been identified by the Project Developer. [THIS
SECTION MAY BE MODIFIED FOLLOWING THE COMPLETION OF THE SB
CONSULTATION PROCESS].
Native American involvement is expected to be ongoing throughout the cultural resources
investigations. Native American monitors shall be present during Phase I surveys, Phase II
evaluations, and Phase III data recovery excavations at prehistoric, ethnographic, and/or
multicomponent archaeological sites within the Project area (see Sections 7.3.2 and 7.6.2).
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Native American participation may also prove useful in historical resources studies as such
interaction may provide important information about the early historic settlement in the Project
area. Native American involvement will continue into the construction phase as Native American
monitors will be present on-site to monitor grading and other ground-disturbing activities, when
deemed appropriate.
7.10.2 Public Participation
The cultural resources investigations for the Project will provide an excellent opportunity to
educate the general public about their cultural heritage, as well as enhance archaeological
preservation through a better public understanding of archaeological topics and the fragility of
archaeological resources. Public participation and education may include visits to sites with good
quality interpretation, visits to sites where excavation is in progress, and tours of the collections
laboratory where final analyses are being conducted.
Public education will also be achieved through the preparation of popular reports and brochures
detailing the reasons for, and the results of, the cultural resources investigations that are
conducted in the Project area. Such documents will be written in nontechnical prose and may be
incorporated into a variety of academic curricula and distributed to local interpretive facilities
and museums.
Finally, public participation in the archaeological investigations may provide important data for
the interpretation of the Project area’s cultural resources. This type of participation may include
conducting oral interviews with individuals who are knowledgeable about the study area’s
cultural resources and gaining access to local private artifact collections that may be suitable for
comparative analyses. The public may also aid the cultural resources investigations by providing
historical photographs and other data that may be useful in reconstructing historical landscapes
and pinpointing homestead locations.
7.10.3 Technical and Popular Reports
The results of cultural resources investigations for the Project will be presented in several types
of technical and popular reports. These will deal with the Phase I survey, Phase II evaluations,
and Phase III data recovery and treatment efforts for significant resources that will be impacted
by Project construction. The content of these technical reports are described in detail in their
respective sections.
Final professional reports of Project goals and objectives, methods, and research findings will
also be prepared after archaeological investigations in the Project area are completed. The final
report will be comprehensive, incorporating the results of all survey, testing, and data recovery
investigations. The final report will not replicate all the technical details presented in the interim
reports but will summarize and synthesize important data, address major research problems, and
show how the Project has contributed substantively to the advancement of knowledge of
prehistory and history of the upper Mojave River region. Journal articles will be written as a
means of reporting significant findings to professional audiences.
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